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Foreword

Every American who cares about liberty owes a tieliRon Paul. From his first
run for Congress in 1974 through his gallant try fllee Senate in 1984 to his
present campaign as Presidential candidate of ithexthrian Party, Ron Paul has
been an outstanding leader for freedom.

| had the privilege of working as Dr. Paul's cleéktaff in Washington. And in
the often corrupt and always superficial city of $N@gton, D.C., he was a beacon
of honesty and decency.

Even the advocates of big government came grutigingecognize him as the

man they couldn't sway, the man they couldn't bdis only concerns were
freedom, peace, the Constitution, and honest maraythese same ideals animate
his latest book.
Naturally, the criminals who want your tax dollamgheir pockets found Ron Paul
hard to deal with. Devotion to principle is not #gine of Capitol Hill. The back-
slapping, vote-trading politicians and lobbyistdt fencomfortable around Ron
Paul, almost as though their shirt collars weretigiat.

Greatness is often lonely, and it is never eagypfmose colleagues or the statist
special interests who wanted Ron Paul to act as ¢nend boy to the Treasury.
They were all amazed, and then aghast, at hisaketuplay their game.

New Congressmen are always advised, in shady Sa/uRes words, "To get
along, go along.” They're told: "Don't make wav¥ate for the other guy's
spending and he'll vote for yours. Do as you'rd goid you'll be taken care of."

How easy to become part of the system, and resapethards of power.



For virtually every Congressman, there is notneaepause before he plunges
into the trough. It is, after all, why he enteredlifics. But that was not why Ron
Paul went to Washington. He sought a great rostiamireedom, and he never
sold out. He even opposed public works projecthisnown district, a stand that
still boggles every politician in America.

As Ron Paul patiently explained, he could hardificize federal spending in
California while supporting it in Texas. But suabnsistency was outlandish. No
one could believe his ears.

Over the years, Ron Paul's influence grew. Nol wie politicians, but with the
people. He educated millions, spreading the iddatudwig von Mises and
Murray N. Rothbard on runaway government, soundewpand the free market.

Other Congressmen would be flabbergasted to redbiousands of their own
constituents' letters telling them to vote like R@aul. As Andrew Jackson said,
"One man with courage can make a majority."

Ron Paul has helped build the majority for freeddmhis campaigns, in the
Congress, with the F.R.E.E. Foundation and the Mibestitute, calmly and
without fanfare, he's worked for us and for ouidan.

How often | saw him at his desk, at 7:00am andllBEOOpm, poring over
legislation and committee hearings most other Gesgnen ignored, studying
Constitutional history and Austrian economics, amdting some of the most
eloquent words ever to come out of the Capitol.wéeked hard and cheerfully,
earning a fraction of his former income as a phgsic

He would get angry at the goings-on. And frusttaiut he was never defeated,
because he never forgot why he was there. Not tkenaacareer in the State
apparatus, but to help dismantle it.

He never made a promise he didn't keep, neveatedlhis oath to uphold the
Constitution, never desecrated free market or hawdey principles, never voted
to waste a cent or to raise our taxes, was news tlean a pure champion of
liberty.

We have not seen Ron Paul's like in Washingtocesihe days of the Founding
Fathers. And this book helps demonstrate why. @rettonomy, civil liberties, the
IRS, foreign policy, the gold standard, the drafid the Power Elite, he takes the
hardcore, principled Libertarian position. He ise t20th century's Thomas
Jefferson.

The Omnipotent State threatens us with inflatiexpropriation, depression,
war, and slavery. Republicans and Democrats ofirlees and loot-seeking.



But Ron Paul and the Libertarian Party provide dstyy and decency: an
America where we are free to work and to achiemeAmerica at peace with its
citizens and its neighbors; an America of abundamzk compassion; an America
of healthy families and decent children; an Ameritderant of peaceful
differences; an America true to its origins in hitye an America liberated from the
Moloch State.

The remaining years of the 20th century hold bet grospect of State created
war, pestilence, famine, oppression, and depralfitye succeed in changing this
specter, Ron Paul and the Libertarian Party wilehanade the difference.

Llewellyn H. Rockwell, Jr.

Llewellyn H. Rockwell, Jr., is founder and president of the Ludwig von Mises
Institute.
1988
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INTRODUCTION

The People's Manners Are Now Corrupt

Two hundred years ago the United States Constitutigs written as a guide
for America's unique experiment in freedom. Todagy/free society that the Founders
envisaged is barely identifiable.

America is no longer a bastion of freedom. premgiideology, grounded in
economic ignorance and careless disregard for iohal liberty, is nurtured by a
multitude of self-serving, power-seeking politicgaspouting platitudes of compassion
for the poor who are created by their own philogofteelection is paramount in the
minds of most of those who represent us, whiledoee and constitutional restraint of
power are considered old-fashioned and unwise.

The feeling of frustration prevalent in the courtisgay is certainly
understandable. Government is so big and the baraeyiso cumbersome that the
average person has little to say about his econdestiny unless he resorts to the
underground economy. In a free society, of courslyidual initiative and ability are
the principle factors in determining one's econowed-being.

Not surprisingly, half of the people don't regisiervote and less than half of
those who do rarely vote. When permitted on thiohdNone Of The Above" is the
most attractive candidate.

Something certainly has gone wrong. The role oegoment and the people's
attitude toward government have changed dramatisalce 1787, with most of the
changes occurring in the twentieth century. It @ppé¢hat we are in the waning days
of the American Republic.
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Has America become known for lies? Our presideataldout foreign affairs
while secretly carrying out activities never apprd\by Congress. Scientists falsify
records for career purposes. Wall Street is fiéith stories of lies and scandals.
Sadly, lying and deceit have become a way of bfenhany in America today.

Samuel Adams, at the time of the Constitutionalv@omion, accurately
warned: “Neither the wisest constitution nor theegt laws will secure the liberty and
happiness of a people whose manners are univecsahypt.”

We certainly are blessed with a unique and inspFedstitution, probably the
best in the history of man, despite its shortcominggt today, two hundred years
since its ratification, the Constitution doesn'strain the pernicious and steady
growth of government at the expense of personafthjp Our manners are now
corrupt.

We have been conditioned to accept debt as panearly aspect of our lives.
Individuals, corporations, and nations are swimmmgebt so great that no one ever
expects repayment. The short-term benefit of gawent borrowing is a political
expediency that, in spite of the rhetoric of thahaed budget, is growing ever more
popular.

Sadly, we rarely hear serious proposals for lingitime role of government to
that of protecting liberty. Both liberals and consgives give lip service to limited
government ideas, but only to serve some speaal of government that they might
endorse, rather than to promote consistently timeiptes of freedom.

In the twentieth century we have come to acceptasielm and needs as rights
at the expense of someone else’s rights. Respbtysibr our own acts and
livelihood has been replaced by lawsuits demandimygetting unrealistic
settlements.

We have a massive government, passing out wealénsirom one group and
giving it to another. Those with clout in Washingido well, while those who do not
understand the lobbying system and seek only ihéividual freedom are left out.
The survival of a car company like Chrysler is noare dependent on lobbying
tactics than on management skills.

Government has come to mean something entirelgréift than what was
intended by the writers of the Constitution. Iais entity capable of confiscating and
distributing wealth ad infinitum. Government no ¢@m serves the people by
guaranteeing equal rights to all. Government is Bapected to provide profits,
medical care, jobs, homes, and food whenever tbhplpelemand these benefits as a
right. Most



people today fail to accept the obvious fact tlategnment largesse can come only as
a result of a systematic scheme of government.theft

Compromise is universally accepted as the onlyfrgbolitical stability,
while the leaders argue that anything less is rgid confrontational and will
inevitably lead to chaos. Yet this so-called todot@mpromise, on each occasion it is
used, is an attack on someone's freedom. Modbfage that interventionism,
welfarism, and socialism are very rigid philosoghi€ontinued sacrifice of a portion
of one's rights has led to a disintegration of sglance in America today.

The latter part of the twentieth century has pdadithe acceptance of the
idea that "society" owes everyone a living. Vanshaliby many is no longer seen as a
crime, but only as an opportunity to get what iseteed or owed to them. Once the
principle of government wealth-distribution is apte at face value, it is logical to
expect some individuals to bypass the slow-movingaucracy, especially in a time
of crisis, and take what they claim is rightfulhetrs.

This principle is the reverse of Frederic Bastiattwal law. Bastiat stated that
a law is immoral if it does something that an indial himself is not allowed to do
(such as transfer wealth from one to another). Qreaccept, as we have these past
75 years, that it's a proper function of governnertansfer wealth, it's not difficult
to understand the "logic" of the vandal who breakslows during storms, floods, or
power outages and takes whatever he needs witrsmrise of guilt.

Throughout the twentieth century, the trend has lzeeay from limited
government and toward big government's intervemreyery aspect of our lives. It
has been financed with borrowed money and a framdiylaper money system.

We have come a long way from the Republic envisidnethe Founders. Today, by
majority vote, government can easily cancel outeaaings or rights of individuals
without any debate as to constitutionality. Theyalgbate is between the competing
special interests, deciding who will benefit andowtill suffer. We are witnessing the
end stage of the Republic as we drift closer andezlto pure democracy.

Dictatorship of the majority is every bit as opige as the dictatorship of the
few. It is also more difficult to attack, sincemany accept the notion that the
majority has the authority to redefine rights.

Political leaders today are more interested iniopipolls than they are in the
Constitution and freedom principles. Any eveningportance is quickly analyzed by
a poll, which the politician takes to heart
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and responds to in an appropriate way.

Keeping up with computer assessments of the psagpleerficial feelings has
been the road to success for many modern poliscigudividuals seeking leadership
are prodded to answer incessant and continuousysurvhe leaderless, disorganized,
disinterested masses, through poll results, ateatnlely and unknowingly leading
the leaders. These instantaneous recordings, @ektgriell the politician what to do,
cannot provide reassurance that our rights wilptmected in the foreseeable future.

The main problem we face today is that we lack ghathampions of
freedom. Leadership in the freedom movement hasyswome from intellectuals
who have studied natural law and understood thefiiserof the free market. When
political oppression is accompanied by serious eocoa problems, the people will
frequently, after years of suffering, overthrow theants. But a wealthy nation,
grown soft on the prosperity produced by a previpfree generation, tends to vote
for that individual who promises the biggest pie€¢éhe pie to his constituents.
Ironically the prosperity that comes from a freeisty is the fuel that feeds the fire
which brings on the demise of that society. Matlyri@e are much better off today
than people were in 1776, but our philosophy aédiean is in much worse shape.

During the twentieth century, America has goneugtoa transition that has
radically changed the political system establishyethe Founding Fathers. Although
many seeds of statism were sown in the nineteamttury, they have matured in the
twentieth century.

The trends in legislation in this century are diganti-free-market, starting
with the Sherman Antitrust Act passed in 1890 wdtiong federal control over trade
with the Clayton Act of 1914. With the establishimehthe FTC to current-day
regulations, this century has certainly witnessémsa of confidence in a truly free
market. Even the term "laissez faire" is univegsalunned by all politicians who fear
that in championing capitalism, support will betlos

Theodore Roosevelt and Woodrow Wilson revolutiodifaeign policy,
dramatically changing our traditional belief in t@lity to one of perpetual meddling
in the affairs of every nation throughout the wol@day it is mind-boggling that
extensive emergency powers are available to thedemt. Literal dictatorial control
of the country is available to an aggressive pedifaced with a contrived or real
crisis. The executive orders, which have the fafdaw, are issued on a routine basis.
Secret agreements and commitments by our presidents



are routine and no longer considered unconstitatidrhe usual thing is that
Congress almost always accepts the secret and rdaisgggreements as if they were
law.

The year 1913 certainly was a banner year for tiiecanstitutional
movement. The Sixteenth Amendment, the PersonahiecTax, and the Federal
Reserve Act were all passed. The central bank napguaranteed the destruction
of our gold dollar. The recessions, depressiong j@fifations of the twentieth century
can be laid at the doorstep of the Federal Reserve.

Our government routinely lies to us and uses
"disinformation.”

The Founding Fathers intended that the federal rpowvent be totally
dependent on the individual states and their lagists for the collection of taxes and
the election of Senators. Since that time, we l@andoned the concept of sovereign
individual states and accepted a strong centrafe@eral government. The Senate
was intended to protect states rights and impegl@atural tendency of government
to grow large, abusive, and centralized. In 19F5gbpular election of senators
changed our attitudes regarding the protectiom@sbvereignty of the states. The
power of state legislatures to call a constituti@mmmvention, although never used,
fortunately is still available to us to circumvéhé obstructionist federal Congress.
The electoral college emphasized the importanstaté power over central authority.
This feature, although considered important byiheers of the Constitution, was
never a practical part of the election process.

The twentieth century's near deathblow to the coinekindividual liberty has
today produced a multitude of problems. The pespheinners are now universally
corrupt. Violent crime continues to grow at a ragate and can be expected to
continue as economic conditions worsen. One thalsaw prisoners are sentenced
each week. Many of those who are sentenced shotillden and many of those who
are out on the streets, tragically, should be isopr.

Our government routinely lies to us and uses "flismation. " The luxuries
of the current generation are financed by the samedtblood of the next. Yet flowery
slogans are used to describe the wonderful pragpee enjoy, with few realizing the
seriousness of the in-
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debtedness incurred in the process. In the midstnoeérket glut, more and more
people each year get pushed into the poverty class.

Liberty has become a term that offends establishmégilectual leaders.
Feeble attempts at fairness in the forceful reithistion of wealth is considered noble,
but principles that guarantee free-market incergiygdems are considered immoral
and selfish. Even the businessman today is morgstmoed to getting special
privileges or contracts from the government thaminimizing the role of
government. Difficult choices by our national leedare postponed, and gimmicks
are devised to further consume the wealth andalagfithe country instead.

Passion for liberty has faded from the hearts o$tmdanericans and is now
cherished only by a remnant diligently working ¢@stablish its rightful place as one
of our most important concerns. The challenge &pkaive the legacy of the
Founding Fathers is overwhelming. The Bicenten@elkbration of the Constitution
is certainly an appropriate time to restate andrexsge the importance of the
freedoms embodied in this great document.

The erosion of freedom seems of little concern wliee promise of
government security motivates the people and eagasrthe politicians' extravagant
ways. Living for immediate material benefits haglaeed concern for long-term
freedom principles necessary to guarantee peacprasgerity for the next
generation.

American society is characterized by hopelessneg®perates without a moral,
constitutional, or monetary standard. The earlygReayears permitted a temporary
reprieve by glossing over the problems of debtatidn, and runaway government
spending.

A basic understanding of the problems we faceta ifiwe expect to
reestablish the constitutional principle of equghts:

Loss of hope in the future has driven many to tlunk of the present,
making a drug induced high the first priority in mygpeople's lives. Young
people feel helpless against their governmentlsilibato provide economic
prosperity or safety from a nuclear holocaust. Bgersuicide statistics are a
frightening revelation of this feeling of hopelesss.

The drug craze reflects the desperate feeling ofymdéoung people remain
skeptical of a generation that kills ten times asmynwith alcohol as with hard
drugs and yet pontificates about the dangers



of smoking marijuana. Lack of consistency nevertigbates to credibility.

Young people cannot help being confused aswbdraged if they are
fortunate enough to be able to follow the daily spapers. A 1986 report
showed that the federal government ranlh\aar test of radiation exposure
experiments on unsuspecting human subjects, m#ékang "nuclear
calibration devices."

A lack of understanding of the importanceuaiductivity, savings, and
freedom to contract has led to a confused notidhefole of government.
Government now operates a $10 billion lottery beisen with unrealistic
glorification of instant wealth for the lucky (andry rare) winners, while little
old ladies who like to play bingo are arresteddiiaking anti-gambling laws.

Gambling when done by free citizens withaosgnment control is said
to be a vicious crime against the state that mesttpped before it destroys
the families involved. And yet a government lotteas on numerous
occasions in this century been used to decide witittyeatl olds will be
placed on the front lines of no-win, undeclared;anstitutional, immoral
wars Eke Vietnam and Korea. Is it any wonder tlmaing people often are
confused and angry and lack long-term goals fofuh&e when their fate can
be casually determined by overwhelmingly poweréutés?

Young people, as a result of the welfarecetisicepted today, are not
disciplined in the work ethic. Self reliance is wonsidered important
anymore. Somewhere along the way a significanttesecurred in our high
schools. In the second half of the twentieth centuigh school coaches took
all the decision-making power from their high schgaearterbacks. Although
this sounds rather simplistic and irrelevant, & ieflection of the attitude
society has developed regarding the importancelbfaliance and
responsibility for one's own actions. Today onliigh school football fields,
only the coaches call the plays. In real life, aihlg government calls the
plays.

America's $10 billion pornographic industryatves the coercive and
violent use of children. This industry thrives, Vehihe
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numbers of hungry and unemployed steadily riseatton without standards
will see such industries thrive while farmers gokrapt, oil wells are turned
off, and steel mills are closed, and while forergnautperform us in every
industry.

Amagzingly, 256,000 millionaires receive Medicareéfts, while the
numbers of indigents receiving no care are growligs is happening in spite
of the billions spent with the supposed intentibhelping the poor and the
down-trodden. The failure of these programs negens to awaken the
people.

Another recent trend reflects a decaying, sicketgciGovernment agencies
are bribing citizens to turn in others to law esfanent agencies. Children are
encouraged to turn in their parents, employees #mployers, and friends
their neighbors. Spying for the government is gpaedble act and something
that should never exist in a free and just society.

There are times when it seems like we get our systevalues from television
productions. Professional wrestling is one of & programs which started
on TV in the late 1940s and now claims more vieweas ever. There are no
rules, and it is associated with contrived (buteaty violence: mockery of the
referee, racism, absence of sportsmanship, yebicrgaming, and hatred.
Reasonable rules of decency are totally ignored. shfows get worse every
year; belts, chains, and cages are now part adidte Twenty wrestlers are put
into a ring without a referee and a free-for-allgs -- the more violent, the
more the crowd cheers the ridiculous charade.

The twentieth century has been characterized isnrgly by guilt. Social
planners have conditioned many to believe thatlprob exist and that we are
all responsible. Ideas of collectivism ignore thigportance of individual rights
and imply social wrongs are “everyone's” fault.

The unbelievable burden of government bureaucenough to depress
anyone concerned about freedom.

Madison warned us:



It will be of little avail to the people that thaws are made by men of their
own choice if the laws be so voluminous that thayrmot be read or so
incoherent that they cannot be understood.

Madison would be apoplectic if he had been forceditness the writing of
the 2,000-page 1986 Tax "Simplification" Act, which one fully
understands. A decade will be required to deciffieethousands of pages of
yet-to-be-written regulations. The chaos is noigettal: the taxing
authorities can rule any way they wish with thdseytchoose to imprison as
long as the tax code is incomprehensible. Whergouernment officials call
it "simplification," we can be confident that itéexactly the opposite.

The welfare ethic has destroyed the proper anditadl American role of
government's guaranteeing liberty. It has alsoedusirealistic and
unbelievable litigation that has brought the prdaurcof some goods and
services to a standstill.

Schools are sued for poor performance of studegsicians are sued for less
than normal children, whether due to nature ompgents' own habits. An
accident with a lawn mower used as a hedge trinpraanpted a successful
suit against the manufacturer because the injusetiep were not warned
against such usage. A psychic won a huge awaiddgorg her "powers”
following a CAT scan. Doctors have been sued fiintato kill unborn

children in abortion procedures that resulted htaked wrongful lives.

Boards of directors of charities are now receijudgments against them for
innocent errors of employees.

To the majority of Americans, the concept of resphitity for one's own
actions, has been replaced by the belief that snenelse must pay those who
demand a handout. The manufacturer of a microwaga was held liable for
damages after a woman's cat died when she plagethi& oven to dry its hair
-- because there was no warning label on the o@an!you imagine what
Thomas Paine's reaction might have been to suabsurdity?

It is inconceivable that the Constitution was imted to protect life and
property in this manner. Today a defect in a pro@inot
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required for a successful suit, only the claim #ratccident could have been
prevented by a specific warning.

Common sense is no longer recognized as somettrerghould expect people
to use. Common greed is now the norm in a socetlydccepts the welfare
ethic as a constitutional standard.

The twentieth century has delivered a society lfptadid of standards. It has
created: a chaotic economic system operating dtyastion about money; a drug
craze that involves a large segment of the pomragspecially the young; a welfare
state perpetuated by government theft and consldeogal and constitutional, but
based on a bizarre concept of rights; and a forpajicy that guarantees perpetual
preparation for war and frequently war itself. VWitih standards of values, a feeling of
desperation prevails. We are taught that we cakmmt all the answers and that there
are no absolutes -- and that certainly there ar@solutes regarding rights.

The fatalism that follows leads to the use of drsgeialist solutions to all our
problems, and a cynical use of government powsetee the material benefit of
powerful special-interest groups. Inflation hasdmae the norm, debt continues
unabated, and terrorism becomes the most freqaehot the oppressed. The feeling
of hopelessness prompts extreme religious moventeatt®ffer truth and prosperity.
Liberal theologians promote worldwide socialism awvén communism in the name
of love, human dignity, and rights, while fundansdists retaliate by offering
economic prosperity for those who believe in theréilness of the biblical message
and contribute appropriately.

We cannot live forever off the wealth of a previogeneration
and we cannot enjoy the benefits of liberty if weitner
understand nor defend that liberty.

The twentieth century has not been good for wortsperity and peace,
something that only comes from a free and morakspdVe can no longer assume
that we will enjoy the benefits of the traditiodaherican system of government that
was embodied in the U.S. Constitution. If a fundatakdebate and subsequent
restoration of sound

10



constitutional principles do not occur soon, theekitan way of life cannot continue.

We cannot live forever off the wealth of a previgeneration and we cannot
enjoy the benefits of liberty if we neither undarsd nor defend that liberty. If it is
true that every generation must earn its freedbmopbligation of this generation is
overdue.

Certainly this 200th Anniversary of our Constitutiprovides an appropriate
time to consider the serious discussion of whastitutes a free society and how it
can be preserved through constitutional law.

11



Chapter 1 individual Rights

CHAPTER 1

The Concept of Individual Rights

There is a serious lack of concern for individughts today. The
concept of rights has been distorted to such aegettpat the authors of the
Constitution would not recognize what is today nefd to as a "right."
Demands for unearned wealth, based on needs amdsjese now casually
accepted as rights. We see little value placedhenraditional concept of
equal rights.

This change in the general attitude regarding sighthe most
significant event of the twentieth century. It higsrally torn us away from
the constitutional guidelines given to us by theraing Fathers two hundred
years ago. The media, the Congress, the courtgharfresident reflect the
prevailing philosophy of our thought leaders --exsplly those in our
teaching institutions. Without an understandinghef nature of rights, a
solution to today's political problems is impossiblrhe gimmicks won't
work, only philosophy works.

People must once again believe that it is in thest interest to
support individual rights, just as they now beliéi&in their best interest to
vote for those who provide food stamps for the poorporate bailouts for
the rich, and bankers aid for the powerful.

The purpose of government is now dramatically déifé than that
which the eighteenth century writers of the Constin intended.
Government is now broader in scope and biggerze sith a corresponding
reduction in individual liberty. A precise defiroti of individual rights,
strictly adhered to, is required to prevent theticmed erosion and com-

13



Freedom Under Siege Ron Paul, 1988

plete destruction of our once-free society.

The twentieth century has been characterized by the
diminishing importance of the individual and the sing
importance of the collective.

Prosperity, a wonderful benefit of a free sociéigttwe continue to
enjoy, has numbed our senses, hindering the mmiveg¢quired to
understand the relationship of individual rightgtoductive effort.
Accumulation of wealth, and its forceful redistrilmn through government
coercion, preoccupies the special interests thatméne which politician will
represent us in our legislative bodies. Politi¢aitis now more important
than economic freedom for achieving financial sssce

Rights, as understood by the authors of the Caontistit, are not an
issue of current debate. Rights today are seenl&stive and not something
individual. Just as economic theory has become oraad not micro, groups
are now thought to have rights, rather than indiald. The twentieth century
has been characterized by the diminishing impogari¢che individual and
the rising importance of the collective. This lakdefinition and confusion
regarding rights has caused a hodgepodge of adings, bizarre legislation,
and needless guilt on the part of many.

Today's Confusion on the Concept of Rights

After two hundred years, the constitutional pratacbf the right of
the individual to life, liberty, and the pursuitlo&ppiness is virtually gone.

Today's current terminology describing rights retfifethis sad change.
It is commonplace for politicians and those degispecial privileges to refer
to: black rights, Hispanic rights, handicap riglesployee rights, student
rights, minority rights, women's rights, gay rightkildren's rights, Asian-
American rights, Jewish rights, AIDS victims' righpoverty rights, homeless
rights, etc.

Until all these terms are dropped and we recogiiaeonly an
individual has rights, the solution to the mess in which we durselves

14
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will not be found. The longer we lack a definitiofrrights, the worse
economic and social problems will become.

Every year new groups organize to demand theihtsify White
people who organize and expect the same attergiothar groups are
quickly and viciously condemned as dangerous bidditspanic, black, and
Jewish caucuses can exist in the U.S. Congressdbat white caucus,
demonstrating the absurdity of this approach ftwegng rights for
everyone.

The welfare ethic now universally accepted at allegnment levels
determines the concept of rights. No longer aretsigndividual but they are
based on demands, needs, and greed.

When Lee laccoca came before the House Banking Givaenon
which | sat, he made the "right" of Chrysler wok&y keep their jobs the
issue, not government largesse for a failing capon. He explained in his
autobiography that the issue had to be workersiieehe could not obtain
the bailout. Since the concept of rights is cuttyesb inexact, he had no
difficulty convincing the Congress. The rights bétsmall businessman who
had his credit "stolen" and was forced into banteyplue to the Chrysler
bailout was not easily identified and thus ignored.

The individual who dares to demand to be left alosmed to
assume responsibility for himself becomes a crinlina

Careless disregard for liberty allows politiciangptomise anything in
order to be reelected. Inevitably this leads tteady increase in spending,
forcing higher taxes, more borrowing, and inflatafrthe money supply.

Government by majority rule has replaced strictgeton of the
individual from government abuse. Right of propenynership has been
replaced with the forced redistribution of wealttdgroperty, without
concern for the individual producing the wealth.

Once the dictatorial power of a majority is accde legitimate, the
days for the Republic are numbered -- which isctee unless current trends
are reversed. The individual, throughout this cgntiias suffered greatly
from this dramatic change in attitude. The indigbwho dares to demand to
be left alone and to assume responsibility for lelins
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becomes a criminal. Amish farmers have been addstenot paying social
security taxes, though they sought no aid fromgiineernment. Any
independence from government welfare programseplgdrowned upon.
Those failing to keep financial records for the I&8 promptly imprisoned.

The good of "society" has replaced the notion thatindividual has a
sacred right to live unmolested by government fetence.

Today it is usual to assume that the governmensadirthat we
produce, and through government generosity we emaifted to retain a
certain portion. We routinely hear that if a partar tax is reduced, it will be
a "cost" to government. This concept must be chaifgee idea of
individual liberty is to survive. There is no sutiing as cost to government.
There is only cost to people. Government cannaitgoaus our right to life
and liberty, it would mean that government contedlghat we produce.
Sadly this is essentially the situation in which fimel ourselves today.

Government's intrusive role has grown throughoettitentieth
century, while individual responsibility has coppesdingly diminished. The
expansion of government control over our livesathla result and cause of
individuals' assuming less responsibility for thetass. Failure today is
rarely blamed on the inadequacy of the individaatiety and environment
are blamed for all our problems. Criminal actsfeeguently excused as being
the result of "bad breaks." Justifying welfare ba heeds of individuals has
been upheld and expanded by the courts.

Careless disregard for individual rights, concemgroup demands,
and concern for the good of society have led tieady erosion of privacy.
Billions of dollars are spent yearly keeping resofor the government.

The people, like lambs, are innocently driven ® sfaughter as they
conform to all the government regulations and rédaeping--records that
frequently are used against them in a court of law.

We all naively and obediently become tax collectorghe
government, turning over the loot that the pol#is will waste as they
further destroy our right to live as we choose.

We keep volumes of financial records solely for gogernment's
benefit. We accept currency controls with barelyremper. We allow the
FBI and CIA to snoop on everything and everyboay grely is the
snooping challenged on principle. The only chalketgythe secrecy of
government action is whether the activity is supgubby the right or left.

The Computer Age is now upon us, and this techryotoglld easily
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eliminate completely the privacy that should berigted by all freedom-
loving individuals. Like nuclear power, computechiaology can enhance our
standard of living or destroy our freedoms comgjeti¢ is just a matter of
time until we have a mandatory national I.D. card.

Lie-detector tests and urine and blood tests anequonmon-place
and have been strongly supported by the Reaganmstnaition -- an
administration that championed limited governmamigiples. Today the
government sends out planes and helicopters tosfgrmlands and
industrial plants, taking pictures while looking foformation about drugs
and violation of EPA regulations -- regulations @fhino one clearly
understands.

It is inevitable that, once the concept of absolntividual rights is
ignored, with each attempt to solve a problem, h&w ones replace it.
Malcolm Forbes was asked whether his listing innhégazine of the 400
wealthiest Americans would draw the attention ofaiests. His answer was
affirmative: "I think the terror most people arencerned with is the IRS."

Today the lack of understanding and respect fannvaly contracts
has totally confused the issue that in a free $peaie individual can own and
control property and run his or her business asrlshe chooses. The idea
that the social do-gooder can legislate a systernhwfbrces industry to pay
men and women by comparable worth standards boggeasind and further
destroys our competitiveness in a world economy.

Employee rights are said to be valid when emplopegssure
employees into sexual activity. Why don't they aquite the so-called
harassment starts? Obviously the morals of theseara&annot be defended,
but how can the harassee escape some respondinilitye problem?
Seeking protection under civil rights legislatiesrhiardly acceptable. If force
was clearly used, that is another story, but presand submission is hardly
an example of a violation of one's employment sght

The concept of equal pay for equal work is not @rlyimpossible
task, it can only be accomplished with the totgceton of the idea
it's of the voluntary contract. By what right ddbe government assume low
power to tell an airline it must hire unattractivemen if it does not want to?
The idea that a businessman must hire anyone grdvsnted from firing
anyone for any reason he chooses and in the nanghts is a clear
indication that the basic concept of a free sodmety been lost.

In the name of equal rights, the State of Montaasfbrced insurance
companies to charge women additional premiums tcerttze fees equal
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to those charged men, regardless of the economities that allow for a
lower premium.

Americans today have more people living on theestitean ever
before, in spite of the hundreds of billions ofldd spent to eradicate
poverty. Of course, logic tells us that if you sdize poverty, you'll get more
of it.

New York City is plagued with thousands of streedple. On cold
nights this tragedy is more apparent. Mayor Koapjsroach to protecting the
"rights” of the street people is to sue hotels Whigfuse to house the
homeless tramps. Another attempt to solve the proltlas been to round up
and force the vagrants into shelters -- to elingrihe embarrassment of
people dying on Wall Street. The American Civil &ibes Union has come to
the rescue, saying that "arresting" the homeleagattheir will violates their
rights as citizens -- a reasonable assumptionti@uUACLU provides another
solution by claiming the
poor have "a right to a decent home." The problbey state, is the failure of
government to provide (or steal) sufficient fund$tild enough tenement
housing. This confused notion of rights regardimgNew York street people
clearly demonstrates how poorly the concept oftagh understood America.

Much of the confusion over rights comes from theepted idea that
"compromise" is the most noble trait of today'sitgmén -- hardly a
characteristic of those who signed and defendedeularation of
Independence. It is hardly reassuring that giunigalfway is the most
important political act of our twentieth-centurylificians. Standing firm on
principles is viewed as illogical rigidity and daargus to America. This idea
clearly ignores the fact that philosophy of compiserand acceptance of the
philosophy of pragmatism is a rigid philosophytseif as a compromise
between socialism and individual rights. Althoughny justify
interventionism as a compromise between socialisthi@ssez faire,
interventionism is also a precise philosophy andancompromise at all. It
requires a sacrifice from those who give mere divise to the Constitution
and to the concept of individual rights.

Until it's respectable once again to champion imldial rights and
government, we cannot expect to reverse the tremdich we as Americans
find ourselves. Tokenism won't work. Clearly defigithe seriousness of the
problem and stating what is required to changedoection is absolutely
necessary for the survival of freedom in America.

In the infinite wisdom of our twentieth century,urts and legislative
bodies have decided that there are two kinds ddpecommercial and
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Literary. Liberals who envy wealthy businessmenpsuipfree speech, but
advocate strict control over commercial speech.s€ormatives, who defend
free commercial speech, carelessly support coatred literary speech.
Somewhere in the twentieth century, we lost our wily accepting this
distinction.

The right of commercial speech and business agtiwvi thought to be
something quite different from the right to publishatever one desires and
live a lifestyle of one's choosing. The liberal hefised censorship of any
journalistic production, yet has never appliedghme principle to the
entrepreneur who produces a commercial produceratian a book. It
doesn't bother conservatives to write laws reguigprinted matter of a
sexual nature, which they see as offensive andfoltmsociety. Liberals are
unconcerned about their attack on the businessriraadom of speech by
regulating ads for alcohol, cigarettes, and gangblas well as controlling the
manufacture of consumer products.

Rules of fraud and product liability could sureky &pplied to
consumer goods, just as the rules of libel applipéowritten or spoken
product. This discrepancy in dealing with commerarad literary speech
must someday be resolved if liberty is to be deéeincbnsistently.

When selected prosecution occurs, it is a clearaigpat the concept
of equal rights is no longer honored. Today itasmmenonplace to select
special people and make them examples. It's this iRflic policy to make
certain key community citizens examples in orddetoorize the other
segment of the population into submitting to theaathorities.

In spite of the fact that even the IRS can't agreéhe meaning of the
massive tax code and the regulations which areiéeity never written, the
taxpayer is never excused for filing errors.

In a free society, governments are not
permitted to break the law for any reason.

Constitutionalists who understand the corrupt reabirour monetary
system are likely targets of an aggressive JuBtemartment, although the
litigants are nonaggressive as they practice digibbedience in seeking
favorable court rulings.

Resisters to draft registration have been too nauseto prosecute.
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The vocal opponents, those who publicly express #ews that such
registration is unconstitutional, have been singletlas particularly
dangerous and prosecuted precisely because thkg spt

In a free society, governments are not permittdal¢éak the law for
any reason. Yet it has become common for legaloaitigs to entice citizens,
through entrapment, into breaking the law. Tempiiividuals and officials
with bribes or solicitation of prostitution or offeg drugs is frequently done.
FBI sting operations and Abscam-type operation@acepted procedures for
the Justice Department, permitting officers of ldwe to break the law to get
others to do the same.

When U.S. News reporter Daniloff received "secpeatpers from
Soviet KGB agents in Moscow he was arrested. Ufigiads were outraged
at the nasty trick and called it a "set-up.” Yes ik the identical procedure
followed by our government against our own citizens

The New York Times explains editorially the purpose of zoning
(November 24, 1986): "Zoning has helped estabhsiptinciple that the
interests of property owners must yield to thosthefpublic.” Zoning under
current law, according tdhe New York Times, is inadequate, and the public
demands that more controls are needed to assuoparpvorking and living
environment. The only problem is, "who is the paband why are
ownership rights subservient to public interest?dureThe New York Times
editors have a precise idea of who the public dstaow its interest is best
served, according to their definition, but cleatlglashes with the entire
philosophic concept of private property ownershfiphe concept of privately
owned property's being used "for the public int€rissnot challenged, the
ideas of socialism will emerge victorious.

If welfare needs of any segment of society canrbatgd against the
wishes of society's productive segment, privateerty ownership will
disappear. If property can be confiscated by thérary actions of the state,
the individual will also be expected to serve ttegeson command.

The more authoritarian the government is over tomemy, the more
authoritarian it will be over the use of young pleap forcing them to serve
in the military or national youth service to acleevhat those in power
determine is in the "public good." In a free sogi¢he individual cannot be
forced into serving the state, and the propertgwes cannot be confiscated
for any reason, even that of a humanitarian nafitre.needs of one person
cannot be used to justify the victimization of drestby robbing him of the
fruits of his labor.

Traditionally the family has been the core unifimerica, with
parents
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in charge of their children until adulthood. Thigans they are responsible
for their physical well-being, providing proper eaand guidance. Permission
until recently, to treat a child medically was ajwayranted by the parent, and
without proper consent, medical personnel wereidensd in violation of the
parents' rights if treatment were rendered. Todayngssion (and frequently
the financing) for this treatment is given by th&te to the medical profession
to treat adolescents. It has gotten to the poimre/the M.D. is absolutely
protected and relieved of any responsibility to phaeents. Twelve-year-old
children deserve respect, love, and treatmenniornaiolent manner, but
parents who raise and are responsible for theldrem deserve to know what
others may be doing to them. Don't parents dessrieast the same respect
regarding their children as others expect regartheg property?

When the state replaces the role of the parenvinggpermission for
medical treatment, a serious flaw is introducedolhs likely to undermine
our free society. Since a child is unable to asstgsponsibility for himself
or herself, the only choices are the parents @allguardians) or the
government. The government, through court rulingggislation, should
never be permitted to perform the role of the piaren

Assuming responsibility for one's own acts washertundermined by
the Texas Supreme Court's 1986 ruling that a bdetewas responsible for
the accident which one of his customers caused lafiging the
establishment. This is a perfect example of whapkas when no one knows
what individual rights are! Once this concept istJdhe idea of self-
responsibility is lost as well.

Since the Great Depression of the 1930's, fedawad have curtailed
individuals' rights to work in their own homes. Tiheunding Fathers, I'm
sure, never dreamed this could happen in the UStatés of America. Union
workers prompted this law to prohibit low-cost lalimm doing jobs on a
piecemeal basis. No wonder the U.S. industry last@the low-cost labor
markets of Japan, Taiwan, and Korea!

Privacy is one of the most sacred elements of & fseciety

In 1986, after fifty years, a modification of theer was made. But
there was a Computer Age IRS catch. People whoesaotwork at home
(which many continue to do anyway) could do sdét got a
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certificate of permission from the Department obba The United States is
considered a free country, and yet a permit froenfélaleral government is
needed to sew clothes in our own homes. My guassighis little change
was more likely motivated by the desire of the l@3ind out where the
activity was, than to take a bold step in the diogcof freeing up the labor
market.

In America we see excellent private homes for wagvehildren,
more successful than any state-run institutiomdpelosed down by the
heavy hand of the government when owners refuseelgious reasons, to
buy state licenses. This is done in the name déptiog the children from
harsh treatment. All evidence shows that the mligihomes for children are
far superior to anything the state has to offet,aye closed for failure to
register with the state. This is more evidence ti@tstate now controls our
children, not parents or (non-state-designatedjdjaias.

Articles appear in medical journals debating whet®osing a
physician is a right or a luxury. (It's a shaméd tha correct answer is not
automatically known by everyone!)

The confusion over rights has caused numerous eglmich as
whether women have the right to join men's clubem®&n obviously have a
right to apply for membership in any group theyhwyiand a club has a similar
right to exclude anyone it wishes.

But the great debate goes on. A woman recently gweBoy Scouts
because she claimed she had a right to be scot@mMm@smen may want to
be scout masters, but where did they get this t'righcoerce a private
organization to change its rules regarding memaedsleaders?

Privacy is one of the most sacred elements ofeadogiety. It is now
common to pass laws which routinely violate the §ibational guarantee
that our homes and persons are not to be invadgdsrnment agents.

When the title of a law incorporates the word "pay," in true 1984
"new-speak” fashion, you can be certain it meaafiposite. Government
secrets are more sacred in today's society thawvidodl privacy. When
government information leaks occur, the FBI isexdlin to "protect”
government secrecy. The CIA, with its independgmrations and funding, is
a law unto itself, engaging in war activities, goinacy, and assassination.
Oliver North, with a straight face, on nationaktakion, magnificently
defended the "right" of the government to lie abmaert activities. The only
resistance lying gets is when policy offends eitherconservative or liberal
wing of the interventionists.

Victims of the disease AIDS argue, with no qualrhgioonsistency
about rights, for crash research programs (to mefpaby people who
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don't have AIDS), demanding a cure. And it's donthe name of rights.
Victims demand health care as well and scream ridigeation” if insurance
companies claim they have a right to refuse toeigspolicy to someone
already infected with the AIDS virus. The rightstioé insurance company
owners are not considered, while legislation isspddorcing insurance
companies to provide the insurance demanded byi¢tisns. The individual
suffering from AIDS certainly a is victim -- freqa#y a victim of his own
lifestyle -- but this same individual victimizesiocent citizens by forcing
them to pay for his care. Crash research progeambardly something, |
believe, the Found Fathers intended when theydadk®ut equal rights.

The Supreme Court, in 1987, ruled that persons edgtitagious
diseases are "handicapped" and are entitled tegronh under affirmative
action rules. If a person is fired because he H&SAtyphoid fever or
hepatitis, he can now pursue his case in court.

Recently an alcoholic who developed cirrhosis eflther demanded
a liver transplant, in the name of "equal righf&he state welfare program
assumed the obligation to provide care for the rbahinsisted he quit his
alcoholic ways. The man refused, and the stateuploh his liver transplant.
For this reason he sued the state, demandingghitsri

With confusion regarding rights, the end of comsitinally protected
liberty cannot be far off.

Society is filled with competing interests demamdiheir "rights."
Since no serious attempt has been made to defjhts rand limit
government's power to masquerade as economic gguadiqual rights, the
confusion gets worse every year.

This is a serious flaw in today's political philpsy and, unless the
nature of the problem is identified, freedom in Aro& cannot survive. A
lack of a precise standards for describing indigldights will destroy the
American way of life -- that gift from the Foundifrgithers from which we
have all benefited.

Trial by jury — The Ultimate Protection

According to Lysander Spooner, a mid-nineteenthtogrwriter,
there are five separate tribunals protecting us fabusive government laws:
The House of Representatives, the Senate, the Execthe Courts, and the
Common-Law Jury. He maintains that all are impdrtart that the ultimate
protection of our liberty must be placed in thed®n
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of our peers. His "Essay on the Trial by jury" (288eserves close study by
all twentieth-century students concerned aboufuhee of freedom in
America.

The concept of protecting individual rights frone theavy hand of
government through the common-law jury is as olthasMagna Carta (1215
A.D.). The Founding Fathers were keenly aware isfphinciple and
incorporated it into our Constitution.

John Jay, the first Chief justice of the Supremear€agreed with this
principle. In his first jury trial in 1794 (Georgies. Brailsford) he stated:

"You had nevertheless a right to take upon youeseto judge of both, and to
determine the law as well as the fact controverdgtferson was in agreement
as well: "To consider judges as the ultimate arbitd all constitutional
guestions is a very dangerous doctrine indeed aadvhich would place us
under the despotism of an oligarchy. "

The twentieth century, however, has witnessediatgeerosion of
this principle. Since 1895 (Sparf vs. United Statdee right of the jury to
rule on the justice and constitutionality of thevJas well as the facts in the
case, was seriously undermined. Also the lack o€em and understanding
for individual rights has affected jurors, justiblsas representatives, senators,
judges, and presidents. Jurors in recent times bese just as guilty of
ignoring the principle of equal rights as have mpresentatives in our
legislatures, judiciary, and executive bodies ofegament. These two factors
have greatly diminished the value of the jury ia tventieth century.

Those frustrated with changes in the Congressxbeutive, and the
judiciary -- and there is certainly good reasonffastration -- must consider
educating potential jurors as to the importancefcommon law jury and
the principles of individual liberty.

An awakened citizenry, participating in juries amdithe country,
could bring about a nonviolent revolution of magreht proportions,
reversing the sad trends of the twentieth centling. jury today is a weak
institution, as are all the other institutions desgid to guarantee individual
liberty. The right effort could revitalize the juand restore it to its rightful
place in curtailing the endless growth of an alwpdul state.

Several legal events needed to occur in orderigpgbvernment to
thrive. The de-emphasis of the jury was crucigdhmexpansive powers of the
omnipresent state. Judging the moral intent ana@dnstitutionality of the
law is no longer even a consideration of the jiigday the judge
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instructs the jury to consider only the facts & tdase, and then the becomes
the soul arbiter of evidence admissible in counte Jury today has become
progressively weak over the past ninety years.

In addition, judges write into their rulings gradesigns for society.
Judiciary bodies have become legislative bodies.

A major part of the judicial system has been renddvem the people
placing it in administrative branches of governm@ihe agencies of
government have usurped power unimagined by tHeesbf the
Constitution. Administrative justice is a great &amcracy, independent of the
legal judiciary.

The right effort could revitalize the jury and
restore it to its rightful place in curtailing
the endless growth of an all-powerful state.

Regulations are written yearly by the thousandsagfes, read by few,
and understood by no one. This is done intentigrialkeep the peasants
humble and to harass the people. It is used a$tecglatool for selective
prosecution. Regulations can favor certain indestwhile destroying others,
providing great accumulation of wealth for the enaries.

Exemption from prosecution of some while otherspansued has
destroyed many good industries and companies. &rtige in the
administrative courts requires great sums of mdoegelf-defense. Juries are
not available, and one is considered guilty untiven otherwise. Tragically,
economic conditions usually prompt the businesstogay the fine,
regardless of its unfairness, to save legal césghiting the system through
political reform is not even a serious consideratibhose who would
consider such a struggle are ridiculed as ideal&std unrealistic. A powerful
political action committee and a shrewd lobbyist tnday considered the best
investments. Since we have lived with massive waesey for over fifty
years, most citizens, uneducated in the ways dodletghts, justice, and
freedom, are unaware of another system. By writaggilations with the
force of law and administrative justice, interptetas, and enforcement of
these laws, the judiciary “rulers” have made a reoglof Article 1, Section 1
of the Constitution.

Whether it's in the regular courts or the admiaiste courts, judges
who grew up under the welfare ethic, rarely conceemselves with
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the right to own and control the fruits of one'solabor. The "right of
society,” as they see it, precludes what they claimmnarrow self interest-the
individual.
Spooner argues eloquently for the right of the porpass final judgment on
all laws, the moral intent of the law, the congidnality of the law, the facts
of the case, and the moral intent of the accusgdoi®er's argument for
allowing such responsibility to rest with the acedipeers is that delegating
responsibility only to the representatives in Wagton was fraught with
danger. He was convinced that all
that removal of our representatives in the nexttela was not sufficient to
protect the people from unwise and meddling leticaha

If we had heeded the admonitions of Lysander Sppeveewould not
be faced with this crisis. Spooner begins his essatyial by jury by clearly
stating the importance of the jury's responsibiiityudge the law as well as
the facts in the case before them:

For more than six-hundred years, that is, sincévtagna
Carta, in 1215, there has been no clearer principkenglish or
American constitutional law, than that, in crimialses. It is
not only the right and duty of juries to judge whae the facts,
what is the law, and what was the moral intentefdccused;
but it is also their right and their primary andgaount duty
to judge the justice of the law and to hold all $awwvalid, that
are in their opinion, unjust or oppressive, angahsons
guiltless in violating or resisting the executidrsach laws.

Spooner was highly critical of the phrase "accaydmthe evidence"
in the oath of jurors, claiming it violated the s$&cal common law. He states:

If the government can dictate the evidence, andireghe jury
to decide according to that evidence, it necegsdickates the
conclusion to which they must arrive. In that cteetrial is
really a trial by the government, not by the juFie jury
cannot try an issue unless they determine whaeecl shall
be admitted. The ancient oath, it will be obsengays nothing
about 'according to the evidence.'
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If a law is assumed to be correct coutstinally and morally merely
because it's a law written by our chosen repretieatdhe government can
give itself dictatorial powers. And that's exactifat has happened with the
massive powers delegated to the President undé&mtieegency Powers Act-
power sitting there to be grabbed and used atititeoha crisis.

Spooner saw the jury as the last guard againstssutpation of the
people's rights. Sadly, that protection is justudlgmne. It is up to us to
restore the principle of trial by jury to its righk place of importance.

Right to Own Guns and Gold

Spooner had an interesting explanation about wéy-thunding
Fathers included the Second Amendment in the Gatieti. He never once
considered that the authors of the Constitutionmhteat only the militia
were allowed to possess weapons, as today's kbarglie. He even
considered it foolish to claim private gun ownepshias for the purpose of
defending one's life and property from robbers emdderers. "That" he
states, "is so obvious one need not state it." Aling to Spooner, the real
reason for individual gun ownership was for thepgmse of protecting against
the evil use of government power-as the revolutie@saexperienced at the
hands of King George 111. In other words, wherlak fails, the gun owned
by the individual is to be used to protect agaipsinny of the state-
something obviously denied the citizens of an opgixe state such as Poland
or the Soviet Union.

Even though political conditions have deteriordtedughout the
twentieth century, American citizens still retaights superior to most
nations of the world. With concerted political actiand an awakened
citizenry we still have the vehicle to change ctinds-something that may
not be available to us for an indefinite periodiofe.

As long as the individual retains the right to ogems and gold, we
should assume that working through the politicalcess is worthwhile. The
confiscation of gold and guns in the United Statesld ignite an explosion
of physical resistance which would permanently geatlie character of the
United States.

It will come to this if the majority of our leaded® not soon redefine
ind rights, restore a free-market economy, andefoner government to live
within its means.
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Without this new direction, the growing economid guolitical crisis will
worsen and can only be temporarily held togetheiubther expanding the
role of government at the expense of liberty.

If we do not have a consensus of what "rights" are,
there is little chance our free society will suva.

Government snooping, blood testing, lie-detectesid, restraints on
financial freedom, stronger IRS regulations, naldrD. cards, and
restrictions on travel will all be used to propthp tottering state if
necessary.

A lot is at stake, and we cannot erroneously asshmerica will
survive, regardless of what we as a people do. Whkato will make a
difference. And if we do not have a consensus datWwhghts" are, there is
little chance our free society will survive.

Legislating Morality or Moral Law

Man, throughout history, has been tempted with po®emeone is
always ready and anxious to use force over othets, within and outside of
government, for his own interest. Some who rejeetuse of physical power
over others and reject the material benefits mhtlpower will, nevertheless,
use government force to impose their social statsddan others. It's important
to recognize that there is a difference betweeisl&gng morality and moral
law.

The following is aFreedom Report essay written in 1982 addresses
this subject:

Legislating Morality:

How many times have you heard it said: "Governnséould not
legislate morality? "

When the liberals push laws mandating quota systenegration of
privately owned property, welfare aid, medical carethe poor, foreign aid
to third-world nations or minimum wage laws, thayitlin the name
morality, claiming the nation as a whole has a maolbéigation to fulfill the
needs of others.
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The conservatives quickly retort: "Gavaent shouldn't be legislating
morality,” claiming it's impossible to force peoptebe generous, fair, and
tolerant. In attempting to "legislate morality,'eteconomic and social
conditions which were to be improved by the legislausually get worse.
For instance, integration by busing caused whiggtfland growth of private
schools, creating more black ghettos today thastexi prior to the mandate
for the integration nearly thirty years ago.

The attempt, in the name of morality, to wipe oovgrty destroys
initiative and causes economic conditions to detate. Minimum wage laws
lead to unemployment and third-world subsidies tmurhto be nothing more
than bail-outs for New York banks and foreign diota.

It's obvious: "legislating morality,” as the consaives claim, is a
total failure and should be rejected. The libeda-gooders," although well-
motivated, create more problems than they soledl in the name of a moral
obligation to care for the less fortunate of socidhey don't ask why some
are less fortunate than others, and never questi@ther previous
government interference may have been the causetardfore, cannot be
the solution, no matter how well-motivated the imitens of the do-gooders.

For many decades, the political activism of libefalrch groups has
reflected this belief in legislating morality. Theaere, and still are to a large
degree, "out-front” on many economic and socialassrequesting and
lobbying for social legislation from Medicaid tosing, from foreign aid to
food stamps. Promoting these programs in the ndriteeahurch and
morality carries with it a tone of condescensiod aghteousness. It attacks
the very roots of the conservative conviction fine¢ enterprise and the profit
motive are sacred institutions.

The conservatives, angry and frustrated since ldkya consistent
defense, respond only with the cliché, "governnstioiuldn't legislate
morality.” The conservative anger exists becausdiltierals attack the sacred
notion of a competitive free market, and the fratsbn occurs because deep
down inside they know that there indeed is a retetip between, morality
and the law. It is understanding this relationshipch has been elusive,
causing consternation in many sincere liberalscams$ervatives.

Liberals, just as often as conservatives, throwhep hands and
condemn positions taken by conservatives by repgé#tie old cliché
themselves: "You have no right to legislate moydliConservatives in
general have advocated laws prohibiting gambliognggraphy, drinking,
and certain sexual activities such as homosexuatityprostitution.
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The desire — and one not to be criticized — igonfrse, to improve individual
morality. They rarely question how, if we can'tildgte morality and improve
society by forcing integration, we can make anvidiial a better person by
making him an outlaw if he desires to gamble onkirirhe conclusion is that
if legislation attempts to improve personal condtistokay, but if the aim is
to improve economic and social relationships, thénnot.

The failure of those efforts is obvious: prohihitim the 1920's did
little to curtail drinking, but did wonders for tlggowth of the underworld. It
also made "criminals" of many of the American peopl

The comparison to the problem we face today withjoana is not
without merit. Personal morality does not seemniprbve with
interventionist legislation. Laws prohibiting ganmg don't reduce gambling;
they just move it to the hands of the underwonriffes, limiting it to the bold
who break laws and denying it from the law abiden® use it as a form of
entertainment.

The strongest criticism directed toward the Moraljdity comes
from the pious liberals who condemn it and the-likeded church groups for
getting involved in politics and "for legislatingarality” on issues involving
printed matter, sex habits, and drugs. And yetsledactly what they have
been doing themselves for decades. When the sloretie other foot, they
resort to the same cliché. Certainly both libeeald conservative religious
groups have a right to be involved in politics. Hoan it be argued
otherwise? It seems that as soon as someone p®mugtewpoint contrary to
another's beliefs, it's condemned as "legislatiogatity. " Every piece of
legislation promoted in Washington is done with @arah overtone and done
in the name of "moral obligation" to either helptaen groups socially and
economically or to make others better persons.

Personal morality does not seem to improve
with interventionist legislation.

If it is true that all good law is based on morahpiples, how can this
impasse occur? Shall we arbitrarily choose whamst"morality” in
legislation, based on our own subjective feelings personal biases?

| believe that's exactly what we've been doindfifoy-to-sixty years,
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and it has led us to the predicament we face tednymost constitutional
restraints on government power being removed.ittdsed critical to have a
proper understanding of the relationship of moyadind the law. Liberals and
conservatives can't both be right, and it couldilyane argued that morality
is unrelated to the legislative process. Coulceithat they are both wrong
and both right?

The case is easily made that good law is law basedorality. Is it
not obviously immoral to kill, to steal, to assaautiother, or to defraud? Is it
not clearly a moral right to speak one's thoudiotsyrite, and to practice
one's religion, while recognizing slander, libekdking of contracts, inciting
to riot, and using force to compel one to followeatain religious belief to be
immoral and thus within the scope of the law?

If this is the case — that all worthwhile law iga&tly based on a moral
code — how can it be correct that liberals showld'legislate morality,” use
government to feed the poor, and compel intolegpaople to reject prejudice
and bigotry, as sincere conservatives claim? Likewnow can the liberals be
correct when they chastise the conservative mesdbs legislating morality
or personal conduct such as gambling, drinkingnpgraphy, and sexual
behavior?

Indeed all law, if decent and just, is moral. Mayamust guide
legislation or it has no meaning whatsoever. Immlasa is law written by
dictators, detractors of freedom, and disciplegbrance. All good law is
based on the moral principle of God-given rightlat our life and liberty are
natural and endowed to us by our Creator. All laustibe written to protect
against any adversary of life and liberty and cewen assume that life and
liberty somehow have been granted out of gracicassfrem the state. If this
rule were followed, all law would have a corredat®nship to morality. This
precludes the use of violence or force or the ttwéauch by individuals,
groups, or governments to implement change or t@cbless than perfect
conditions as perceived subjectively by some. Mlanalis law which
protects freedom and the right to retain the fraftene's labor and punishes
those who commit violent acts against life or proye

Comments on Moral Law:
1) Moral law deals with interpersonal behavior,\pding the

prohibitions against acts of violence and the ptoee of one's life, liberty,
and property. It never compels relationships, Iy evorks to prevent
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and punish those who abuse the absolute and naghrtd of others. Laws
against murder, theft, assault, and fraud are eleamples of these
prohibitions and are obviously based on morality.

2) Moral law should not be used to legislate a moode of personal
behavior with the intent of making someone a "lvefterson. Legislation
cannot alter habits and personal preferencessktpeeferences are not
violating someone else's life, liberty, or propeRgrsonal conduct should not
be controlled by law if this conduct affects no @hge. This is not to say that
personal habits and conduct are not moral or immjust that moral law is
neutral in regulating this activity, even if itsglf-destructive; i.e., drinking,
smoking, or eating oneself to death. Moral phildsap and theologians can
preach, dictate, and discuss proper personal raotiains, but moral law
cannot. If legislation does, it violates the fundantal principle of moral law
— the absolute right of the individual to life,eitty, and property. Legislation
should not be used to improve personal moral behawvor can it be used to
improve social and economic conditions. Using foreematter how well-
intended, is never justified in a free society. ytags means an individual has
the right to be selfish, the right to self-indulgenand the right to freely
choose all associations. Government, through letesl, cannot protect the
person from himself or herself and should limitatdivities to preventing
injuries to others and punishing those who viothterights of others.

3) Violence, or the threat of violence by compejloertain actions,
cannot be used to improve interpersonal relatigussbr social conditions.
The use of the political process to redistributalveor "improve" social
conditions, as perceived by a government plannest iof necessity make use
of government threats — taxation and imprisonmeamd-this cannot be done
without violating the moral right of another to hife — the fundamental
principle of moral law. All improvement and a higlstandard of living must
result from the incentive system and profit motiVkee victims of tragedies
beyond anyone's control must be cared for by valynnheans.

The important point to remember is that, in a Beeiety, productivity
is maximized, and the increased wealth availabl@dtuntary distribution
assures the least amount of suffering. Under anorahtegal system where
force is used for redistribution, even if for waltended goals, production
drops and charity flounders. Clinging to a subsistelevel of existence then
occupies the time of the majority of people. Whibeeliberal uses
government force in trying to improve social coradis,
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the conservative uses government force to imprevegmal conduct. Both
are based on the same principle, but neither cauteessful, because both
sincerely motivated attempts backfire and prodymgosite results -- leading
to hunger and the other to censorship. Massive euwsdf citizens eventually
get involved in "criminal" activity by being forcadto the underground
economy and the secret practice of non-sanctioctdtees, such as
gambling and drug usage.

Using force, no matter how well-intended
Is never justified in a free society.

4) When personal habits — construed as immoralpéutitted under
a legal moral system, such as drinking, gambling, @rostitution disturb the
peace, they can, under these circumstances, @ledrand should be
curtailed by the law. Not because the law judgespiérsonal actions as
immoral in the religious sense or makes the aem#elves illegal, but the
acts become immoral when they violate anothertgsigr another's privacy.
Under these conditions drinking is legal, drunksuhg) is not; prostitution is
legal, but disrupting a neighborhood is not; pomapyy in private is legal,
but public display of the same is not.

5) Intimidating children and forcing adult decissomn them cannot be
an accepted practice. Free choice can hardly b&trema to permit an adult
to subject a 12-year-old to a high-pressure satebk for alcohol, drugs, or
cigarettes. It happens that this is more likelp¢our with illegal items, such
as drugs, than with legal ones. Pushers are maaly lio push illegal
marijuana than they are to push legal alcohol,tduke artificial profits
which accompany dealing with illegal drugs. The akehildren in
pornography obviously violates the right of thednant child, with his
immaturity in making an adult choice, and desepegection of the state by
prohibiting such acts.

6) If poverty or social suffering come from frawmberced labor, or
acts of force of any sort, the state's role isunigh and remove the obstacles
to free associations. If poverty arises from lagger tragedy, the state cannot
"correct" the problem by becoming a problem, aeeparticipant in the use of
force.

7) The government's role in general should bedtram those
committing violent acts and not to compel citizémact in any prescribed
way. Using government tax-collecting powers to fpote the
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family," as some conservatives desire, makes n@ memse than the
redistributive process of the welfare system praddiy the liberals. The
error in understanding moral law is the same; #sellts are different, only
because the subjective personal preference ofrthgg are different. Both
liberals and conservatives violate the strict daéin of moral law when they
attempt to "legislate morality” as they see it.

8) Frequently social problems are made worse they teed to be.
Liberals who honestly want to help make the prolsievorse by using the
law perversely; i.e., committing government to gial acts of compulsion and
redistribution. Efforts should be made to repeaisl@hat force on us acts of
bigotry. Free-market solutions, such as the vohyribaycott, deserve
absolute protection of the law since this is a malewt, voluntary act
available to effect constructive change. Usuall/nieed for government
intervention arises from the previous overuse @use of government power.

Prohibition of alcohol did little to improve indidual character and
reduce drinking, but did promote criminality by encaging the growth of
the mob that controlled the illegal alcoholic beagas.

9) "Legislating morality" in social, economic, apdrsonal affairs is
completely different from making law conform to rabprinciples. " Liberals
and conservatives are both right when they sawpttier should not "legislate
morality." Both are wrong when each ignores th¢ flaat law should be
based on an overriding moral principle.

Some who agree with this moral principle of lawirdlat's
unimportant to be concerned about individual moyraind social problems.
This is not so. What is important is that the mqrahciple on which the law
rests should not be violated in effecting chanffarte is used in an attempt
to make people in society moral, it destroys the Restraining those who
initiate force makes the law moral. Making peoplerah or society better can
only come about by persuasion, and not compulsiod,should be a concern
of all decent people. Any attempt by liberals andservatives to make
people and society moral through coercion destnoysal law.

10) It might be asked why a limited use of governtite improve the
individual and society might not be acceptable; peohibit gambling and
drinking and use government force to feed and fmarenly the truly needy?
Many Americans assume that it is possible to reguidambling and drinking
but not eating habits, feed the poor, but not #zg.1In theory, if human
nature is ignored, it could occur. When we allow sleeds of government
intervention to be sown, they
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grow and spread as bad weeds do in an unattendaeingaestroying the
useful crop. Once this authority is granted, eventéended to be of limited
scope, it eats away at the roots of natural rightsat the principle of
sovereignty of the people. Even a small concedsiaais to in ultimate attack
on all individual rights, for there is no logical consistent argument to
oppose the expansion of government power. The psatay proceed slowly
at first, but eventually the entire system will role due to the inevitable
“root-rot" that will develop. That is what we areing today.

Moral Law or Legislated Morality

It is correct to say: "We cannot legislate moraligut it is also correct to
say: "All good legislation is based on a strict adgrinciple”. Laws can
never make people better or compel people to bialgoresponsible. Good
legislation, however, is consistent with the mgmahciple of the natural and
God-given right to our lives, our liberty, and quoperty. Conservatives and
liberals misuse the law when they attempt to useirmnprove people or
society at the expense of the moral commitmenmdovidual God-given
rights.

The Founding Fathers understood God-given rightispaesented us
with the most unique political document ever knawihistory — our
Constitution. This set of laws demonstrated a mooaimitment to liberty
and was written principally to establish once amdafl a new concept — that
sovereignty shall be placed in the hands of thelgeoot in the power of the
state. For this reason, the Constitution's entieene is the limitation of
government power — prohibiting the government dredaw from being a
social and economic planner or individual moralist.

The Founding Fathers did not advocate "legislatiogality,” but they
did outline a legal framework based on a deep nomamitment to the
principle that the life and liberty of everyone gitts of the Creator and not a
grant from the state. The purpose of the law tonthaas to protect life and
liberty from the foreign invader, the gangster, ¢inebezzler, the bureaucrat,
and the politically ambitious. This concept of miyaand law could serve us
well, but the conflict between those "legislatingnadity” for various reasons
— such as those who want to improve social anda@oanconditions and
those who want to make people better -- will enddoial upheaval and the
total destruction of
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the moral foundation on which a free society idtbui

The two, "moral law" and "legislating morality,"maot exist together.
One ultimately replaces the other. Today, we agetiransition, and the battle
is becoming more vicious as social and economiditioms and personal
morality worsen. Each side blames the other, bcit eampounds the error
by responding with more bold and enthusiastic gtterat "moral
legislation.”

Although our experience with a Constitution whicasacommitted to
moral law was unique and successful, many leadesup and continue to
drag us down the path toward a tyrannical state.3ditle to determine the
final outcome between these opposing forces isingwocess. The odds of
our losing the concept of moral law and of the i$&gors of morality"
winning are great. Throughout history, the tyrantiose who know what's
best for everybody else, whether it's social ospeal — have generally been
in charge. | believe, though, with the correct gffdeing made and with
commitment to understanding our Constitution, auntry can survive
intact. The 1980's should tell us this.

Definition of Individual Rights

If a precise understanding of rights is not gemgigreed upon, a
political system designed to protect individuaklity cannot be achieved. The
signers of the Declaration of Independence decldrairights are
inalienable; i.e., incapable of being lost or sndered. To avoid any
misunderstanding, something this important mustieéarly defined. Lincoln
pointed out the danger of a vague definition whersid:

The world has never had a good definition of thedaiberty, and
the American people, just now, are much in wardra. We all
declare for liberty, but in using the same word,deenot all mean
the same thing. With some the word liberty meangéxh man to
do as he pleases with himself and the productsofatior; while with
others the same word may mean for some men to ttegplease
with other men, and the products of other men'srlaere are two,
not only different, but incompatible things callegthe same name-
liberty. It follows that each of the things is, the
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perceptive parties, called by two different ancdbimpatible names
— liberty and tyranny.

The world today, just as in Lincoln's time, islgtilneed of a good
definition for the word liberty. But more than thate need determined
people who believe in and are willing to defencbiily.

Those who dare to use the word liberty when promgotiolence and
tyranny must be clearly exposed. The tyrants mesténtified and never
confused as friends of freedom. If a battle mustioe- which

The world today, just as in Lincoln's time, is gtil
in need of a good definition for the word liberty.

inevitably it must since liberty and tyranny cannogxist — let it never be
supposed that two factions advocating liberty atibg one another. The
conflict must be clearly between liberty and tynann

In order to minimize the confusion, we must do best to define
rights. A right is a natural or God-given permiteeved at birth, to act in
one's own self-interest with total control over 'srmvn life and property as
long as others are not injured nor their propeakgeh or damaged. Liberty
does not come as a grant from the state. Thesdatenly expect those funds
from the individual required to guarantee thatrigats of all are equally
protected. Ideally those funds would be collectedugh a voluntary
agreement between the state and each citizen.oldefrthe government in a
free society is limited to settling disputes whie voluntary courts fail.
Minimal police activity is warranted when privatecsirity falters. The
protection of our geographic borders providing axe national security
from outside threats is a proper function of a goreent dedicated to
protecting individual freedom.

Individuals in a free society must have the righkéep the fruits of
their labor if the concept of individual rightstshave any meaning.

There is no conflict between what is called "ndtuiights and "God
given" rights. The Founding Fathers said we wedoamrd by our "Creator”
with our rights, but they also had no qualms wité term natural rights. It
certainly seems reasonable that life and libertpyeas a magnificent gift
from the Creator. Obviously these cannot come from
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a government official, an act of Congress, the Gtuton, the Declaration of
Independence, or the Magna Carta. Quite to theagntragically
governments over the centuries have done a lot toatestroy this natural
gift than they have to secure it.

| see no conflict between the self "ownership" @pt@ssociated with
natural rights and those who, for religious reasbeseve their life is
“‘owned” by God. One is a political concept and dtiger a religious concept.
Obviously no one can dictate another's religiodebé&Vhat one does with
one's life and property is a personal decisionianghy or may not include
religious beliefs. In a free society a person dam’his life over to God" or
squander it as he chooses. The important thirftpisthe state not be
permitted to assume any ownership role of the idded.

A society built on the principle of individual riggrejects the notion
that the state should protect a citizen from hifggbvernment cannot and
should not protect against one's own "unwise" daass Freedom is
impossible once a government assumes a role iatégyithe people's
eating, sleeping, drinking, smoking, and exercislaits. Once government
believes it has an obligation to improve or proteetpeople physically it will
then claim it can protect them economically anéllattually. It leads to a
regimented society, hostile to individuals who glio the notion that their
lives and liberty are their own. Conservativesaaty must be reminded that
“civil" liberty is the same as economic liberty dapresent-day liberals must
be told that economic liberty deserves the samegtion that the written and
spoken word under the First Amendment. Preempégealations of either
literary commercial activity, for any reason, aretpbited in a free society.
Fraud and libel are crimes that, when proven inwatoof law, must punished.

The most important element of a free society, winedevidual rights
held in the highest esteem, is the rejection ofrit&tion of violence.
Initiation of force is a violation of someone etseghts, whether initiated by
an individual or the state, for the benefit of adividual or group of
individuals, even if it is supposed to be for tleméfit of their individual or
group of individuals. Legitimate use of violencena@mly be that which is
required in self-defense.

This means that all associations are voluntarygnehutual consent
of both parties. Contracts drawn up without forcéraud must be rigidly
adhered to. This sounds reasonable, and most p&opld agree this outline
of mutually agreed-to associations. But it also msea
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that free people have the right to discriminata €hoosing a spouse, a friend
a business partner, an employer, an employee tanes etc. Civil rights
legislation of the past thirty years has totallgaged this principle. Many
"do-gooders," of course, argue from the "moral lggbund” for their version
of equal rights, knowing that they can play the pgthies and the guilt of
many Americans. Yet the real reason for some feth@ws is less than
noble. For instance, minimum wage laws are popblatrthe proponents
rarely admit that this protects higher paid uniobg and it increases
unemployment.

Total freedom of contract and association is what"pursuit of
happiness" is all about. Once this principle idated, the gradual but steady
erosion of our liberties can be expected unlesptimeiple of individual
rights is reestablished.

Free choice means that the incentive to produnedmized, since
it's assumed that we can keep the fruits of ouwrldin a free society, an
individual benefits from wise and frugal decisi@m suffers the
consequences of bad judgment and wasteful halhisstte should neither
guarantee nor tax success, nor compensate thostilhiche individual
must be responsible for all of his decisions. Beeaabome suffer from acts
outside of their control, we cannot justify the uderiolence to take from
someone else to "help out.” People in need arexwmised when they rob
their neighbors, and government should not be eduden it does the
robbing for them. Providing for the general welfareans that the general
conditions of freedom must be maintained. It shadder be used to justify
specific welfare or any transfer of wealth from @&sson to another.

A free society permits narrow self-interest bubat for compassion
and self-sacrifice. Greed, when associated witbefar fraud, is not
acceptable. A free society is more likely to suevivcompassion is
voluntarily shown for the unfortunate than if theop are ignored. A healthy
self-interest associated with a sense of respditgifar family and friends is
far superior to a welfare state built on foolisH-sacrifice and violent
redistribution of wealth.

A society that holds in high esteem the princiglendividual rights is
superior in all ways to a society that distortsrieaning of liberty and
condones the use of government coercion.
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CHAPTER I

Foreign Palicy

The proper concept of individual rights is the mostdamental ingredient of
a free society. Nearly as important to a countiipisign policy. An unwise foreign
policy leads to unnecessary violence and deathroassive scale. A society built on
the concept of individual rights will logically hea foreign policy of
nonintervention. It is important to understand wihé involves and what happens
when foreign entanglements are easily entered.

Throughout the twentieth century, the United States steadily drifted from
the traditional policy of nonintervention, neuttgliand independence to one of
interventionism in the internal affairs of othetinas, covert foreign activity, and
broad international commitments.

This dramatic shift in policy, one of the major &l.blunders of this century,
is responsible for all of our overseas military ftiots of the past eight decades,
which have resulted in more than 650,000 Ameri¢afesd and 1,130,000
Americans wounded. The last two major conflictsyééand Vietham, were fought
without a formal declaration of war. In modem laagea, they were "police actions."
Since war was not declared, there was no commitioenin. Clearly the efforts
proved futile, serving only to tear at the seamAmierican society.

Policy shifts have since occurred, but reassessaofe¢he overall foreign
intervention policy has not taken place. Reassessmast occur if the senseless
killing is to be stopped.

Many who frowned upon the Libyan bombing and thlierfada invasion
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did not do so from a principled position of nhonimention. And some who criticized
the invasion of Grenada were supportive of the &blgombing. The only current
debate is which faction of interventionism will dgpported -- fascist or communist
dictators.

A trend toward internationalism worldwide has cleéesized this century; the
fact that some call the twentieth century the "dipoentury” is not just coincidental.
During this century, 35,000,000 people have bekadkin war, but totalitarian
regimes have murdered an additional 119,000,000lpeAnd we worry about a
nuclear holocaust!

Modern weaponry certainly can be blamed for a gileat of the massive
destruction of modern war, but the collectivistdbigyy that breeds totalitarianism is
the root cause. Our job as concerned citizend@easociety is to do everything in
our power to deter our own participation in the gish killing.

Following the constitutional intent of the FoundiRgthers would go a long
way in achieving this goal.

The Constitution and Foreign Policy

The Constitution never mentions the term "foreighqy,” but today it is
routinely heard that the Constitution grants thevgaoto conduct foreign policy
exclusively to the President.

It is also frequently heard in Congress, especialign foreign
entanglements get serious, that we must fall im éind support a nonpartisan policy.
In other words, they argue, there should be nodelahte on what is going on when
it comes to foreign policy.

Opposition to our involvement in the major con8icif this century have
elicited cries of treason for not supporting thesensus position. But if the
Constitution is closely studied, one finds that Beeinding Fathers never intended
the President to assume total control over foraiggurs.

The President clearly was granted power "to magagigs ... appoint
ambassadors, other public ministers, and conduls,dnly with the advice and
consent of the Senate. Two-thirds of the Senate¢ camur to ratify a treaty,
whereas a majority can confirm an appointment. Glethe President is made the
Commander-in-Chief of the military.

Nothing is said about monopoly power to pursueqydinat involves
invasion, intrigue, murder, blockades, conspirary funding of foreign powers that
has characterized the twentieth century.
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The Congress, in contrast, was given nmole say over foreign policy The
Congress is instructed to:

... provide for the common defense and generalanelbf the United
States ... ; to define and punish piracies andhfetocommitted on the
high seas, and offenses against the laws of natioreclare war,
grant letters of marque and reprisal, and makes wd@cerning
captures on land and water; to raise and suppwiiear... to pursue
and maintain a navy; to make rules for the govemtraad regulation
of the land and naval forces; to provide for cglup the militia, to
execute the laws of the union, suppress insurmesiamd repel
invasion; to provide for organizing, arming, andaiplining the
militia, and for governing such part of them as rbayemployed in
the service of the United States....

In comparison, it is quite apparent that the Fongdiathers placed a greater
trust in the people acting through Congress inrdateng precise policy. The
President cannot declare war; therefore, he ip@aonitted, according to the
Constitution, to wage war without the vote of Cagy; and he has no authority to
spend any money on foreign adventurism withoutthresent of Congress. Even
treaties and appointments are only permissible aftegressional approval.

Obviously the Founding Fathers feared a strongagglessive presidency
when it came to foreign and military affairs. Thes$tdent is certainly the
Commander-in-Chief of the military, fulfilling theesire of the Founding Fathers of
guaranteeing civilian control over the military tlkie idea of the military was that of
having sufficient military strength to repel an @asiwon and defend the country. If it
required calling up the militia, which only Congsesas authorized to do, the
President would be in charge of the military operat. It is impossible to argue
from a constitutional viewpoint, that involvementany conflict is the prerogative of
the President.

This careless notion, so frequently repeated,ti@President is in total
charge of foreign policy, cannot be justified by#aing read in the Constitution.
Congress has the major responsibility for any fgr@ommitment.

It is now up to the people to reclaim this righ,ibsisting upon
representation reflecting the people's views, netrtarrow view of the
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special interests who have benefited from bothnailitary and economic
intervention of the past eighty years.

Obviously the Founding Fathersfeared
a strong and aggressive presidency when it came
to foreign and military affairs.

So often when objections to our foreign policies famally heard, they are
only for partisan or special-interest reasons. Rane these objections due to deeply
held philosophic reasons grounded in constitutitietbry.

Because the politicians in this century have nidv¥eed the traditional
policy of the Founding Fathers for avoiding foremgmanglements, America has
suffered the consequences. We can expect contfougign military conflicts,
hostage crises, and terrorist attacks that soltemgy while killing and maiming
innocent Americans and our draft-age youth, unpibbcy of nonintervention is once
again accepted as proper and wise.

Acceptancein America

When America became careless about defining theoserof government,
foreign policy changed. Guaranteeing the inaliemaigihts of individuals should be
the prime role of government, and national sovergigs recognized as proper for
this purpose.

However, once this goal of guaranteeing and prioigthe individual
becomes muddled, as it certainly has, vague reasergiven for the existence of
the state. Behind all the muddle is usually the@deemptation of some to use
power to control others.

This is done in moral terms by claiming that thedseof others are the
concern of us all. Likewise, the goal of achievinggrnational power, both financial
and military, is done with moral overtones-suchiraaking the world safe for
democracy." Foreign aid-although its real purpes® ienhance the riches of foreign
dictators, international bankers, and some Amerngduastrialists-is pawned off as
aid to the people of the impoverished Third World.

This philosophy of internationalism has lead toeanendous growth
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in foreign welfare, especially since 1945, andraiffn policy of internationalism
that has virtually removed the sovereign convicbbguaranteeing the individual
rights of American citizens. Instead of making tarld safe for democracy, a goal
set by Woodrow Wilson, the world is no longer safgpecially for American
citizens traveling abroad.

The combination of liberalism's naive belief tha& wworld can be made a
better place through socialist redistribution oftle and the desire of certain
international bankers to control the world throwgie-world government has
brought us to a dangerous period in our historglaiahe proposals of the Council
of Foreign Relations and the Trilateral Commisdiame much more impact on
policy than the Constitution. Sadly, world sociabisder is of prime concern, not
individual liberty, as it should be. This mixturéroisplaced liberal idealism and the
bankers' goal of world domination, forces capitalend communists to do business
together on many occasions.

Many American arms manufacturers, as well as dfRambo” Americans,
have an insatiable hunger to perpetually have isdese enemy. Therefore, on the
surface, it always looks like we are about to gw#w with the Soviets while, behind
the scenes, we continue to fund the very enemy'fineatens” to invade our
hemisphere.

Internationalism is enhanced by this war-mongeicgplnd individual
liberty is diminished. The Constitution is forgaties is the traditional American
foreign policy practiced for more than a hundredrgeof minding our own business
and providing security for America.

It is bad enough to see the loss of liberty forahhthe Founding Fathers
fought so valiantly, but to watch a foreign polityat has led to perpetual war for
America presents a great danger to us all.

Errors Compound

Just as with economic interventionism, each govemntraction in the affairs
of other nations causes more problems than it solmstead of achieving peace,
perpetual conflict occurs. Instead of expressiradityrde for our foreign largesse, the
recipients of American aid become resentful. Indt&faachieving a greater national
security, America becomes more vulnerable and weak.

The odds of getting assistance from our alliesrédget our security if we are
threatened are infinitesimal, as compared to ttssipdity of our sons dying for
someone else's security. The odds of our being
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involved unnecessarily in another unwise foreightamy venture continues.

Johnathan Kwitny, ifendless Enemies, documents numerous occasions when
our intervention has led to a failed military opgera and hostility toward America.

In contrast, he demonstrates that when we pursueditalist course, our interests
were better served, relationships were better jtacwbt the American taxpayers a lot
less.

Sadly the debate is never between a constitutiongilgn policy and
interventionism; it is clearly a debate betweertitenrs of interventionism. Both sides
assume great wisdom and propose solutions to tiegmns of the world, while
ignoring American security and the right of herzahs. However, the public
justification for all U.S. intervention is that ghintervention benefits the American
citizen.

The conservatives argue continually for more mijitaxpenditures and aid to
the anti-communist regime; the liberals argue éssltotal military spending, but
plenty of aid for the pro-communist nations.

Members of Congress generally accept that thererdyetwo options
available to us, refusing to admit that these oystiare only variations of a single
interventionist foreign policy. Our goal should toemake certain that a third option,
the constitutional principle of noninterventiongisphatically heard in the debate.

Since we can never get a consensus of which fatgisapport in other
nations, one group of Americans is unjustly fortedubsidize the other's
preferences. If the purpose were only to servaliteet interests of American
citizens in our homeland, the whole discussion wadver arise. There is no reason
to force the liberal to finance Somosa or the corsere, the Sandanistas. Securing
peace, preserving liberty, and protecting thedife property of American citizens
are the only legitimate functions of governmentaiyubeneficial to all. It should be,
for that reason, noncontroversial.

Not only is it unfair to pass on the cost of mendglin the affairs of other
nations to the citizens who disagree with the pedipursued, when intervention
leads to hostilities, the commitments involved\sey serious indeed.

Literally, we put the lives of our youth and theuylo of future generations on
the line. There is no moral justification for thiilitary treaties obligate future
generations to commitments that only individualshait generation should fulfill.

We should reassess all out military treaties. Tareycalled "mutual security”
treaties, but no one expects our allies to conmitassistance
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if we are attacked. Events in Korea, Vietnam, Lilgad Iran show how insignificant
the support is that we get from our allies. We hasen forced to stand alone and
bear all the cost of our defense and most of tisé aiothe defense of our allies.

There is no moral justification for one generasortommitting another
generation to pay higher taxes, to suffer moretidh, to sacrifice the lives of their
youth (uprooted through conscription) for neediessed conflicts. With a
noninterventionist foreign policy, citizens wouldver be forced to subsidize or die
for any special interest. Taxes could be used tinecure peace and freedom for
America.

Under these conditions of nonintervention, of ceunsdividuals would
never be prohibited from volunteering and contiibgitheir own monies to any
foreign cause. Our government is the only legaledea weapons of war, usually at
a high cost to American taxpayers, as well as datogeur security. Thus the wishes
of citizens are violated with every transaction. &rmans who want to privately help
anti-communists in Cuba, Afghanistan, El Salvadof\icaragua should be free to
do so, and yet they are not.

The first major change in our foreign policy ocadtiat the turn of the
century. President McKinley initiated the changedieg us into the Spanish-
American War. Woodrow Wilson made the most raditegdarture from our
traditional noninterventionist foreign policy; heught to:

... make the world safe for democracy ... Ameridaty is to stand
shoulder-to-shoulder to lift the burdens of mankimt¢he future, and
show the path of freedom to all the world. The Awcean flag is
henceforth to stand for self-possession, for dygrihd for the
assertion of the right of one nation to serve ottaons of the world.
America is now rich enough and free enough to lalmload for great
tasks to perform. Our duty is to serve the world.

The idea that it is our government's duty to séineeworld and that we have
great tasks to perform throughout the world, i€@ample of an outrageous and
irrational idealism.

Even though World War | was the first major breadaf our traditional
position of nonintervention, the Spanish-Americaarwonditioned our people to
accept our new role as world police.

Walter Karp, in his outstanding work The Politids/dar, points out that "it
was the very alliance that Republicans had forgit Wall
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Street which required the protection of war andravard foreign policy.”

Karp describes vividly how our new-found intervenist policy maneuvered
us into the unnecessary Spanish-American War.

Karp, in his book, also describes our involvemantorld War | and
Wilson's participation with tremendous skill. Alingh most of us have been taught
that Woodrow Wilson was one of our five great Rtests, it is unlikely that one
would come to this conclusion after reading thiskbd<arp documents how Wilson
maneuvered us into World War | in 1917. Wilsonangliose assumption that he
could "make the world safe for democracy" and Rutfur "duty to serve the world"
prompted the wounding and killing of hundreds afusands of young American
soldiers, bringing needless sorrow to millions ohéyican families.

Not only is this maneuvering into war a horror, gardescription of how
Wilson suspended personal freedoms at home, artab&/consequence of war-
mongering, is frightening.

I n times of war, personal freedoms are threatened at home.

In times of war, personal freedoms are threatehbdrae. That is why a
proper foreign policy is so critical: so that freets at home are never again
threatened. We have been able to recover some dfedledoms taken from us in
times of war, but the real danger is that somedaeuwar conditions, preparation
for war, or economic chaos brought on by inflatam-freedoms will be
permanently lost.

Wilson once wrote that the sovereignty of the Areamipeople was "...a
mere legal fiction." Personal liberty wasnare legal function to Wilson as well.

Twenty-three years after World War | ended, Ameengered the Second
World War, largely as a consequence of Franklindeeelt's interventionist foreign
policy. An excellent description of this can beridun Charles Callan TansilBack
Door to War. From this outstanding historic documentation oatwinanspired prior
to the war, it is clear that the United Statesluhtely provoked the Japanese into
attacking Pearl Harbor for economic reasons. SimedJnited States had broken the
Japanese code, Roosevelt knew exactly what thedspavere planning. FDR did
nothing because of his own political ambitions aigldesire to unify the country in
support of the war. By the early 1940's only a $mm&hority stood on principle and
objected to our becoming
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allies with Soviet murderers.

Our role as international police became an acceptdvhen the policy of
internationalism, enhanced by our United Nationsnimership, involved us in Korea
and Vietnam as the result of treaty obligationgs olicy ignored and denied the
rights to life and liberty of the young men who w@naimed or tragically killed. The
Korean and Vietham Wars were conducted without eassdmg for congressional
approval.

The policy of compulsive meddling worldwide hasatezl nothing but
trouble and confusion for America. The most resmaindal, involving weapons to
Iran for the release of hostages and the secreilagdl funding of the Contras in
Nicaragua, is a perfect example of how foolishghkcy of interventionism can be.

For years American taxpayers were forced to subesidie Shah under the
pretense that America's security depended updimé.truth is that this funding
protected privileged business interests in IrarthWhe overthrow of the Shah, A this
changed. The taking of American hostages by thedrns and the failure of Carter to
secure their release was the major reason Castesddbadly in 1980 to Ronald
Reagan.

Our announced policy toward the Iran-Irag War is ohneutrality. But now
we find, and it really should be to no one's swgrthat we have been aiding both
Irag and Iran. Our government leaders maneuveirragoisly to remain in a position
of influence, regardless of which faction contral®reign nation, friend or foe, so
that the interests of the bankers and certain tnidiists will be served.

Those who insist that we must "protect” Iran frdra Soviets never explain
why the concern is so great when we see the misef@hure of the Soviet military
machine in neighboring Afghanistan. Nor is it expéal why we now are allies of
the Soviets in support of Irag.

The Middle East, in the last forty years, has sdake billions of dollars in
the name of American security and peace. The mergive Israel, the more we
must give their Arab enemies.

The height of this folly was vividly and tragicalliramatized on October 23,
1981, with the killing of the 241 Marines in Beinwhen their barracks were
destroyed by radical Moslems. The terrorists prbpaere aided by Iran and
supplied with explosives sold to them by Israelgioating from the United States
and paid for by American taxpayers.

The epitome of our bungling foreign policy was rateel when it became
known that the Marines standing guard had riflesviere permitted no ammunition
because it was thought that any careless killing
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could precipitate a crisis. Others argued that these not permitted ammunition
because they were incapable of handling theirsifldhhese absurdities boggle the
mind, and yet the American people did little to paotend to it.

This senseless loss of life did nothing to prorhptrieassessment of our
foreign policy. Instead it led to a sure victoryeothe "aggressive" military power of
Grenada-made up of 200 military personnel. The Acaarpeople, unfortunately,
could not see that both actions were the resulte@tame flawed policy. The
Grenada invasion was heralded as a great triumglajaplauded by the vast
majority of American people. The truth is that heitthe medical students nor the
administrator of the medical school ever requesiiedescue. The military argument
for invasion was shallow. If the airbase in Grenader became a threat to the
United States, a single missile fired from a sHiglwre could destroy it in minutes.

An interesting briefing occurred at the heightloé tGrenada crisis. Our State
Department met in closed session with the Republicambers of Congress,
including myself, on the day after the invasion.olpwolitical messages emerged
from the meeting: one, make sure the administi@ttine hospital makes no more
public statements that do not show strong suppotie rescue mission; and two,
have some students express gratitude by kissingrthend on their return to the
United States. The next day the tone of the adin@&a changed as he publicly
expressed support for the rescue mission and, agigza few students responded
on arrival to the United States by kissing the gchu

The overwhelming "victory" in Grenada was less thanilliant military
operation. There were no Cuban troops of any saggmite. The landing was
changed from 2 a.m. to 5:30 a.m. because the UtBo®ties were uncertain of
night operations. Nineteen U.S. soldiers were #déven by friendly fire.

Theinvasion of Grenada is hardly the victory
the American people wereled to believe.

Extremely poor communications between the branoh#dse military were
encountered. The press reported that one U.S. cadenaould not get through to
his superior and ended up using his credit camhlid~t. Bragg for help. Intelligence
reports were faulty and were of no
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practical use to the invasion.

Worst of all, and typical of our tragic foreign myk-in the midst of the
Grenada invasion designed to make the world safddimocracy by stopping the
spread of communism-President Reagan, behind #émescwas forcefully lobbying
for specific aid to "Communist-dictators" througidéional IMF funding.

The invasion of Grenada is hardly the victory threekican people were led
to believe.

The United States supported the 1982 Israeli iovasf Lebanon with the
relentless bombing of Beirut. While the bombs watik falling on Beirut, a foreign
aid bill was brought to the House floor. Aid to lagton, at the request of the
Administration, was tripled so that Beirut couldrebuilt for "humanitarian reasons.
" Here we were, already appropriating more moneghwild the devastated cities
destroyed by bombs for which Americans had alsd.péhis surely was a policy of
madness! During this period of time Israel captut@d Lebanese Moslems and has
since then illegally held them in captivity-onetb& major reasons for the ongoing
hostage crisis we still face.

In 1985 the worst terrorist act occurred in Bewtnich killed 80 and injured
200 innocent people. Reliable evidence provesth®act was carried out by a
Lebanese intelligence unit trained and supportedusyCIA. Their goal and mission
was to kill a Shiite leader suspected of terrogzine U.S. installations.

Our involvement in the Middle East has also conitiel indirectly to the
deaths of 248 soldiers in an aircraft accidentlmciv a DC-8 crashed in Gander,
Newfoundland, in December 1985. The plane wasmetgrfrom the Gaza strip, on
Israel's southern border, where soldiers had belmng on a peace-keeping mission
for the United Nations. The aircraft accident irtigegtion panel revealed direct
causes to be: a failure to de-ice, overweight,apdwer failure. The aircraft was
leased from a fly-by-night charter airlinedave money. Unbelievably we spend
$300 billion a year on national defense f@eign meddling) and we cannot afford
decent aircraft to transport our troops. A poli@gigned to guarantee American
security would never permit such senseless tragedie

The U.S. policy toward Libya further confirms owational foreign policy.
Under Reagan we have been determined to pick avigh Khadafi, defying him
with naval and air maneuvers in the Gulf of Sidka.we try to emphasize our right
to navigate in international waters near Libya,tatally reject the territorial waters
of Nicaragua by min
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ing their harbors. The World Court rulings agaith&t U.S. were ignored by the
Reagan Administration, yet the President insisds ititernational law is legitimate in
the Gulf of Sidra. The most important point, howeve that the Gulf of Sidra has
nothing to do with U.S. security.

The bombing of Libya while sending arms to Iran-wias been much more
involved in international terrorism-reveals theigophrenic nature of our foreign
policy.

Bombing a foreign capital, and killing innocentitans, including a young
daughter of Khadafi - even if the opinion polls pag the action s an act of war
andnot authorized by our Constitution. Action of this tscannot be construed as
necessary to protect American security. The bombiag, however, an historic first-
it was scheduled in time for the evening news elimited States!

The bombing can hardly be considered a militaress. Of the 18 F-111's
deployed, only 11 completed the mission; one was$ dgbwn. Thirty-eight percent
of the planes could not fly the 2800 miles overefedded territory. The craziness of
flying such a distance (10 hours roundtrip), whes $ame mission could have been
accomplished more effectively from aircraft carsiezan only be explained by the
desire to give the Air Force a little "glory" aslas the Navy. Others have argued
that the reason for the long flight was to force allies to "fish or cut bait" with our
policy on terrorism.

It is interesting to note that after forty yearswdssive foreign aid to Europe,
of hundreds of billions of dollars, both militarpéheconomic, our allies "cut bait."
We received no assistance from Greece, Germary, 8pain, Turkey, or France.
Some investment!

All this expense (which added nothing to our deéezisd made us more
vulnerable) for allies who couldn't care less. éast of pressuring the allies to go
along with some of our extravagant involvementsseas, we need to "cut bait" and
leave Europe and the Middle East. We'd be a l@rsafd richer for it.

The sad part about our bombing Libya is that &tm dictator has caused
America to betray her principles. In an effort @rgsupport for "getting Khadafi," a
deliberate government campaign of disinformatios warried out. This campaign
was similar to the disinformation that led to theli®f Tonkin resolution and the
subsequent killing of 60,000 American soldiers ietdam.

This "Rambo™ attitude of our politicians reflecketinsecurity and loss of
confidence in ourselves. It does not reflect atp@siAmerican patriotism like some
would have us believe. American patriotism should
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reflect a positive belief in freedom and prompi@us that guarantee individual
liberty.

If motivated by American patriotism, governmenti@ctwould have been
different in the Miroslav Medvid affair. Medvid the Russian sailor, who jumped
the Russian freighter in October 1985 as it sailethe Mississippi. When the
United States authorities were returning him toSbeiet vessel, he again leapt out
of the U.S. Border Patrol boat. He was captured ander great duress, was again
forced to return to the Russian vessel. The Urttiadles officials told the public that
Medvid "changed his mind and wanted to go backé LS. interpreter, however,
disagreed and said Medvid sincerely sought freedopuositive conviction of
American patriotism would have prompted quite &edént response from us.

The ironies of our foreign policy are endless. Vigentroops in over 120
countries of the world and support, financially antitarily, both sides of most of
the current military conflicts.

Our politicians' enthusiasm for foreign aid is sbared by a majority of the
American people, nor does it conform to the Couastih. It is frequently justified by
a flawed understanding of the Marshall Plan. Th& $lllion foreign aid gift to
Western Europe between 1948 and 1952 is usualgngive credit for European
recovery after the War. Under occupation from 192988, the economy of Europe
remained weak and the Marshall Plan coincided gatie policy changes. An
imposed economic policy by the United States oropeibetween 1945 and 1948
kept the economy weak. But in June 1948 Ludwig Effadolished all Allied
economic controls and devalued and stabilized #m@n@n mark, and the economy
surged. Because foreign aid arrived at the same #tmerican politicians have
demanded the credit and used this program to pexfeethis technique of serving
some American businesses and banking interests.

In reality, the Marshall Plan never contributedrtore than five percent of
one European country's gross national product,enddtupational cost remained at
fifteen percent. This subsidy was minuscule comp&wdhe economic growth
statistics of the 1950's. The argument that a deHartage existed in Europe and an
injection of funds was needed is an old Keynesrgnraent used to justify foreign-
aid expenditures. The bad policies of inflation @sdnomic control, imposed by the
U.S. after the war were the real culprits. In castito the argument that the Marshall
Plan was market-oriented, we find (under closetsgylthe rules discouraged free
enterprise, served the special interests
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of some American industries, and did nothing toage free trade with the other
Western nations. There are other numerous abssgditat have resulted from our
foreign policy:

Corazon Aquino in 1986, addressed the U.S. Congféssspeech
was so impressive that within hours the House v million in
additional aid to the Philippines. Aquino respontgdaying, "It
wasn't enough.”

Marcos received billions from us over the yearswib accounting or
control of expenditures. The question no one cawanis how the
Philippines have made us more secure in the lasy trears.

After the bombing of Libya, Khadafi's navy respoddisy
bombarding the island of Lampedusa in the Meditexaa. It was
then that we discovered we had U.S. Coast Guagbpeel on this
island-guarding our coastline, | guess.

We have 340,000 troops in Europe and over 200,3@0vkere
around the world. It costs $140 billion a year totpct Europe and
$50 billion a year to defend Japan. It costs apprately $1000 to
maintain each man per day overseas. This assispengets a
competitive edge for our allies, who are well ahebds
technologically, and contributes to our trade def@ur only
response has been to promote protectionism, makegroblem
worse. Overall foreign policy has never been satooonsidered as
the basic flaw, like it someday must.

We placed economic sanctions on South Africa atipedy the same
time President Reagan approved subsidized whess sathe
Soviets. The sanctions were a liberal politicahttthe subsidies to
the Soviet Union were meant to help U.S. wheat éasnand secure
the election of the Republican Senate-which itrebtd While
bombing Libya to deter terrorism, we negotiatechv8yria and acted
as partners with Israel in its massive ongoing drace.

The CIA, not known for its intelligence-gatheringlks, has 16,000
agents - 2,500 added under William Casey and tivdgadded
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during the last decade. This agency is only 40sy/elt and its
activities, which include clandestine and ruthliegsrvention in the
affairs of other nations, is neither morally nonsttutionally
justified.

Author Dan Smoot, in a letter to me, stated,

There is no place in a governmental system of atdational
republic for an agency that meddles in the affairreign nations.
Even if the CIA were in the hands of patriots whblike, | would
still feel, as | have felt since 1946, that it sldooiot be. Whatever
seeds such an agency sows, the harvest will bengeitial to our
nation.

Dan Smoot is a brilliant constitutionalist and ad&nt of history. His fears of
the CIA have been legitimate as we continue talseelisastrous results of the CIA
involvement around the world.

The National Security Council (NSC) was set up9d@.to coordinate and
advise the President on foreign affairs. The Nati@ecurity Council was never
meant to carry out activities along with the ClAragealed by the Iran-Contra
scandal. It is ironic now to see the appointmerDa¥id Abshire to a Cabinet-level
post to "coordinate the effort” to resolve the cmidn the scandal concocted by the
NSC has caused. The one net benefit from the l@ri¥& scandal has been the
derailing of a dangerously aggressive foreign golatandestinely orchestrated by
the CIA.

Not only has our twentieth-century foreign polieyiéd, it continues to be a
serious threat to all of us. It has contributechsigantly to our national bankruptcy
and has done nothing to enhance our national $gcReevaluation is a must.

A foreign policy of nonintervention should be aitopf serious debate in
1987-1988, the 200th Anniversary of our Constitutikh is an opportune time to
consider the reinstatement of a principled nonugetionist American foreign

policy.
Noninterventionist Foreign Policy

A noninterventionist foreign policy is both morabyd constitutionally
correct. From George Washington to Grover Clevelémd principle
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was upheld. The twentieth century has been wittteascomplete reversal of this
policy and millions have suffered as a consequeoe foolish foreign policy
contributes significantly to our national bankrypénd presents a threat to our
national security.

Foreign-policy options of the conservatives andlitierals are, in reality,
only a variation of a single interventionist polidyis only the direction of the
intervention that is different and open to debAtether option must be made
available from which the American people may choose

The policy of neutrality is morally correct for neajworld powers as well as
small nations. By what authority does any countigiifere in the internal affairs of
another? When a major power interferes, it litgrabcomes a bully. The excuse for
intervention is usually in moralistic terms, arguithat it is for the benefit of the
world or a policy of making the world "safe for deanacy" and for the purpose of
making poor nations prosperous. These are excusesgasons based on morality.

What is donein the name of national securityisa
disgrace and the worst kind of disinformation conceivable.

Officially, getting openly involved in the internaffairs of other nations is
always at the host country's request. Those integelaim they do so by popular
support, but the people are never consulted. Qergo aid goes either to fascist or
socialist nations, benefiting the rulers by soliify their power and impeding the
development of a free society and a free-market@my.

The outcome of even the best-motivated assistangsually the opposite of
that which was intended. When economic assistanserit to other nations with the
intention of helping the poor, the poor receiveral fraction of what is sent. But
the worst part of all this is that the assistanegetuates the entire system that
causes the impoverishment in the first place ankkesnéd more difficult than ever for
the people of that country to achieve more liberty.

Even if aid and interference were handled wiselypalyiotic Americans,
they could not be justified on moral grounds. If agsume that it is proper for the
United States government to meddle in any wayeninkernal affairs of other
nations-even if for noble reasons-the door is thgened for the ruthless who could
then intervene for the worst
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reasons - aiding fascism, socialism, or communisforgpoersonal gain. Providing
aid to those struggling to be free by first exprating funds from innocent
Americans cannot be justified Freedom cannot beagpthrough a policy of force
which violates another man's freedom.

When providing assistance, it is logical to expErne national benefit in
return. The policies of nations that have recemieldobviously have greater
significance to us than those who have not recenedl. If their policies do not
conform to the policies of the United States adstration in power, threats, and
even assisting in coups, are then said to be iptiAfter a few decades of
international intervention, with economic assistaaod covert operations for
"national security," the noble original purposeigirely forgotten. The doors are
then opened to almost any type of foreign involveime

Politically, U.S. intervention is justified by chaing it aids American
security. But rarely can we see how the foreigivdiets are of any benefit to the
American taxpayers. The Vietnam conflict was loxd get we are on better terms
than ever with the Vietnamese. Castro's thirty-yedd on Cuba has not yet directly
affected American security. A plausible argumentldde made for our not wanting
a Soviet puppet state ninety miles from our shdsashow can an airbase in
Grenada or Nicaragua be any more threatening?r®ahiement in the four corners
of the earth cannot be legitimately justified asassary for national security. Most
Americans do not have the foggiest idea where @hddozambique are located,
nor do they see their political system as crucdalur own security. What is done in
the name of national security is a disgrace, aadmbrst kind of disinformation
conceivable.

President Reagan put American intervention in @@rperspective. On July
16, 1986, he was asked whether sending helicofdslivia for drug enforcement
was in the national interest and he responded: tiing we do is in the national
interest.”

This has been the attitude of most of the Pressdéumting this century, with
the possible exceptions of Coolidge and Hooveit.day wonder that we are so
involved throughout the world? The truth is that aorldwide involvement is
unrelated to national security in the strict sehse rather is a result of a policy of
intervention and acceptance of the notion thanthigary follows U.S. economic
interests, providing protection for our internaabbankers and businessmen.

If foreign policy were based on moral principlel jrtervention of our
government in the affairs of other nations wouldsse no matter how tempting.
Foreign policy's purpose should be limited to pdowy
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security and insuring peace for America. The ondrahjustification for an
expenditure is for the defense of our nation. Atamy manned by volunteers helps
to avert unwise military foreign involvement. Ittime we challenge those who
promote our overseas activities and adventuresamlrgrounds. We have been
pursuing a policy based on good intentions andlpge to the special interests for
the past several decades, and America's secustgreatly suffered. It is time to
quit! It would be better if we heeded the word<zwbver Cleveland who stated best
the pre-1900 American foreign policy:

It is the policy of independence favored by our dawe of justice
and by our own power. It is the policy of peacdahle to our
interest. It is the policy of neutrality, rejectiagy share in foreign
brawls, and ambitions upon other continents, regetheir intrusions
here. It is the policy of Monroe and of Washingtod of Jefferson:
peace, commerce, and honest friendship with albnsit entangling
alliances with none.

Instead our twentieth-century politicians have telaifferent course:

A noninterventionist foreign policy is frequentlitacked as isolationist. Nothing
could be further from the truth. The image of daoratvalling itself off from the rest
of the world is impossible in a free society amdnically, is exactly what eventually
happens under interventionism.

An internationalist foreign policy includes goafsome-world government and
international banking with fiat currencies, andstl@ads to economic isolationism,
where nations become more militaristic and natistial Trade wars ensue, and
protectionism follows.

A free society, with a noninterventionist foreigolipy, protects the rights of its
citizens to travel and trade across borders witkeriffs or licenses or capital
controls, and rejects all special interest subsidimmigration is always permissible,
and all attempts to curtail currency in people nmgat are rejected.

The ultimate right of a free society is to be ableote with your

58



Chapter 2 +oreign Policy

feet and to leave freely with your assets.

This freedom of movement of people and goods weunltburage the intermingling
of people with a natural balance of trade, assumaigns do not participate in the
fraud of inflation. We would in no way create atfess America, or a country
isolated; the exact opposite would result.

Our foreign policy should be directed at making pation secure from any outside
threat so our liberty at home may thrive, to awsat and promote peace. The
ultimate victory over fascism and communism musibe in the minds of men and
cannot be achieved by an interventionist foreigiicgoUIltimately, totalitarianism
can only be defeated by a positive freedom philbgop

By the 1960's, Kennedy acknowledged to what degeebad rejected this position.
In his Inaugural Address in 1961 Kennedy stated:

Let every nation know, whether it wish us well oth@at we will pay
any price, bear any burden, beat any hardship,cstippy friend,
oppose any foe, to assure the survival and theessadf liberty. This
much we pledge and more ... To those peoples ihuteeand villages
of half the globe struggling to break the bondsnaks misery we
pledge our best efforts to help them help themseliee whatever
period is required-not because the Communists reajoing it, not
because we seek their votes, but because it is tighfree society
cannot help the many who are poor they cannot tee/eew who are
rich.

This policy of self-sacrifice that Kennedy advochig a policy that we have
essentially followed this entire century. For ttreason we have seen hundreds of
thousands of Americans needlessly killed and pagbétternational conflict. Unless
this policy is changed, we can expect more of Hmes

General McArthur, however, expressed concern athdgipolicy. He said in
1957:

Our government has kept us in a perpetual stafieaokept us in a
continuous stampede of patriotic fervor-with thg af grave national
emergency. Always there has been some terrible@gbbble us up
if we would not blindly rally behind it by furnishg the exuberant
funds demanded.
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Yet, in retrospect, those disasters seever to have hap-
pened, seem never to have been quite real.

War, other than for the actual defense of our matioust be avoided, for it is
during wartime that personal and economic freedguaiskly erode. Although we
have regained some of our freedoms removed dugriggs of war, our liberty has
gradually eroded during this century. This will tane if we do not make
fundamental changes, because another unwise wht sjoeil doom for us, both
economically and politically.

A policy based solely on our self-interest is tlestpolicy for the world,
because it encourages a proper balance of poweearales many situations liable
to provoke hostilities. The policy of nonintervemtj emphasizing national self-
interest, provides a direction and purpose forforgign policy, which is easily
understood and readily accepted by the Americaplpeo

Peace is of the utmost importance, for it pernmésgreservation and
expansion of individual liberty, where war does tpposite. A creative spirit
requires it. This does not mean pacifism, for waoenfreedom and national security
are directly threatened, defense is of the utmmpbrtance and everyone should
participate. Universal voluntary service in theatefe of freedom is not an
unreasonable expectation.

Carelessly entering into conflicts jeopardizes|derty. It does not protect
it. Intervention abroad causes us to neglect oligatons at home. The moral and
constitutional obligations of our representative$\lashington are to protect our
liberty, not coddle the world, precipitating no-wirars, while bringing bankruptcy
and economic turmoil to our people. The peopledareanding a change in foreign
policy. Nonintervention is the policy that will s&rus best.

Recognizing the nature of the enemy is criticals ot weaponry or soldiers
or politicians, but it is the ideology that is intpant. Robert Taft understood this
clearly. He recommended:

... positive campaign in behalf of liberty. And whiesay liberty | do
not simply mean what is referred to as 'free emisgp | mean liberty
of the individual to think his own thoughts anddikiis own life as he
desires to think and, to live; the liberty of tlzerfily to decide how
they wish to live, what they want to eat for bresstfand for dinner
and how they wish to spend their time; the libeftya man to develop
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his ideas and to get other people to teach th@sesjdf he can
convince them that they have some value to thedworl

It is our weakness in defense of liberty that pnéséhe problem. A vacuum
created by a philosophic complacency allows comstudeology to sweep into
areas of the world whose only ideological defermees through foreign aid funds
confiscated from working Americans. This, in unakg nations, provides no moral
alternative to Communism, creates dependency byetteving nations, and
discourages those nations from defending themselake weakening ourselves
economically, striking at the soul of our free gyst

Without a firm belief in liberty, and an ability fresent this belief clearly to
the world in theory and in practice, victory is ikely. Even a system doomed to
failure-the U.S.S.R.- will persist insidiously, fodm their strength but because of
our weakness and ineptness.

Tragically the philosophy of collectivism pervadesth East and West. It is
this philosophy of state violence that promptshibi#ding of weapons and the
conscription of troops. It can be combated onlyhwaitphilosophy of individual
liberty based on natural rights.

We need to dispel the myths of collectivism thdidsly power and privilege
in the hands of the state, whether in Russia trerlnited States. Then it would be
unnecessary to compare dollars spent on the militaissiles, and gross national
products of the two superpowers. Then the armswackd disappear.

Providing an adequate defense of our nation andilmenty is all that should
concern us.
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CHAPTER |11

The Draft or Freedom

No one argues that the military draft is not anneplke of physical coercion,
thus denying liberty to those drafted. But it isetassly accepted by many, except
those of draft age, as necessary to the presenvaitia free society.

If one looks closely at the issue, one sees thadation is a trait of
totalitarian government, and is not characteristia nation that champions
individual freedom. There are some who recogniagtie draft is truly a violation
of individual rights and oppose its imposition, egtin extreme circumstances such
as declared war. Even though a consistent defdnssgwral rights and individual
freedom compels the rejection of the draft undec@tditions, those who recognize
their inconsistencies and would permit a draft amger emergency conditions are
less of a threat to freedom than those who advgedeetime conscription, with or
without a national youth service.

It is this group, who either deliberately ignoredar not have the vaguest idea
of what it means to live in a free society, thaggants the greatest danger. For
anyone developing a consistent political philosqphg draft must be recognized as
one of the most fundamental of all freedom issues.

Patriotism and the Dr aft

Patriotic Americans should courageously defendnaatights and individual
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freedom. Today's confusion has led many to belibaepatriotism compels them to
compromise on this one issue and to grant to tite #he authority to draft our
youth, against their wishes, to fulfill a carelgsdévised, illogical and dangerously
interventionist foreign policy.

For this reason we see many good conservative essignen, with their
patriotic ideals, championing the reinstitutiortlodé draft. Patriotism should never be
a justification for endorsing conscription. A patic American will instead guard
against using the power of the state against tbplpainder all circumstances.

It is in the American tradition to oppose a drafteditary. For us, the drafted
army is essentially a twentieth-century phenomeittsnnstitution corresponds with
the decline of our economic and personal freedamdlze rise of militarism. The
drafted army dates roughly from the Wilson Admirasbn and the First World War.

Although a draft was tried in the Civil War, it waset by stiff resistance and
was never accepted, nor was it effective. It wasrgmpular that it produced fewer
than 50,000 soldiers, under 3 percent of the fotaks. Some argue that it actually
prolonged the war and did nothing to win it. Youngn could avoid serving, even if
drafted, by paying $300 to the government. This ertheé Civil War draft very
different from what we have experienced in thistagn

Patriotism should never be a
justification for endorsing conscription.

The Founding Fathers never granted constitutiomtaaity to the Congress
or the President to conscript an army. The Nintth B@nth Amendments are very
clear in stating that if a power is not grantedh® federal government, that power is
"retained by the people." The argument that thesttational authority "to raise and
support armies” gives the federal government thiecaity to force a young man to
serve in the military was explicitly rejected bytauthors of the Constitution. In the
Federalist Papers #41, James Madison wrote:

It has been urged ... that the power to lay anl@ciolaxes ... to pay the
debts, and provide for the defense and general
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welfare of the United States, amounts to an undichdtommission to
exercise every power which may be alleged to besszgy for the
common defense or general welfare. No strongerfmamad be given
of the distress under which these writers labowofgections than their
stooping to such a misconception.

Certainly Madison believed that government autlyaritist be explicitly
granted. The argument that the common defense {seandiraft is clearly a
constitutional misconception.

Daniel Webster, a great champion of freedom andraksr of the
Constitution in his early Congressional years, wasaunch supporter of the
voluntary military. In the War of 1812, there wenany who wanted to impose the
draft. Even as gunfire was heard near the Capiabster debated on the House
floor and defeated the attempt to impose a draftife "protection” of the country.

It should be remembered that with the draft in\Wer of 1812, as well as the
Revolutionary War, our people fought and won wittease of patriotism. Yet with
the draft, with the millions of conscripted soldigwith billions of dollars, and with
all the advanced technology, we lost in ViethamfeDdding liberty and providing for
an army is more complicated than merely imposidgadt on a select few.

Daniel Webster, in his great speech in the Houdsir4, said:

The question (of military conscription) is nothilegs than whether the
most essential rights of personal liberty be suleead and despotism
embraced in its worst form... Is this, sir consistwith the character of
a free government? Is this civil liberty? Is thesk character of our
Constitution? No, sir, indeed it is not. The Comsion is libeled,

foully libeled. The people of this country have established for
themselves such a fabric of despotism. They hatveurchased at a
vast expense of their own treasure and their owadh Magna Carta
to be slaves. Where is it written in the Constantiin what article or
section is it contained, that you may take childrem their parents,
and parents from their children, and compel theffigtd the battle in
any war in which the folly or the wickedness of ggunent may
engage it? Who will show me any constitutional mgtion which
makes it the duty of the American? Who will show
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me any constitutional injunction which makes pesuleender
everything valuable in life, and even life itselbt when the safety of
their country and its liberties may demand theifaer but whenever
the purposes of an ambitious and mischievous govenbmay
require it?

Finally in 1865, the states approved the Thirteéttendment which

provides that "neither slavery nor involuntary serde, except as punishment for a
crime whereof the party shall have been duly cdedicshall exist within the United
States." Denying that conscription is anythingibubluntary servitude is a
distortion of the clear language and intent of #nsendment.

Nowhere do these statements indicate that Americethe name of

patriotism shall be forced to endorse conscript{dther great Americans have also
taken a strong principled stand against a consttiptilitary. Robert A. Taft
strongly opposed the draft, and he was never sdig t'unpatriotic,” even by his
political opponents. In one of his great speeclmethe subject, Senator Taft said:

Milton

It is said that a compulsory draft is a democrsystem. | deny that it
has anything to do with democracy. It is far mgq@dal of totalitarian
nations than of democratic nations. It is absojutgiposed to the
principles of individual liberty, which have alwalgsen considered a
part of American democracy. Many people came ®¢buntry for the
single purpose of avoiding requirements of militagyvice in Europe.
This country has always been opposed to a largelisiggarmy, and it
has always opposed the use of the draft in timgeate. | shrink
from the very setting up of thousands of draft dsawith clerks and
employees and endless paper work and red tape tfremegistration
of 12 million men and the prying into every featofeheir lives, their
physical condition, their religious convictionseihfinancial status,
and even hobbies.

Friedman, the Nobel Prize-winning conservateconomist said:
We need a strong military. But strength dependsprit and not

merely numbers. Our military will be far strongéwie recruit it by
methods consistent with the basic value
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of a free society than if we resort to the methaofds totalitarian
society.

In the 1980 campaign for the Republican Presidentienination, the two
most conservative candidates opposed the drafir hehallenged patriotism never
compelled them to endorse the draft or even paaeatgistration. Congressman
Phil Crane said on the House floor:

The draft is a form of involuntary servitude whichposes
unnecessary restrictions on the freedoms of dia#ied their families
alike ... The American tradition is founded on #aehment to the
principle of individual freedom. Imposition of aaltis contrary to
that principle. It violates the spirit of the Thaenth
Amendment-protection against involuntary servitude.

In a speech at Louisiana State University in B&ounge, Louisiana, on September
23, 1980, Ronald Reagan spoke of his "vision ofisereedom™ and his attitude to
the draft:

| oppose registration for the draft ... becauselielve the security of
freedom can best be achieved by security througgdbm. The
all-voluntary force is based on the sound and his#dmerican
principle of voluntary commitment to defense ofedem ... the
United States of America believes a free peoplaatdave to be
coerced in defending their country or their valaed that the
principle of freedom is the best and only foundatipon which a
defense of freedom can be made. My vision of aree8merica is
based on my belief that freedom calls forth thd bethe human
spirit and that the defense of freedom can andhest be made out
of love of country, a love that needs no coercfut of such a love,
a real security will develop, because in the fenadlysis, the free
human heart and spirit are the best and most reldgfense.

These are great patriotic words, and it wasdkgession of love
of country and the voluntary spirit that was rasgble for the election
of Ronald Reagan.
The war issue, used against conservative presaleandidates in the
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past, did not work in 1980, and Governor Reagaws#tipn on the draft, in contrast
to President Carter's, was largely responsible.

The American people know deep down that coerciawang and
voluntarism is preferable. It certainly was a djgaiptment to see President Reagan
change his mind regarding registration after tleetedn. Unfortunately too many
have been confused into believing that the patrjptisition is to endorse the dratft.

Another great patriotic American, Dan Smoot, shid about the draft in a
letter to me:

As | told you | was opposed to the draft even iBA@hen the
Communist party and 'liberal’ outfits that alwagidwed the
Communist line were the only others who opposethiey opposed
the draft because being statists they thought utivstrengthen the
United States to resist communism. | knew it wadddust the
opposite of that; yet, aware of the subtle diffied of arguing against
the draft on strictly constitutional grounds, | &lexd those difficulties
and built all my arguments on the unimpeachablerties that a draft
violates the spirit of liberty which brought Eur@wes here in the first
place, and violates the principle of liberty whehables those
transplanted Europeans to build a free society.

Judging from these quotes, it is clearly an emwadsume that the
conservative position is in support of the draft.

Conscription and Natural Rights

Conscription contradicts the whole concept of radtrights. If our lives and
liberties are gifts of the Creator, as our Foundtaghers believed, the use of our
lives should never be controlled by the Statehdfytare controlled, it supports the
totalitarian notion that rights are mere privilegganted by the state and, therefore,
removable at will by the state, an idea alien soAlmerican tradition.

That is why it is so important that this most fundantal of all liberty issues
-- conscription -- be thoroughly analyzed and ustierd.

There is a moral obligation for those living inrad country to participate in
its defense; everyone of us has that obligatioms frforal obligation, fulfilled
voluntarily, cannot be confused with the suggested
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"morality" of someone owing a service to a governtribat demands a young man
risk his life under threat of imprisonment.

Author John Hospers says: "The argument for th& doanes to this: 'l want
you to protect me so badly that I'll gladly sacefiyour life so you can do this.' The
answer is that my life is not yours to sacrifice. "

Russell Kirk in the Conservative Mind states thguanent against universal
military training just as clearly:

Universal military training, the most crushing bencthat the state
can impose upon its people ... is found in conjoncivith leveling
democracy not merely by coincidence. The armeddigaa
concomitant of egalitarian socialism and state milagy and it is a
natural reaction of any society which has abandatigtie old
habitual and internal disciplines, so it must @y Burke predicted)
upon arbitrary external discipline. Individualitike imagination,
must vanish from a people among whom socialisnmipios.

Not only will individuality vanish, but so too wiihdividual liberty, as the
resistance to compulsory military service disappear
Ayn Rand said opposition to the draft is not tacbafused with pacifism:

Needless to say unilateral pacifism is merely aitation to
aggression. Just as an individual has the rigeetfifdefense, so has
a free country if attacked. But this does not gisegovernment the
right to draft men to military service, which istimost blatantly
statist violation of a man's right to his own life.

The question boils down to this: can a free sodietyreserved by
compromising on freedom itself? Or is the dangey veal that once this
compromise is made, the defense of all other freesdoecomes impossible?
Although all freedoms of expression do not vanigérnight with the imposition of a
draft, a blanket acceptance of conscription -- eisfllg in peacetime -- will surely be
followed by the demise of all other liberties adlwe

Most conservatives reject compulsion in economitiens, yet accept the
coercive role of government in forcing the innocgmiing to face
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battle. If conservatives permit the young to bedorto wear uniforms and risk their
lives in undeclared wars like Korea and Vietnamathtellectual defense is there
against a similar grant of authority to the statedmpel national civilian service? If
a peace-time draft is acceptable to the Americaplee more arbitrary forms of
people control will surely follow.

In the Second World War, Joseph Stalin made thig peint. He was once
asked by an American writer, according to Profe®san Russell, how he (Stalin)
could justify conscripting all the property of #tle people for use by the government
to fight the war. Stalin answered by asking whytbensidered it more immoral and
illogical to conscript lifeless property than tonsaript life itself, as was being done
in the United States and all other capitalisticrdoes. His American challenger had
no answer, because there was no answer.

Conservatives correctly reject registration of gangonstitutional and
freedom grounds. They know that registration isetyea vehicle for later
confiscation. It is disturbing to me that so martyovsee the importance of this
liberty insist on registering their own sons witte tgovernment. Our young people's
lives and liberty deserve at least as much conaier and constitutional protection
as our guns.

If the liberty of our young people is neglected tiberty required to
maintain a free-market economy cannot be deferttledsery foundation of
liberty-the right to control our own lives-has baemoved. An OSHA or EPA
inspector can never be as much of a threat toxasteemce as an order directing us to
the foxholes of a worthless foreign battlefield.

If the government can literally spend the live®of youth in foolish military
adventures, what argument is there against goverrsrspending, controlling, and
taxing away the fruits of our labors for less daogs things? There is none, and that
is why statism, interventionism, socialism, andlties of freedom in all areas of
society have paralleled the gradual acceptancaedodfaby the American people.

Unless we have a comprehensive defense of libdrighainsists on
economic and personal liberty, and correspondirgjcts compulsory service of all
sorts, the consensus that a drafted army is pmwtlernfortunately prevail. Neither
the conservative, who outlaws gambling and alcainadl homosexuality, nor the
liberal, who regulates and taxes the economyké&slito stand against the tide of
those who desire to place an unfair military burderour young people.

In conceding that conscription is a proper funcbdthe State, one
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places the State above God, collective right aldeidual rights, planned
economy above the market economy, and propertyealifevitself. The patriotism,
the devotion, the wisdom, the conviction, the cotmment, and the idealism which
we all seek and need for a free society to exishaabe achieved by conscription.
This tool, used by many states for centuries, leaembuilt a free society, nor can it
be used to preserve a free society.

Dean Russel in The Conscription Idea made thismst@ant: "I have more
faith in myself and in my fellow American than deetpoliticians and humanitarians
who desire to defend my freedom by depriving mg. dfhe strength of a free
nation comes from the rightness of its policies @sgeople's convictions that the
nation's purpose is noble and proper.”

Freedom cannot be preserved by tyranny. Ultimaighdecision on this
most fundamental issue will tell us the directiowihich our nation is going.

The Draft IsUnfair

Those who promote the draft actually believe it barmade to be fair. Even
though they recognize the many shortcomings ofipusvdrafts, they maintain
vigorously that their plan for a draft will be fairhis is impossible.

There hasever been a draft that was fair.

All attempts at making the draft equitable havedussbitrary and
discriminatory power tactics that defy every praaggdiberty. Conscripts are the
ultimate victims of governmental rejection of owritage and individual rights.

The inconsistency of supporting the draft whiléitad about "equal justice
under the law," accepting that we have been "enddweour Creator with certain
inalienable rights, and among these are life dvetty should be obvious to
everyone.

Selective service is nothing more than deciding simall die and who shall
five. All the justification and rationalizations @it fighting for noble causes cannot
change this fact. When registration is initiatéd $entencing through government
power of some young people to death begins. Thesea murderous criminals, but
innocent victims. How can anyone with a sense afafity participate in this crime
against our children?
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As Dean Russel stated:

A mania for compulsory equality has swept thisgratit now
applies to how we shall die or face death, as agetb how we shall
work and be educated. It is as illogical in the organce as it is in
the other.

Not only is this mania illogical, economic equaldyfairness in the draft is
never achieved. Yet these egalitarian notions semlyeto undermine our free
society.

Even if we could distribute the death sentenceautldiscrimination, it
would still be a crime against God and man. Equsdtidution of the risk of death
and suffering is impossible. The attempts of sono@p@nents of the draft to make it
universal, both military and civilian, cannot carréhese inequities.

Even the thought of universal conscription shouidl the spine of any
freedom-loving individual.

Bad wars cannot be fought without conscription.iBgithe Vietnam War,
only 17.7 percent of the armed forces were drafteas33.7 percent of those
fighting in Vietham were drafted.

The plain truth is that some will be sentencediéoathd others will not.
Nobody wants to think in these terms, but we havehoice.

How does one ration death? A government that bedi@vcan ration gasoline
equitably may be tempted to believe it can ratieatd as well.

Our gasoline allocation system led to gasolineslieconscription system
will prompt lines leading to Canada, Europe, antinLAmerica. It is tragic to think
that other countries can offer more freedom andr#gdhan America.

The problems which egalitarian conscriptors fagenaany:
Should only boys go, or girls as well?

This question alone can rip America apart. Manigrahs teach

that it is not the responsibility of women to baams, but to

preserve and protect our homes. Soldiering, théguee is a moral

responsibility of men.

Are students exempt?
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The feeling now is against the student exemptiomdver, given a
shortage of MD's and other professionals and tbigrary nature of
conscription, those who promote the draft will $yreason that
exemptions are, not only wise, but absolutely nesmgs | can
conceive of some student exemptions even being atecd

Visual problems? Flat feet? Bedwetters? HomosetyZali

Age?

Why does one with a slight visual problem escapadttath
sentence? Flat feet used to save the young mentfremgors of
foreign battle. What other silly medical exemptioii preserve one
life over another? Bedwetters were ruled exemphfoonscription
in the Second World War. Following this ruling, bedting
promptly went up 1,200 percent in one Texas trgmamp. Those
feigning homosexuality could also get an exemption.

This discrimination is the worst inequity of all.Aydoes the
45-year-old who has lived well and never servedoffescot-free,
staying home to reap the profits of military expiémes? How can
anyone send an 18-year-old to death in a no-wigigarwar and
allow a war profiteer, who never served, to livéurury?

Religion?

Religious exemptions have existed in the pastvahdontinue, I'm
sure. Why is a Mennonite's refusal to fight honoeedl a Baptist's
met with a jail sentence? Are rights relative?olf ielative to what?
They cannot be related if we believe in equal geshefore the law.

It is obvious that we do not need to draft allled 82 million people between the
ages of 18 and 26. No matter how big a war ertipésguestions remains, which
fraction will go and who shall choose? Selectionstibe arbitrary. The use of the
Selective Service is the use of force and the tlokaolence, methods that are
unacceptable in a free society.

The obvious frustration of implementing a fair ddads led to the
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Ultimate and so-called fair solution — the lottefycannot believe that conservatives
who want to close the gambling houses would résagambling to choose who is to
die and who is to live — and use this method inosiay who should be drafted.

Can we permit the lottery to be used to relievetig@ns of their guilt for
arbitrary choice on who shall risk his life? Unisal military service and the lottery
are symbolic of the pro-draft people’s desire tioradeath sentences and escape the
responsibility therein.

The use of the Selective Service is the use of
force and the threat of violence, methods that
are unacceptable in a free society.

Conscription must, of necessity, be selective abdrary. To argue
otherwise defies logic. The selecting must be beiaéto one and deadly to
another. Since conscription is the ultimate tdke-tax that takes a life and uses,
maims or even destroys it—its discriminatory dimition means we must reject the
entire notion.

Amnesty for our recent draft dodgers establish&att disobedience to draft
laws preserves life, with punishment unlikely; oleede to draft laws means risk to
one’s life, with the rewards for service being stgs scorn, possible physical
injury, and perhaps even death. This recent lyistannot be erased.

Just as many conservatives as liberals today Haws po protect their
children by finding a safe haven for them if anothdetnam” erupts. Of all the
reasons why a draft cannot be fair and equitab&eatmnesty exemption is the most
repulsive to one who loves freedom and understdralseed for a society guided by
law and not ruled by men.

The states of marriage and of pregnancy raise maagtions regarding the
draft. Do the married have more right to live thlhe unmarried? According to
most laws on conscription, they do. Justificafienthis defies logic and destroys
the concept of equal rights. Marriage can be autibher merely legal; many “paper-
marriage contracts” have been drawn up in thetpasscape the draft. If there were
a marriage exemption, young people would flocladisisedly to the alter.

If married women were taken, could they be takeareéfgnant? Should
expectant mothers be treated differently from etqedathers? Pregnancy
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in the first month is difficult to diagnose, so tbast of induction and discharge or
providing care could be astronomical. How do yogkearried women from
getting pregnant? Or unmarried drafted women? $aceeptability of the
unmarried mother, coupled with the advantage cd@sg conscription, would
provide a great incentive for getting pregnant. ibavy tax of conscription would
prove a handsome subsidy to obstetricians.

Discrimination by numbers will occur, in spite df the attempts to make the
draft equitable. If 100,000 draftees are neededyen 1,000,000, why must
32,000,000 register and become victims of civihtsggdiscriminations?

Why must the noncommitted be subjected to exarag8ntecomparisons, and
perhaps training, even if rejected for a good reasthe mere thought of instituting
a really fair draft boggles the mind.

The risking of life in the defense of one's countiyst only be done with the
consent of the individual. Otherwise life, freeddierty, natural rights, and equal
protection under the law become only hollow words.

There is no philosophic defense for any part ofdiem if we concede the
right of the State to impose this maximum tax. pheservation of a society founded
on the principle that rights come from God canresaved with a remedy based on
state power over the individual.

The Draft and the Constitution

The Ninth Amendment to the Constitution states jinsttbecause certain
rights have been listed in the Constitution, tlsisdil not be construed to deny” any
others. And all these "others" are "retained" l®/pleople-not a draft board brought
into existence by an ill-advised Congress.

The Tenth Amendment is equally clear. Any powerspecifically
"delegated to the United States by Constitutioniteserved to the state respectively
or to the people.”

These two amendments are the most frequently alpgédns of our
Constitution, since so little that is done in Wasfton these days is specifically
authorized in the Constitution.

When | pointed this out one day to a colleagueh wegards to the
constitutionality of foreign aid, he became outihged said, "The Constitution is
not important,” but "the laws we write, that pernngtto appropriate the funds are. "
My suggestion that before these funds
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can be wasted overseas, they must first be stavemthe people made him livid and
our conversation ended.

Both Madison and Webster argued against the d@ft & constitutional
viewpoint. They argued correctly that any actiortloy federal government must be
authorized by the Constitution or the action isglll. Conscription, its proponents
argue, is authorized by Article 1, Section 8, Cému$, 12, 13, and 14: "Congress
shall have power ... to provide for the common deéeand general welfare for the
United States ... to raise and support armies."

Neither Congress nor the President has the
authority to draft or register anyone

Conscription is obviously not explicitly authorizeg these or any other
clauses, so its proponents fall back upon an int@ig¢horization. But conscription
is not authorized by the Constitution, either exigif or implicitly.

If conscription is not authorized by the Constiuati neither is registration,
for registration has no purpose except as a meaeseicute conscription. Neither
Congress nor the President has the authority fo @raegister anyone.

The Hartford Convention in 1815, following the atig to impose the draft in 1814,
was adamant that there was no Constitutional aityttorconscript. The convention
reported:

The effort to deduce this power from the right@itmg armies is a
flagrant attempt to pervert the Constitution. Thaias of the United
States have always been raised by contract, ngvesriscription,
and nothing can be wanting in a government possgdse power
thus claimed to usurp the entire control of thdtmiin derogation of
the authority of the states, and to convert itrhgriessment into a
standing army.

The convention also recommended a constitutionahament against
conscription, just as Rhode Island had insistedrpa being the last of the thirteen
colonies to ratify the Constitution.

Robert Taft realized the significance of the enbaccepting conscription as
being constitutional and the danger of allowingéto be
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used to recruit individuals to serve in any capagéemed important or necessary by
the state.

With this type of mentality ruling Congress todays no wonder that the
productive citizen now serves the nonproductivizeit as a fulfillment of the
nonproducer's "rights.” The goods and servicesataprovided to the nonproducers
by wealth redistribution through taxation, inflaticor special economic regulations
may be indirect as compared to conscription anmnalt service, but the principle
remains the same.

Taft in his 1940 speech clearly analyzed the itajconsequence of
permitting a draft:

The principle of a compulsory draft is basicallyowg. If we must use
compulsion to get an army, why not use compulsiogett men for
other essential tasks? We must have men to manuvéatiunitions,
implements of war, and war vessels. Why not dedfot for those
occupations at wages lower than the standard? Hnenmany other
industries absolutely essential to defense, likeutilities, the
railroads, the coal mining industries. Why not tiraén for those
industries, also at $21.00 a month? If we drafdieo$, why not draft
policemen and firemen for city and state servicds? logical
advocates of the draft admit this necessary coimiuSenator Pepper,
of Florida has said that he believed the Presigleotild have power to
draft men for munitions plants. Mr. Walter Lippmsawys that if the
conscription bill is to serve its real purpose iishnot be regarded as a
mere device for putting one man out of twenty-fiv® uniforms' but
must be regarded as a method of mobilizing the ofd¢ime country for
much larger and more complicated task of indusri@paredness. In
short, the logic behind the bill requires a completgimentation of
most labor and the assignment of jobs to every available to work.
This is actually done today in the communist arstife state, which
we are now apparently seeking to emulate.

Obviously, according to Taft, the draft is not ciitiasional.
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The Court Rules

Two unfortunate Supreme Court decisions in 19181868 claimed the
draft was constitutional. The fact that the Supr&oart has, on two occasions,
ruled this way gives the conscriptor "credibiligfid power, but it is hardly enough
to make it morally correct and Constitutional. Tgpreme Court has been in error
before. Obviously a reversal of the opinions wdugdrequired if the draft is ever to
be outlawed. These rulings permit the draft, buhdbcompel it-only Congress and
the President can force the draft on our children.

And fortunately, we still do have something to séput who our
representatives are and how they should act. Bponsibility of interpreting the
Constitution and imposing or not imposing the raiytdratft still lies with the people
through their representatives.

In the 1968 case, the United States vs. O'Brier,\Warren said that the
power "to classify and conscript for military sexiis beyond question.” This is the
same Earl Warren who, as California Attorney Gelndelped inter Japanese-
Americans in concentration camps and defendedatitisn as being constitutional.
Warren was notorious for ignoring the Constitutibm conflicted with his political
prejudices.

For those who are pro-life, an analogy of the sgtftthe unborn to the rights
of the teenage draftee are worth consideringglits are universal, those two groups
should be treated equally. The life of the unbard the life of the 18-year-old
should both receive equal protection under the Teve. Supreme Court decision of
1973 said there was a relative value placethanero life as being less valuable
thanextrautero life.

A decade of struggle has not yet erased this instamy, but if we are to
survive as a free and moral nation, this decisiostralso be reversed. Without its
reversal, the relative value placed on life wilideto infanticide, euthanasia, and
human experimentation. History has proven this, @msistent conservatives have
supported this view. Relative value placed on huhiarby conscription is not
unlike the examples above, which are arbitrarydisdriminatory. Good
conservatives fight for the right of even an unweanteformed, unborn child to live,
yet at the same time seal this same child's fateigh a lottery system that issues
death sentences to be carried out on distant fosads for causes unknown.
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During the Civil War, with Lincoln's assumptionwér power, the issue of
the draft never made it to the U.S. Supreme Célthiough, in a practical sense, the
draft was a total failure for the Union, the fdwat there was never a Supreme Court
ruling against the draft meant the legal stage seas$or the acceptance by the courts
in 1918.

By then the growth of the collective mentality béttwentieth century
permitted the general acceptance of compulsoryaryliservice. The cause of
declining personal and economic freedoms since patdllels the rise in popular
support for compulsory military service-not surprgly since they are one and the
same.

There was one case of great importance in 1863¢dlaevs. Lane, heard
before the Pennsylvania Supreme Court, where e isf conscription was
considered in detail. The draft was ruled uncoutstibal, only to be reversed by a
new majority on the court two months later. The ptaimants based their case on
the claim that the federal government had no pdaweompel military service, even
in fight of "insurrection,” for the Constitutionyathat "repelling insurrection and
repelling invasion will be a responsibility of tetate militia," not the federal
government.

In the majority opinion given at Pittsburgh, Perlmagia, on November 9,
1983, which ruled the draft unconstitutional, tbkkdwing comments were made by
Chief justice Lowrie:

If Congress may institute (a draft law) as a neaxgsand proper
mode of exercising its power 'to raise and supgories' then it ...
may compel people to lend it their money (or) tHiedr houses ... |
am quite unable now to suppose that so great arpowéd have
been intended to be granted, and yet be left sselgguarded.

Two other Justices, Woodward and Thompson, agrédGhief Justice
Lowrie by adding:

... assuredly the framers of our Constitution datlintend to subject the people of
the states to a system of conscription which ha$iexpin the mother country only to
paupers and vagabonds ... Times of rebellion, abtbwehers, are the times when
we should stick to our fundamental law, lest wét dinto anarchy on one hand, or
into despotism on the
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other. The great sin of the (present) rebellionsgsis in violating the Constitution,
whereby every man's civil rights are exposed toifsee ... the argument is that the
exigencies of the times justify the substitutiomudrtial law for the constitution.

And Justice Thompson further added:

We cannot suppose that at the moment the counthadtiaieved its
liberty ... that such a despotism over the lives ldrerties of men,
would be incorporated into the Constitution as capsion. As if by
the agency of the pressgang ... the Constitutichadapted in
ignorance, certainly, of any such power, if it degsst, it has required
the lapse of three-quarters of a century to devigdolatent evils. The
moral evidences are all against the idea (of taé)dr

Two months later Chief Justice Lowrie's term exgir@nd the opinion was
reversed by a court order vacating the injunctigairsst the draft, in itself an
unconstitutional maneuver. The only proper meanwtugh a ruling like this could
be overruled would be for a higher court to doasal in this case it would have had
to be the U.S. Supreme Court. No new facts wereredt no new affidavits were
entered; the injunction was merely vacated.

J. L. Bernstein, who wrote up this case in the Aoagr Bar Association
journal in 1967, said:

In my reading of law, | have never come across eerfascinating
opinion than Kneedler ... It was obvious that tbeegnment had no
desire for a full-dress review in the court of lestort, despite
President Lincoln's (publicly) expressed hope tfof i

That forthcoming ruling was not to appear until 89fbllowing the imposition of

the draft in the First World War. Without the charaf the Pennsylvania case going
to the Supreme Court, the squelching of the reasittitional dissent for the draft
set the stage for the first disastrous U.S. Supi@met ruling on the draft in 1918.

In dealing with the issue of the Thirteenth Amendiné was clear that the justices
in 1918 believed in the constitutionality of theaffronly in a declared war. The need
for a draft should come only "as a result of wasldesd
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the great representative body of the people."”

The Court was hardly thinking about our adventiumdsorea and Vietham as
qualifying. Since they did not comment, we will fighting undeclared wars. Justice
Douglas in his dissent on May 20, 1968, in a singkse contested this precise
point-that if a draft is constitutional, it is deifiely limited only to times of declared
war by the Congress, and should not apply to cesgldelice actions engaged by an
ill-advised Administration:

This is undoubtedly true (the right to conscript}imes when by
declaration of Congress, the nation is in a statean. The underlying
and basic problem in this case, however, is whetbescription is
permissible in the absence of a declaration of Waat question has
not been briefed nor was it presented in oral aepunbut it is, |
submit, a question upon which the litigants andcinentry are entitled
to a ruling.

Justice Douglas is absolutely correct on this pd@nt | believe the American people
are entitled to a complete hearing on the entiretd constitutionality-with the
viewpoint expressed that would defend individulaétty more consistently, getting a
better hearing than we have had in these past typcegie Court rulings. A ruling
limiting the draft to declared war only would benkécial, although far from perfect.
Current court opinion claiming the constitutionalitf conscription should
not sway our opinion, since we know the historytod decision, as well as other
decisions of the Supreme Court.
The Congress is given the primary responsibilitg-trey have flagrantly
ignored-for interpreting the Constitution. The plegpvith their voice in
Washington, can reverse the trend of freedom emosltenever they put their mind
to it. Then the oath taken by each Representatiuphold the Constitution will
mean something.

The Draft: the Final Blow
Military dictatorships are usually built on brutar¢e, but on occasion one is

built on deliberate court and legislative actiohise attitude expressed by the
Supreme Court as it declared a male-only draft ttotisnal,
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opens the door to abuse by the military and engmsréhe conditions that are
destined to drive us to war.

A constitutional crisis has been ongoing in thiardoy for decades.

On opinions regarding busing, bilingual educatiinng procedures, prison
reform, taxes and abortion, the courts have igntivedConstitution and rewritten
laws to impose social reforms of their choosing.

This attitude could not have been more evident thahe Supreme Court
ruling that permits registration of some men (18y2ar-olds) and no women. This
ruling, Rostker (Director of the Selective Servigs) Goldberg 1981, dramatizes this
crisis and demonstrates to what depths we haventall

It is apparent that the official regard for the Giwtition, for individual
liberty and constitutional principle, is so calledsas to prompt great disenchantment
with the judicial system. The Court held on Jung1ZB1.:

The act's registration provisions do not violai fifth Amendment.
Congress acted well within its constitutional auityato raise and
regulate armies and navies when it authorizedebegnition of men
and not women.

The conclusion, therefore, is that rights are netatallowing some citizens to
be victimized more easily than others. If the "gwecess" clause of the Fifth
Amendment affords no protection, why doesn't thetiNior Tenth, or the
Thirteenth?

This question was not even addressed by the (éwven the equality they
refuse to protect was an aberrant version. Theelessome women for "equality”
by demanding equal injury with men by being dratted hardly an appropriate way
to demand equal justice before the law. Nevertsetbe Court was deliberate in
ignoring the issue of equal justice.

Assuming that any function of government can beaxqdished by
conscripted labor is a dangerous and untenablergdsn in a free society.
Authority "to raise an army" cannot be construeg@ser to force service while
ignoring the Ninth, Tenth, and Thirteenth Amendrsent

If this is the case, power to conscript SupremerCtudges at $10 per week,
civil service workers to deliver the mail, or worken plants providing weapons for
military use would then be acceptable. This pobsiliannot be ignored and
remains a true danger as one studies exactly Waatourt said in Rostker vs.
Goldberg.
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At the rate we are going, it is not impossible $¢slane someone will actually
include these other functions of government as.Wélé mere fact that the
Constitution authorizes certain precise respongéslto government is no
justification for the use of force to conscript gans to perform those functions or
services. The exact opposite is the case.

This one assumption can serve as the ultimaterieaer to be repaired
again, in the document meant to preserve our {idestn men determined to rule
over other men. The story of history is the stdrgnen seeking control over others,
ignoring the desire of most who demand and expedttheir lives be their own,
uncontrolled by others. This ruling further confgmmy concern that personal liberty
is on the wane and constitutional protection oball liberties is threatened.

If ever there was an area needing constitutiorsfamts placed upon an
Administration or Congress, it is in the area oflitary affairs.”

The mere fact that the Constitution authorizes cart precise
responsibilities to government is no justificatidar the use of force to
conscript persons to perform those functions or@ees

All areas of concern should be treated exactly Bgusowever, a
constitutional responsibility of the courts shobklexactly the same regardless of
the issue at hand. Yet the Court assumes a relasponsibility (Rostker vs.
Goldberg):

The customary deference accorded Congress's judgimsen
particularly appropriate when, as here, Congressispally
considers the question of the acts' constitutionadind perhaps in
no other area has the Court accorded Congresegoedtrence
than in the area of national defense and milit&figirs.

Great deference in "military affairs" is not whatneeded to prevent war.
This "great deference” in the twentieth centuryrfolitary affairs has brought us
four major wars and hundreds of thousands of deattsnjuries.

The Court further confirmed this rejection of resgibility by saying

83



Freedom Under Siege Ron Paul, 1988

they were anxious to: "dispel any concern thattlve Court) are injecting ourselves
in an inappropriate manner in military affairs."
The Court describes a horrible attitude toward praparation:

Congress's determination that any future draft Wl character-
ized by a need for combat troops was sufficientigported by
testimony adduced at the hearings so that thesauwgtnot free to
make their own judgment on the question.

"Need for troops" is all that's required as detewdiby Congress, and to the
Court the purpose of the troops was unimportaniyassthe concept of individual
liberty.

The Court further stated that: "Congress was entith the exercise of its
constitutional powers to focus on the question titany needs rather than ‘equity."
The thought that "military needs" is deserving wdager protection than "equity” and
justice before the law is a staggering thoughttaedertile ground on which military
dictatorship can flourish.

In other words, there are no restraints on Congaedsng as what is done is
in the name of "military need." That fact shoulgiften any decent, peace-loving
American.

The Court, to describe its indifference to addragsihe rights question
involved, both to individuals facing the draft aaedwomen being treated differently
from men, used words like "strict scrutiny” beimgplaced by "minimum scrutiny."

Minimum it was; a rights concern it was not! Thieference to Congress in
military affairs is done by applying the "importaggvernment interest” test. In other
words, "government interests" are superior to Wrlial rights."

| have sensed this for years, but to read thisSareme Court ruling is
nevertheless frightening and exasperating. To apr&8ne Court, important
government interests are superior concerns to itapbindividual rights of life and
liberty.

The Court in Rostker vs. Goldberg admitted thatelveas no "area of
governmental activity in which courts have bees lesmpetent” than in military
matters. In this case a lot more was involved thamlitary opinion on training, a
most basic question of protecting individual lityeffo that qualification, | agree; the
courts are "incompetent.”

Their main concern and argument was that Congrasgteviously written
legislation prohibiting women from engaging in cahbnd
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were justified in doing so. Therefore, it was imgireal to register women. The
military argued that those behind the lines mapuléed up in emergencies; if
women were involved, they could not be broughhtftont lines. In essence, the
law and military needs supercede the constitutipnatiection of individual rights.

If a voluntary military were to exist, and the rtally were to exist for the
defense of one's homeland, no prohibition agaimsh@n engaging in combat would
be necessary. Women are capable of defendingftémilies and homes and
country, and outright prohibition against even thvaluntary participation in combat
should be an insult to an of us.

Recently, a woman who had just witnessed her husbaimg shot by two
burglars was forced to a decision as they heldnatginer son's head. Calling upon
her recent pistol training for such an occasioe, ghiled out two pistols and shot
and killed both intruders.

Defense in combat, done voluntarily and for actledensive purposes, is the
responsibility of all citizens of a free countryoRibition against some participants
in combat and compelling others against their wedbeparticipate in worldwide
military adventurism (sanctioned by the Court) Egnificant reason for sorrow for
those who love freedom and the Constitution.

The Court claims that the Constitution grants "ejlauthority to draft men
by the clause in the Constitution permitting Cosgre "raise” an army. This should
not even be implicit, since all authority not givgrecifically is denied by the Ninth
and Tenth Amendments. Raise an army? Yes. Consariptmy? No!

If a voluntary military were to exist, and the
military were to exist for the defense of one's

homeland, no prohibition against women

engaging in combat would be necessary

The argument that the Court should not concerif igth individual rights
and thus grant "deference" to the Congress onamylihatters is unbelievably
shallow. The Court claims they should not interfi@renatters of the military -- i.e.
the draft, discipline in the military, who shallrge, etc. -- because they (the Court)
don't want the military "intervening in judicial ters."
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The Supreme Court put great weight on the Senptatrevhich claimed that
rapid mobilization of troops for combat was "esg#rb the preservation of our
national security." And, "a functioning registratisystem is a vital part of any
mobilization plan."

Yet the plain truth is that rapid deployment of Atoan youngsters
(unanxious to enter battle) to troubled spots thhmut the world in a quick decision
by a nervous Defense Secretary in the middle ohitlet is a threat to our national
security. It is not something that would enhance it

Rapid deployment of troops and accelerated callefiypung men, even
without a declaration of war, should not be encgedaby our top court. Deployment
should be dealt with in a constitutional and dekbe manner, for the issue is of a
profound nature and has most serious consequences.

Let there be no doubt as to the courts' interpoetaif Congress' intention in
requiring registration: "The purpose of registratitherefore, was to prepare for a
draft of combat troops” (their emphasis). Since worare not permitted in combat
by law, they are thus rejected from registration.

A lower court, in ruling that social security nunnbeannot be required at the
time of registration, stated: (U.S. District CoWistrict of Columbia, November 24,
1980) "Citizens have a duty to serve in the Armect€s and a correlative right to
register unimpeded by an invasion of their privanless statutorily authorized."

This remarkable sentence tells us of the gobblemkgoming out of our
courts. Those required to register deserve "privaog should not be required to
provide their social security numbers, yet no comeehatsoever was shown for an
individual's "privacy" being protected from beirgns by force to some battlefield to
face death or crippling in a no-win undeclared war.

The remarkably shallow understanding and callossedard for individual
rights seen in this ruling is demonstrated by tihgggestion that even this pittance of
privacy afforded by the Privacy Act needs only beni@ated by a crass piece of
congressional legislation-which they subsequerdispd in July 1981.

They couldn't care less about the real privacygutain afforded by the U.S.
Constitution!

In ruling against women being required to regidteg, Court uses the Senate
report's statement that this view "is universallpgorted by military leaders"
ignoring the basic issue of individual rights. If a
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violation of individual rights can be justified lmacse "military leaders support it"
and the real issue ignored because of the demdutlds military leaders, woe be
unto us-for our whole judicial system then is theaad.

The ruling was principally defended by quoting frtme Senate report as if it
were the supreme law of the land. The Constitutiqnastions of forced servitude
and individual rights were totally ignored. Theiftitade was that if Congress ignored
the Constitution in their deliberations on the trahd felt registration and the draft
necessary for military needs, then they, the Cowed not concern themselves
either.

The two dissenting views offered no hope. Thesevimerely argued for the
rights of some to be victimized equally as men tier sake of military matters. No
principled argument was presented to demand eqatdgtion of the law by
insisting neither men nor women be forced to segaanst their wishes.

The low regard for constitutionally protected indival rights as expressed in
this Supreme Court ruling is disconcerting andurshfer evidence that the direction
in which this country is going is discouraging atahgerous. The fact that the courts
now have reneged on their responsibility for evihgawhat Congress is doing with
regards to conscripting a small segment of the |adjon to serve another larger
segment, is essentially sanctioning any authdngy@ongress wants in preparation
for and entering into war.

Economic conditions as they are and military prapans going on -- in spite
of the fact that we are not at this particular timeonflict -- are indicative that there
are strong forces determined to lead us unwisétyarmed conflict.

For the first time in our history, we significanitycreased the military budget
70 percent to be used to defend nations otherAnagrica, even though we are not
in a war. This, along with the Supreme Court's 8aning the drafting of men for
the purpose of combat, is certainly a sign thatweecloser to war than we have been
in many years.

The Draft and Economics

Not only is the draft ill-advised for patriotic, mad, and constitutional
reasons, it is harmful for economic reasons as. Whk draft is a form of tax -- a
very unfair one at that-and is economically ineéfit. Many supporters of
conscription sincerely believe we could not afftogay
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for the services we need. But in the reality of thmodern age, we cannot afford to
allow low-paid, unhappy conscripts to work with thigh technology required to
defend America.

The draft is a form of tax -- a very unfair one at
that-and is economically inefficient.

If we are looking for ground troops for some illvégsed unnecessary armed
conflict, possibly a role for an 18-year-old totiagifle can be found. Even then it's
doubtful, since the cost/benefit calculations dojuastify it. We need highly skilled
technicians today and decent pay is essential.

I've never heard suggestions that crucial jobs sgch jet pilots or ship
captains be filled by draftees. Skilled jobs in Mevy, Air Force, and Marines have
always been filled by volunteers for a specificsa efficiency.

The late Admiral Ben Moreel, whose Seabees setaughgnificent example
during World War 1, refused ever to accept dradtddis reason for this was that the
draft was not only an intrusion of the individudtsedoms, but it was also militarily
inefficient.

Training draftees and preparing them for battheeis/ inefficient and
expensive; time and money is always wasted. Defesrafehe draft are quick to
point out that defense manpower costs increased $22 billion in 1964 to $50
billion in 1976.

But in 1977, a Rand Corporation study showed thredally none of this
increase could be attributed to the all-voluntageé: "The end result is that the
voluntary force has added less than $300 milliothéocost of defense manpower, a
fraction of the defense budget.” Even this woultlv@®necessary if the numbers
were adjusted to needs and commitments throughewvorld were changed.

Nobody has proven that large numbers of troops rifits are superior to
highly paid volunteers trained in modern technolémythe defense of our country.

Today the United States is the most highly indakged nation in the world.
It has the largest accumulation of capital an@dsnomy is the most efficient on
earth, despite the current meddling by governmiamners.
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We cannot hope to match the manpower of the Stinain or Communist
China. It would be madness to send American mewoonen to fight the masses that
the world's dictatorships can mobilize with nothingre advanced than a rifle and a
bayonet.

Our armed forces should be capital-intensive, alobt-intensive, just like
our agriculture. The masses of China cannot outiyore our farmers. The same is
true in the military. A strong national defense t@machieved with a smaller,
well-paid, highly trained defense force dedicatediaking peace and avoiding war.
The military needs to be equipped with the moshsijgated weapons that our
scientists can develop. Masses of manpower provigleaddraft would be useless to
this type of military, and would actually be harifu

Dean Russell emphasized the economic advantageadfiatary army by
comparing it to slavery.

Actually, as any student of human action and mabwan a free
market can understand, the slave owners could imaeke more
money by freeing their slaves and paying them wagesthe same
reason, conscripts and conscription are less eféeahd less efficient
than volunteers and voluntary action ... the ave@mscript will
always cost more to do less than the average \asunt

In the scramble to reinstate the draft, it is napginted out that the great
shortage is with experienced men who, out of faigin with morale and pay, are
getting out of the service. The draftee won't tsgd|ve this problem. A Brookings
Institute study in June 1979 said $300 million coloé saved by retaining older
personnel and decreasing the number of new recruits

The wages of the first-termers have decreased Ipeddent, as compared to
civilian employees in the three years prior to 198&en this is compared to civilian
government employees, the relative decrease israoee. It is natural to see less
interest when real pay decreases. It is an utsgrace to see our military personnel
qualify for food stamps.

Milton Friedman has pointed out that the drafteshing more than a vicious
and unfair tax. Economist William Meckling agrees:

Once we understand that conscription is a tas,easy to see why

Congressmen find it appealing, especially at a tivhen they are
under a great popular pressure to reduce taxes.
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Reinstitution of a specialized hidden tax will eleathhem to preserve a
larger government than would be possible if theyewerced to rely
entirely on explicit general taxes.

This is particularly appealing to the average corege/e who is anxious to
keep up the military and cut taxes. This gets tléinthe hook and takes a little bit of
pressure off cutting well-guarded domestic programs

The true cost to society of a drafted army is neymgrarent to us. The concept
of hiring cheap labor and saving dollars can ba s&ea tax on those drafted,
causing them to pay an unfair share of the defbitls@ he total cost to society is a
little more difficult to see and cannot be measured

If an engineer is conscripted to peel potatoedegploses the economic
contribution of an engineer and gains a potatogrelthe engineer generates
$60,000 worth of productive effort, and the potageler $10,000 of productive
effort, the net productive effort has been reduzg84 percent. The true
measurement of economic loss is not a comparistretéair wage to do the job in
the military, but the wage (productive effort) whithat person would have earned or
performed had he not been drafted.

Professor Friedman, in claiming the draft is thestnacious and unfair tax
which any government can place on a particular greays that it is also
unnecessary and inefficient. It is the oppositthefgraduated income tax. With the
income tax, the more you earn the more you payhajlzer percent.

But an 18-year-old is supposed to owe a debt tgdvernment and must pay
this heavy tax to provide freedom for the 40-50ry@ds who may never have
served. It is more of a transfer payment from tberplefenseless young to the
middle-aged wealthy, protected by the congressmban,believe this form of
taxation is an example of American patriotism absiodutely necessary. Why does a
businessman or a congressman who has reaped neasynigis from our country
owe less than the 18-year-old?

In today's world of advanced technology, don'trthiédle-aged have a lot
more to contribute to the military than the youdd@® answer given me when | ask
this is that disrupting a man's life in the middfehis career is annoying and
inconvenient. Don't they consider the "annoyancel'iaconvenience to the
19-20-year-old who has his education, his marriagefatherhood, his career
canceled by the government
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so that he can go to Korea or Vietnam to suffes lmfdimb or life?

Basil Liddel Hart, the distinguished British miliyahistorian, came to his
"present conviction of the supreme importance @édlom through the pursuit of
efficiency” and for this reason after 25 yearstatly:

... changed my earlier and conventional beliehmalue of
conscription. It brought me to see that the conguylgrinciple was
fundamentally inefficient and the conscription nogtlout of date -- a
method that clung like the ivy, to quantitativerstards in an age
when the trend of warfare was becoming increasiggblitative. For
it sustained the fetish of mere numbers at a tirhenaskill and
enthusiasm were becoming ever more necessarydaftbctive
handling of the new weapons. Conscription doedintite conditions
of modem warfare.

The claim made by many government draft proponamisespecially those
advocating universal service, is that it is good aacessary

But an 18-year-old is supposed to owe a debt to the
government and must pay this heavy tax to provide
freedom for the 40-50-year-olds who may never haeeved.

discipline. If parents fail in their responsibiii, they reason, the army can fulfill the
role of disciplinarian and builder of charactersRel Kirk in his article Conscription
Ad Infinitum (1946) demolishes this idea as impiadtand mere wishful thinking.

Abstract humanitarianism has come to regard sef@ias long as it
be to the state -- as a privilege. Greater selé-loas no government
than this: that all men must wear khaki so thatesomen may be
taught to brush their teeth. Apologists for Nedavery claimed for
their peculiar institution the virtue which humamiains now ascribe
to the draft: that it instills healthful discipline

| cannot imagine anything more preposterous thandfficiency experts”
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at the Pentagon (or any part of government) bessgansible and expected to teach
discipline to supposedly "free" individuals. Theotare incompatible. This notion of
the state disciplining youth prompts the "trainirggid conditioning of youths in all
fascists and communist societies. For a natioerwain free, the role of the State
must certainly never be seen as that of "disciplmé or as that of a "builder of
character.

Efficiency of the Draft

If one cannot oppose the draft for the moral, ecainpconstitutional, and
patriotic reasons already given, it should be tegdor military reasons alone. Since
the declared purpose of the draft is to provideafstrong military, and since it does
not achieve that, there is no purpose in it. #Ssumed by most that war could not be
fought without a draft. This may be true for offaresunpopular wars, but not for
defensive warfare.

How effective would you be if your neighbor forcgal into his service, to
go with him to procure cattle from another neighlvath weapons to kill if anyone
interfered?

Compare this to defending your family from an arrheddlum who bursts
into your home to steal and threatens the livegaf family. In the defensive
situation, it would be much easier to shoot to kill

Although done with noble intentions, Korea and ¥ah can hardly be
compared to defending your family from an armedragsgpr. There is good evidence
to show that, in these careless wars, most coriedrgoldiers never shoot to Kill.

A conscripted army is more likely to precipitatgpand, and prolong a war.
Senator Robert Taft in a lesser-known "Gettysbuddrass” given by him on May
30, 1945, at Gettysburg Cemetery, agreed thatfeedrarmy was much more likely
to lead to war than to peace:

Military conscription is essentially totalitarialt.has been established
for the most part in totalitarian countries andrtléctators led by
Napoleon and Bismarck. It has heretofore been ksttad by
aggressor countries. It is said it would insurecpday emphasizing the
tremendous military protection of this country. &yrwe have
emphasized that enough in this war. No one cantdoubn the
contrary, if we establish
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conscription every other nation in the world wotédl obliged to do
the same. It would set up militarism on a huge pdé¢hroughout the
world as the goal of all the world. Militarism halsvays led to war
and not peace.

Some outstanding historians present a good casediaemated, early
settlement of World War | had we not entered intoith a holy cause to make the
world safe for democracy. Without the First WorldakMthe peace settlement that
helped precipitate the Second World War would ravehbeen drawn up.

A conscripted army is more likely to
precipitate, expand, and prolong a watr.

In totalitarian societies, conscripted armies heertorm and are "useful” at
times, but only when the spirit of freedom liesrdant.

Since the spirit of freedom never completely deagn the military cannot be
trusted when civil strife erupts, as the South Aogar dictators have experienced for
decades. When a dictatorial system suppressesdndiviberty and economic
liberty on a daily basis, rebellion among the ramies/ be held in check for a time,
and the people can be forced to fight aggressifensive wars.

Today Russia can still use her people to fight igh@&nistan, but the troops
of Poland cannot be trusted to toe the line anghr®gs their own people when their
real desire is to maximize their own personal foeedThe free Polish spirit could
burst the bonds of oppression, and both the PahshRussian communist dictators
know it.

Americans would never have fought in Vietnam hadlove of freedom not
suffered the erosion during this century, for theoaild not have been a conscripted
army to draw upon.

In a free society, patriotism and love of one'sntouserve to bring out the
very best in its citizens-just as we would all gtyle to the death if we saw our
families being threatened by a murderer-when thiemas in jeopardy and needs to
be defended. Under these conditions, force woutdredhing but confusion.

In a free nation, if force-in the form of a dradtnecessary, the war is wrong
or the spirit of freedom is too weak. Rarely doegame
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fail to respond to an attack as a natural reflethendefense of their person, their
family, or their country. Aggressive interventianunnatural. Most participants have
to be taught job psychology or literally forcedkith. In defensive war, Killing (if
necessary) is a mere reflex and need not be taught.

The draft is never a sign of strength unless th®mas not free and offensive
war is planned. In the congressional debates 09-19B0 for the reinstitution of
registration for the draft, the main argument & pimoponents was that it was to be
"a sign of strength,” a "symbol" to Russia to padaithem to forgo any future
aggression. This was prompted by the invasion ghahistan by Russia, and was to
be our answer to communist expansion and threaxdinsion around the world.
Dictatorial communism was to be stopped by dimimgtbasic freedoms in
America-an absurd notion.

Claiming that the draft or the threat of a drafthwiegistration is a sign of
strength, while continuing to finance the enemytigh unwise foreign aid and loans
through the Export-Import Bank, Commodity Creditr@aration, and other
International Development banks, is self destrgctim the part of America.

We paid for the road to Afghanistan, built by theaérican Corps of
Engineers, and subsidized the Russian truck phatatuilt the trucks that hauled the
troops through a subsidy from the Export-Import Bakfter getting concerned
about the threat of Russian invasion into Polarelquickly sent millions in loans to
solidify the power of the communist dictators.

Instead of eliminating all of these subsidies to @memies, we respond by
delivering up our children.

In the last ten years, the Communist block hasowed over $90 billion
from the West, and the borrowing continues at theeAcan taxpayers' expense,
indirectly through the international banking ingtibns such as the International
Monetary Fund, by protecting all banks who loan eyothrough various
government regulations.

These self-destructive acts cannot be cancelebyotitis show of strength,
the draft. The registration/draft, especially untherse conditions is a sign of
weakness, not strength, and confirms our intergatirdestruction.

The concept of voluntarism in raising an army gaagdainst unwise military
involvements and thus acts to prevent war. Our @otisn was written to make
sure a President could not enter into war withode@aration from Congress. Even
if this were done and not endorsed
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by the people, the people would have another Mdteir lack of support would
prevent the pursuance of war. The people couldsesto loan the funds to the
government and could refuse to join the militarynftheir opinion, it was unwise.

We should insist on these restraints provided byQbnstitution to prohibit a
war from occurring without the consent of the Casgrand the people, and insist on
a voluntary military and legitimate means to finariee war. Then those who would
get us carelessly involved in war could not do so.

Today there are minimal restraints on military aduesm. Both Korea and
Vietnam were fought without declaration, financegdcbngressionally created
inflation, not legitimate taxation or borrowing,dafought with a conscripted
military. The constitutional protection againstelass war has been entirely
removed. The ultimate protection against carelesmsinva free society is prohibition
against the draft, allowing the citizens a choicew serving.

The constitutional protection against
careless war has been entirely removed.

If conscription is good for privates on the fromig, why don't we conscript
generals from the corporate world?

Brigadier General S.L.A. Marshall in analyzing WbWar 11, agrees with
Liddell Hart. He claims that after deep study henfd between 12-25 percent of
those expecting to fire weapons actually did al$hooting required to win the war.
He described one episode on Makin Island, overgutihé Japanese, in which only
37 out of over 1,000 American soldiers fired tivegapons. In another battle on
Chance Island, out of the 100-plus well-trainetbnifen trapped, only 14 did the
firing. General Marshall reports the record wasnewerse in Korea.

James Martin in his excellent article "A Look At@&eription Then and
Now," quotes from Colliers magazine:

In an attempt to increase the percent of thosedfitiheir weapons,
psychiatrists were called in for recommendatioriee fleport said: 'The
most efficient method is to prompt them to losarthmalividual
identities by prompting mob psychology for the msg of breaking
down inhibitions against killing.'
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As a physician myself, | find this professional noadladvice repugnant. Having
been trained to preserve life and help bring néitito the world, reading
physicians descriptions of how to condition mekitbagainst their nature is
atrocious -- especially since it's only in offeresstwr unnecessary war where killing is
not a matter of reflex (as it is when we are tagyending our family or our
country).

Dan Smoot took a principled, consistent stand agale draft for the benefit
of an efficient national defense:

If we concentrated on the kind of homeland defemsaeed, it could
be manned by a relatively small group of professi®@mho could be
hired in the open market for salaries attractiveugi to compete with
those offered by private industry and who couldjiven the intensive,
extensive training necessary for their duties.

Many people make their decisions for or againstitadt for different
reasons: moral, constitutional, military, or ecomamyn Rand claimed, "There is
no contradiction between the moral and the prdcicaolunteer army is the most
efficient army, as many military authorities haestified. "

A free country has never lacked volunteers wheackéd by a foreign
aggressor, but not many men would volunteer foh ssgntures as Korea and
Vietnam. Without drafted armies, a foreign polidymalitary adventurism would not
be possible.

A great Congressman, Howard Buffett, on the Holesw in 1951, predicted
that the acceptance of the draft idea would leatéalownfall of America as a great
nation, and supported his contention with a rewwéW50 years of world history.
Where American and Great Britain grew with claddib&ralism and rejection of
the draft idea, the twentieth century has showadimke of both nations as they
endorse conscription, a result of a less vigoraisrtse of individual liberty. Buffet
stated:

Universal military training brought defeats andaditer to France,
Germany, Italy, and Japan. In none of these nathars the civilian
components then able to maintain the necessargsaay over the
military ... what sound reason can anyone giveuppsrt the claim
that the fatal germs contained in peace time cquigmn elsewhere
will not develop here?
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He concluded by saying that universal militaryrtiiag will not prevent war
and will not assure victory in case of war. Cetiathe entry into defeat that we
experienced in Vietham bears out his predictioat Us hope we can act to prevent
the disaster which faces us unless we change ogs.wa

Milton Friedman said that over the years he hasecmto contact with many
persons concerned with the draft, those who favand those who oppose it. He
has seen many who initially favored the draft cleatigeir minds after studying the
issue, but he has “never observed anyone who t&dlinin favor of a voluntary
force reverse his position on the basis of furétady.”

At one time | endorsed the draft as a “necessalyte preserve freedom,
but on further study of this issue, | have revenmsgdhosition. As my ideas of
freedom have matured, my hostility and disdaincfempulsion (as so clearly
practiced in conscription) has grown. | have codel that the draft, as a legitimate
function of the state, can never be justified.
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