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Two young disciples of the radical right argue

that government should have no more than enough

power to keep one man from aitacking amnother.

Bnyihing more, they say, is regimentation.

But what makes liberal rule espe-
cially intolerable is the inescapable
fact that, once the state is allowed to
subordinate individual freedom to
what it considers the public welfare,
there is no limit to the liberties it
may take in even the most demo-
cratic system. We were led into Viet-
nam, for example, by those liberal
Presidents John F. Kennedy and Lyn-
don B. Johnson. The peacetime draft
was first instituted by Franklin D.
Roosevelt and later revived by Harry
S. Truman. And some liberals have
seriously proposed a compulsory na-
tional service plan for all draft-age

young people. .

In the late fifties and early sixties,
people on both sides of the political
spectrum began to recognize that the
United States Government was grow-
ing increasingly powerful and in-
creasingly indifferent to the desires
of its subjects. From this awareness
the New Left was created, while the
long-quiescent conservative move-
ment was reborn.

THE New lLeft, which consisted
mostly of young people brought up
on liberal ideology, never questioned
the philosophical premises or long-

range goals of 20th-century liberal-
ism; in fact, a major theme of New
Left propaganda was the gap be-
tween the promises and the perform-
ance of the liberals. In effect, the
radicals did not criticize the Govern-
ment for exerting too much power,
but for using its power to achieve
the wrong ends.

The New Left laid the blame for
the Government’s wrongdoings on
the perversion of the democratic
process by private interests—in par-
ticular, the military-industrial com-
plex. This argument recalled the up-

(Continued on Page 86)
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The MNew Riglht

(Continued from Page .25)
roar after World War I over
the alleged role of munitions
makers in bringing the United
States into that conflict. And,
like their predecessors, the
New Left radicals saw thelr
salvation not in the reduction
of Government power, but in
the confiscation of the prop-
erty of the ruling class.

Another important feature
of the New Left program was
the advocacy of “participatory
democracy.” The formulation
of this concept was an at-
tempt to reconcile the con-
tradictory aims of an all-
powerful state and a respon-
sive state. Suffice it to say
that tatk of “participatory de-
mocracy” gradually disap-
peared from New Left rhetoric
as the movement drifted in-
exorably toward hackneyed
Marxism and naked terrorism.

Neverthetess, the New Leit
did for a while appear to be
an antiauthoritarian force on
the American political scene.
Its legions were in the van-
guard of the cultural change
that was so much a part ot
the sixties, challenging restric-
tions on drugs, sex, long hair,
rock music and even the use
of four-letter words. In addi-
tion, the New Left opposed
military conscription, if only
because of the specific pue-
poses for which it was then
being used, and, in its innu-
merable demonstrations, fre-
quently engaged in pitched
battles with the police. These
phenomena suggested to many
uncritical minds that the New
Left was antiauthoritarian.

Above all, however, the
New Left seemed to many to
be the only viable alterna-
tive to the status quo; few
young people considered the
conservative viewpoint seri-
ously, and the conservative
movement was to discredit
itself in the sixties anyway.
The New Left reached the
height of its appeal by mis-
representing its goals as liber-
tarian, and it began to decline
as soon as its totalitarian na-
ture became evident.

THE radical left was not the
only source of opposition to
‘liberal supremacy in the six-
ties. Various actions of the
liberal establishment—notably
its attempts to impose racial
integration and “eradicate”
poverty—began to arouse the
ire of conservatives, who had
long questioned the growing
power of the Federal Govern-
ment. Suddenly the right
awoke from its lethargy and
began to be heard.

What most conservatives
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were originally interested in
conserving was not the mixed-
economy welfare state insti-
tuted during the New Deal.
On the contrary, conserva-
tives saw .the welfare state
as a radical aberration from
the traditional principles of
the republic. These principles
(held to be self-reliance, in-
dustriousness and moral rec-
titude) were threatened by a
system under which people
depended more and more upon
the benevolence of politicians
for the solution of problems
that could best be settled pri-
vately or on the local level.
Unlike the radicals, conserva-
tives recognized that the Fed-
eral Government had far too
much power; but rather than
addressing themselves direct-
ly to the question of individ-
ual freedom vs. state power,
the conservatives concen-
trated on the diffusion of
state power—in short, on the
concept of federalism.

At the same time, conserva-
tives tended to be nationalis-
tic when it came to foreign
policy. Most were extremely
concerned about the threat of
foreign Communism, and felt
the problem could be dealt
with only militarily. This put
the conservatives in the
strange position of advocating
a stronger nation-state to
preserve freedom.

The conservative movement
attracted a disparate assort-
ment of adherents in the early
gixties. Some were rabid antl-
Communists who would sconer
have seen the world deci-
mated in a nuclear holocaust
than have given the Commu-
nists an inch of some rotting
jungle. Some were motivated
by religious considerations
and primarily concerned with
Supreme Court decisions pro-
hibiting prayer in public
schools. Some were the self-
appointed purifiers of society
~-those who wanted to “‘clean
up” pornography, drug use,
long hair and other vices.
Some were plain bigots who
saw the decentralization issue
as a means of justifying
resistance to laws against
racial discrimination,

Still others were liberta-
rians—people who had been
influenced by the philosophy
of Ayn Rand, who saw indi-
vidual freedom as an absolute,
who strongly opposed both
the collectivist schemes of
the liberals and the attempts
by some conservatives to leg-
islate morality and piety. In
short, these were people who
took seriously all the conserv-
ative rhetoric about freedom.
The libertarians never quite



fit into the conservative
movement, and until they
were driven out of it were a
constant source of irritation
to other conservatives.
While the movement was
split at a very early stage into
libertarian and “traditionalist”
camps, infighting remained at
a_ tolerable level as long as
the common enemy was the
liberal establishment. In fact,
various attempts were made
to demonstrate that the dif-
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ferences between tradition-
alists and libertarians were
nonexistent. Frank Meyer, &
leader of this “fusionist”
school of thought, argued, for
instance, that the tradition-
alists were trying to conserve
the traditions of freedom,
while the libertarians were
trying to achieve freedoms
that were all part of Amer-
ica's tradition. Like Lyndon
Johnson’s’ much-touted “con-
sensus,” however, the fusion-
ist approach to conservatism
was to be relegated to the
scrap heap by the tides of
war, protest and cultural
change.

THE war in Vietnam was
one of the first areas of dif-
ference hetween the Old Right
and New Right; while tradi-
tionalists automatically sup-
ported any step the Govern-
ment chose to take against
Communism, the libertarians
were more concerned about
whether the Gavernment had
the right to tax and conscript
its citizens to undertake so

2

improbable an adventure, Li-
bertarians believed that if the
country were really in danger
a free citizenry would be
more than willing to defend
it voluntarily.

The drug fad of the mid-
sixties and the advent of the
hippie movement further ac-
centuated the traditionalist-
libertarian split. Traditional-
ists saw the use of even lowly
substances like marijuana as
a dire threat to the well-being
of the nation; libertarians
were more concerned that the
state was undertaking to leg-
islate personal morality by
prchibiting the use of drugs.

While relations between
traditionalists and libertarians
were severely strained by
these differences, it was the
issue of protest and revolu-
tion that finally led to 8
break. It should be noted—-
despite some traditionalist
charges that the libertarians
were actually left-wing infil-
trators—that the libertarians
had little sympathy with the
substantive goals of the New
Left. In fact, libertarians on
such campuses as Stanford
and Columbia frequently op-
posed the radical left, and in
some cases were involved in
physical confrontations.

While conservativespreached
that all laws should be obeyed
until repealed, libertarians
placed the welfare of the in-
dividual over that of the state
and argued that an individual
is morally justified, for in-

_ stance, in resisting the draft

or smoking marijuana. More-
over, while traditionalists
placed a premium value on
stability and order, the liber-
tarians were not all that op-
posed — in principle, at any
rate—to the basic idea of
shaking up or even overthrow-
ing the liberal state. Most
important, libertarians did
not want to become apologists
for and defenders of the
existing order.

Having contended that there
was no difference between
the traditionalist and liberta-
rian schools, and having gone
on to contend that the liber-
tarians were actually left-
wing infiltrators, the tradi-
tionalists finally decided to
try a new tactic. At the final
showdown between the liber-
tarian and traditionalist fac-
tions, the 1969 convention of
the so-called Young Ameri-
cans for Freedom—frora which
many libertarians had been
purged—William F. Buckley
Jr. reportedly announced that
his conservative philosophy
was the true libertarianism,
that the libertarians who dis-
agreed with this philosophy
were irresponsible libertines.
Jerome Tuccille recounts the
incident in “Radical Liberta-
rianism: A Right-Wing Alter-
native":

“Another interesting fact
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. . . is Mr. Buckley's attitude
on the question of freedom.
In his speech he mentioned
that freedom is for those who
agree to live within the
framework of our traditions.

. Here, precisely, is the
mystical element in the con-
servative mentality which has
pushed conservatives so far
apart from their former allies:
the notion that freedom is a
gift to be dispensed among
our worthy citizens by a mor-
alistic government. The anar-
chists claim that freedom is
a natural right, and if the
state denies it to its citizens
they have a right to seize it
themselves.”

Before we examine the li-
bertarian philosophy closely,
it is instructive to note that
with the departure of the liber-
tarian wing from the conserv-

ative movement, conservatism
has become what the left was
calling it all along—a defense
of the status quo. Conserva-
tives have virtually ceased
talking about changing the
system, but rather are con-
centrating almost exclusively
on protecting it from the on-
slaught of left-radicalism. The
only issues conservatives do
seem to be discussing are law
and order and the need, for
pressing on with the cold war.
The fact that conservatism is
as popular as it is among the
rank and file of organized
labor is one result of this new
direction; labor leaders have
found it impossible to con-
vince their followers that con-
servatism poses a threat to
the welfare state they have
fought for so long to develop.
Thus, even as liberals became
conseivative in their refusal
to consider alternatives to the
New Deal welfare state, con-
servatives in effect became
liberal by placing their pri-
mary emphasis on nothing
more than the preservation
of the welfare state.
Throughout recorded his-
tory, men have been told
that they have no right to
live their own lives but must
surrender their minds and
bodies to emperors, kings,
mythical deities, priests, witch
doctors, tribes, communities
and nation-states, Fundamen-
tal to this arrangement is the
belief that a human being is
inherently worthless and must

be molded by self-appointed
benefactors if he is to attain
some continuously redefined
“higher” good.

L IBERTARIANISM, in con-
trast, holds life itself as an
absolute-good, and therefore
rejoices in the capacity of the

unfettered human intellect to.

provide for both individual
and social advancement, How-
ever, libertarians recognize
that this advancement can
come about only when the in-
dividual is free from regimen-
tation and exploitation by an
unbridled state. Karl Hess
summed up the libertarian
ethic nearly two years ago
in a Playboy article called
“The Death of Politics™:

“Libertarianism is the view
that each man is the absolute
owner of his life, to use and
dlspOse of as he sees fit; that
all man’s social actions should
be voluntary, and that respect
for every other man’s similar
and equal ownership of life,
and, by extension, the prop-
erty and fruits of that life, is
the ethical basis of a humane
and open society. In this view,
the only—repeat, only—func-
tion of law or government is
to provide the sort of self-
defense against violence that
an individual, if he were pow-
erful enough, would provide
for himself.

“If it were not for the fact

' that libertarianism freely con-

cedes the right of men volun-
tarily to form communities or
governments on the same
ethical basis, libertarianism
could be called anarchy.”

Conservatives, liberals and
left radicals are all statists—
they all believe that the indi-
vidual should be subservient
to the state. Al would like
to scoff at libertarianism as
something reactionary. Yet
statism in one form or an-
other has been the status quo
virtually throughout history.
It is statism that is reaction-
ary; libertarianism is the only
progressive, even radical, al-
ternative available.

This is not to say that the
struggle for individual free-
dom has not been going on
for a long time. The American
Revolution was one early tri-
umph of the libertarian cause,
but the victory was short-
lived as Hamilton and the
Federalists moved quickly to
reassert the reactionary doc-
trine of the powerful nation-
state. Early liberalism, in com-
bination with the rough ap-
proximation of laissez-faire
capitalism that followed the
Industrial Revolution, was an-
other significant expression
of libertarian thought, But
the early liberals soon lost
sight of their goal and grad-
ually placed egalitarianism
over freedom in their hier-
archy of values. Modern liber-
tarianism is thus in some re-

spects a continuation . of
18th-century and 19th-century
liberalism.

On the other hand, modern
libertarianism is on a much
more solid intellectual foot-
ing than old-style liberalism
ever was. While many early
liberals tried to argue that
“all men are endowed by
their Creator with certain in-
alienable rights,” this was
merely a reversal of the old
divine-right theory of kings,
albeit with happier results.
Both theories were based on
equally spurious premises. In
contrast, modern libertarian-
ism argues not from unprov-
able mysticism, but rather
from a scientific appraisal of
the nature of man and his
needs.

In purporting to demon-
strate that freedom is un-
workable, statists frequently
argue that too many people
are incapable of making ra-
tional decisions and must
therefore be guided by a pa-
ternalistic government. Liber-
tarians, in contrast, recognize
that governmental errors are
at least as frequent and far
more consequential than the
mistakes of individuals. More-
over, all evidence indicates
that state paternalism is not
only ill-conceived, but usu-
ally ineffectual as well. As
Spinoza wrote 300 years ago:

“All laws which can be vio-
lated without doing any one
any injury are laughed at.
Nay, so far are they from
doing anything to control the
desires and passions of men
that, on the contrary, they di-
rect and incite men's thoughts
the more toward those very
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objects; for we always strive
toward what is forbidden and'
desire the things we are not
allowed to have. And men of
leisure are never deficient in
the ingenuity needed to enable
them to outwit laws framed
to regulate things which can-
not be entirely forbidden . . .
He who tries to determine
everything by law will foment
crime rather than lessen it.”

This statement has been
most dramatically vindicated
in recent years by the failure
of governmental efforts to re-
press the use of marijuana and
drugs in the United States.
However, while at least some
statists have gotien the mes-
sage with respect to private

morality, they have yet to
acknowledge that statism is
equally ‘impractical in the
economic field.

In “The Death of Politics,”
Karl Hess says: "Laissez-faire
capitalism, or anarchocapital-
ism, is simply the economic
form of the libertarian ethic.
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Laissez-faire’ capitalism en-
compasses the notion that
men should exchange goods
and services, without regula-
tion, solely on the basis of
value for value. It recognizes
charity and communal enter-
prises as voluntary versions
of this same ethic . . . Eco-
nomically, this system is
anarchy, and proudly so.”

Laissez-faire capitalism is
rejected automatically as a
socioeconomic philosophy by
both the Old Leit and New
Left as' well as by the Old
Right. Nevertheless, laissez-
faire capitalism—as it really
is, rather than as it is gener-
ally and mistakenly under-
stood to be—is demonstrably
superior to accepted statist
economics.

Socialism, communism, fas-
cism and Keynesian mixed
economics all boil down to
the intervention of the state
in the economy through regu-
lation, direct management or
confiscation. The efficacy of
state intervention can be as-

certained by answering a’

single question: Has any econ-

.omy.ever benefited in the long

run from it? Invariably, the
answer is no.

For example, the Russian
economy, the most managed
in the world, is generally con-
sidered to have fallen far be-
hind the potential of the
emerging capitalist economy
it replaced in 1917, Britain is
only now recovering from an
economic collapse brought
about not by capitalism, as the
Marxists and statists would
have us believe, but by Gov-
ernment mismanagement of
the economy. The United
States is struggling to con-
tain an inflation and recession,
both springing not from the
elements of capitalism we still
retain, but rather from the
economic tinkering and regu-
lation practiced under three
statist regimes.

In fact, economists of the
Austrian school have demon-
strated that depressions, re-
cessions and other extreme
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business fluctuations are not
inherent in the free-market
system, but are caused
by governmental ‘interference
with the money supply
through various forms of cen-
tral banking. Even many
Keynesians concede that the
bungling of the Federal Re-
serve System was the primary
cause of the Depression in the
thirties.

The bankruptcy of statist
economics can be more fully
illuminated by slightly chang-
ing the original question: Is it
possible to find a state inter-
vention in the economy that
has not, in the long run, been
detrimental to the nation?
Again, the answer is invari-
ably no. A single example is
enough to prove this point.

Take the Government’s de-
cision to begin a massive road-
building program in the early
fifties. Since then, nearly $70-
billion have been spent to con-
struct a projected 42,000 miles
of highways. The program,
originally intended as a de-
fense road network and a con-
tinuation of the road-building
schedule in use before World
War II, is only now being
connected with its results, and
even so, only partially.

RLLUTION ‘is one result.
The interstate highway pro-
gram clearly provided a direct
stimulus to’the sale and use
of automobiles. Automobiles,
in turn, have been the direct
cause of most present-day air
pollution,

In fact, the whole problem
of pollution is in itself an in-
dictment of statism. Com-
munal ownership -of air and
water resources has fostered
a denigration of individual
rights and responsibilities by
placing in artificial limbo the
media of pollution. The result
has bheen an indifference on
the part of polluters to the
consequences of pollution and
an inability on the part of the
victims to redress damage to
health and property caused by
poliution. The statist concept
of “national goals” has also
been responsible for pollution
by private concerns. In the
late 19th century, for instance,
when the effects of air pollu-
tion were just becoming ap-
parent, courts invariably helad
for polluters and denied the
suits of victims of pollution
on the grounds that the need
of society for factories over-
rode the individual’s right to
the property being damaged
by pollution. Water pollution
was similarly signored, since
no one owned rivers but the
community — whose interest
the state took to be factories,
not the protection of the in-
dividual rights of those who
owned riverfront property or
who drank the water.

In addition to protecting

{Continued on Page 93)
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private polluters from the
claims of their victims, the
state has secured for itself
the power to pollute with im-
punity. Whereas corporations
can be and sownetimes are
held responsible for damage
to life and property caused
by their pollution, the state
has been pumping garbage
into the sky and dumping
sewage into rivers and lakes
without the faintest possibil-
ity of legal constraint. Like-
wise, the state monopoly
transportation system, the
highway network, has created
pollution which has today be-
come intolerable.*

However, the effects of the
Federal road-building program
go much farther than that.
By intervening in the trans-
portation market on the side
of the automobile and truck,
the state has caused an un-
natural shift of demand away
from other modes of trans-
portation. Dollars which would
have been spent on or m-
vested in trains, inland ship-
ping or newer alternative
modes of transportation, such
as monorails, were divertea
to servicing the automobile
industry. Dollars which rail-
road companies could have
reinvested to improve service
were instead spent by com-
panies making automobile-re-
fated products; this, in turn,
further fueled the automobile
industry. The interstate high-
way program has therefore
seriously damaged it not de-
stroyed the American mixed
transport system, and the col-
lapse of the Penn Central
Transportation Company is
only the most recent and most
spectacular proof of this fact.

The effects of the interstate
highway program do not end
here, however. It has also
wreaked havoc in and is caus-
ing the death of American
cities. Street congestion, noise
and air pollution have become
the bane of almest all city
dwellers. These human costs,
added to others which the
state has imposed in various
ways, have caused a drastic
change in American living
habits, forcing many out of
the city into the syburbs. The
suburbs, in turn, have created
what is referred to as the
“automobile culture”—the au-
tomobile is the major, if not
the only, transportation mode
available. Thus the highway
program has had social as
well as economic effects;

*It is clear that the way to
stop pollution is not through
the further exercise of state
autherity, but threugh the rec-
ognition of the inviolabilitv of
individual rights and the return
to the private sector of all in-
dustries. Only then can poliu-
tion be ended, since only then
will individuals be able to sue
directly those responsible for
damage caused by pollution.

moreover, these effects stretch
far beyond the imagination or
intentions of the original
planners.

LIBERALS and the New
Left admit that these prob-
lems are the result of eco-
nomic mismanagement, the
misaliocation of resources. The
solution they propose is the
“proper” allocation of re-
sources through the ‘“com-
petent” management of the
economy — the capacity for
which they obviously reserve
for themselves, Aside from
being a vestatement of the
statist ethic that the state
should exercise control over
the economy and retain the
power to control an indivi-
dual's life, this “solution” is
self-contradictory, The state
cannot manage the economy
“competently,” it can only
create distortions. Moreover,
it cannot “correct” distortions
it has already made—it can
only create new distortions.
In “Man, Economy and State,”
Murray Rothbard explains why
the state cannot successfully
manage an economy:

“ . .. [the] state, deprived
of the real market and its
determination of the prices of
producers’ goods, cannot cal-
culate and can therefore run
a productive system only in
chaotic fashion.”

Laissez-faire capitalism is
the only answer to the chaos
statist economics has brought
to the world. Through the
free market—the only real
determinant of consumer need
and desire—laissez-faire cap-
italism produces sustained,
natural economic growth.
Those who prosper are those
who can satisfy consumer de-
mands. Exchanges are made
only on the basis of mutual
benefit; no one is forced to
pay for the construction of a
road, the purchase of a bu-
reaucrat’s typewriter or the
maintenance of a rope com-
pany in Massachusetts or tea
tasters in New York.

Under laissez-faire capital-
jsm, the problems of the high-
way program would never
have been created. All trans-
portation facilities would be
privately owned. The trans-
portation dollars in the econ-
omy would have been divided
among the various competing
modes of transport, with those
companies and modes offering
the best product being re-
watded. Laissez-faire capital-
ism would have resulted in
the improvement of rail and
sea transportation, the more
limited development of the
automobile and the develop-
ment of newer, more con-
venient and cheaper modes of
transportation. Just what these
modes would have been is
open to speculation; that they
would have been developed
is beyond doubt, since part of
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that $70-billion spent on high-
ways would have been spent
by entrepreneurs to develop
new systems,

As the economic derivative
of libertarianism, laissez-faire
capitalism is an economics of
life, of rationality. Like liber-
tananism in general, i is
founded on a belief in the
ultimate ability of the dndi-
vidual to engage in enterprises
and exchanges of mutual bene-
fit. Like libertarianism, it rep-
resents man’s aspiration for
freedom. And, like libertarian-
ism, it is the only viable solu-
tion to the catastrophe of
statism in the modern age.

THE libertarian movement,
which is oniy beginning to
make itself felt in intellectual
ciroles, has already grown to
significant proportions and is
undoubtedly the fastest-grow-
ing movement in the country.
As movements go, it is al-
ready well stocked with house
and rveference philosophers,
economists, historians, novel-
ists and propagandists. Ayn
Rand has heen and prob-
ably will continue to be its
key philosopher. Nathaniel
Branden, her former protégé,
is another major thinker.
Ludwig von Mises qualifies as
the movement’'s chief econ-
omist, as well as an important
historian. Anocther economist
and historian who has had a
significant impact on liberta-
rianism is F. A, Hayek, author
of the seminal “Road to Serf-
dom.” Murray Rothbard, editor
of the newsletter Libertarian
Forum and author of the afore-
mentioned capitalist textbook,
“Man, Economy and State,”
is another movement econ-
. omist and _publicist. Robert
Heinlein's novel, “The Moon Is
a Harsh Mistress,” is enjoying
considerable popularity among
libertarians, as are the writ-
ings of sociologist Paul Good-
man, who, for his own part,
seems to be finding the liber-
tarian movement, if not an
ideological home, at least a
very hospitable place to visit.
Movement scholars even have
their own quarterly journal,
Libertarian Analysis.

As for propagandists and
leaders, the movement has
many, with new ones emerg-
ing almost daily. Karl Hess,
a onetime Goldwater speech-
writer, has ‘been a prime pub-
ticist, and recently co-authored
“The End of the Draft” a
scathing attack on military
conscription. Another is Je-
rome Tuccille, whose “Radical
Libertarianism: A Right-Wing
Alternative” was the first ex-
position of radical libertarian-
ism to come from a “straight”
publishing house. Other pub-
licists include Lowell Ponte,
who writes a syndicated bi-
weekly coluran for The Los
Angeles Free Press, and Don
Franzen and Leon Kaspersky,

who have started an under-
ground libertarian newspaper
called Protos, which is begin-
ning to be distributed nation-
wide. The most professional
libertarian publication is the
magazine Reason, edited by a
23-year-old graphic artist,
Lanny Friedlander.

The chief libertarian organi-
zation nationally is the Phil-
adelphia-based Society for In-
dividual Liberty. Founded by
Don Ernsberger and Dana
Rohrabacher, both former
members of Y.A.F., it publishes
a monthly magazine called
The Individualist, acts as a
service agency. for its local

rather than minor areas of dis-
agreement, the conflict is real-
ly more apparent than actual.
Limited government and an.
archy are not so far apart as
they seem. From one point of
view, limited government is
a subset of anarchy, a natural
monopoly on courts, police
and defense, evolved from the
free market. Those who call
for limited government and
those who call for anarchy
would be content to live in
one another's systems if either
were instituted.

As for the question of
means, revolution and work-
ing through the system are

affiliates and sponsors occa-
sional libertarian forums.

The last forum, held at
Drexel University Jlast Sep-
tember, drew more than 300
libertarians from all over the
East to hear Von Mises, Ponte,
Rohrabacher and David Fried-
man, son of economist Milton
Friedman. David Friedman is
still another libertarian pub-
licist, and ds one of the move-
ment’s most brilliant and ar-
ticulate spokesmen.

Most active libertarians are
young and fail to match the
popular conception of right-
wingers as stodgy, clean-cut
in appearance and super-
straight in ettitude. “As the
New Left drifts further into
rigid Marxism,” says one lib-
ertarian student at Columbia,
“it is getting straighter and
straighter, while we are get-
ting progressively looser and
freakier.”

At present, the only areas
of disagreement within the
libertarian movement are
whether the movement should
strive for anarchy or for lim-
ited government, and whether
it should work through revo-
Jution or within the system.
While “only” sounds like an
understatement, and ends and
means seem to be major

not necessarily contradictory
or mutually exclusive. Liber-
tarian revolutionists realize
that a revolution that will
bring freedom can be built
only by engaging the support
of the people through a long
period of sustained education.
On the other hand, those who
advocate working in the sys-
tem realize that only a
revolutionary charge in at-
titudes and institutions - can
ultimately bring about the
libertarian ideal. Again, each
side would bhe more than
happy if the other’'s formula
were to succeed.

John F. Kennedy, one of the
leading reactionaries of the
sixties, is remembered for his
famous line, “Ask not what
your country can do for you;
ask what you can do for your
country.” Today, more and
more young people are instead
following the advice of David
Friedman: “Ask not what gov-
ernment can do for you . . .
ask rather what government is
doing to you.”” When Fried-
man’s remark is as widely
known and as enthusiastically
received as Kennedy's, the
libertarian movement will be
well on its way toward
the liberation of the United
States, B
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