
On Obamney and the Republicrats

(Alternative Title: On Robama and the 
Democans)

Barack Obama has been a terrible 
president. By all rights he should be 
tossed out of office on November 6.
Unemployment is up, way up. It has 
maintained a steady high despite 
absolute assurances from many people 
in the administration that the stimuli 

packages would turn things around.

BHO has continued the reckless war on drugs. He jokes about 
marijuana and then   commits   the justice   d  epartment, under his   
direction,   to   put people in jail for it.  

He has executed his hated predecessors’ exit strategy in Iraq, 
all the while increasing the build up in Afghanistan. Oh, and 
throw in a bombing of Libya while we’re at it. I would not rule 
out an October surprise – a military conflict with Iran.

Last, he has deported more people then George Bush.
All that said, he is still the odds on favorite to win re-election. 
Why is this? It's because Mitt Romney is doing everything he 
can to lose the election.

As governor of Massachusetts 
his record is clearly that of a 
big government apologist. Bill 
Clinton is more “Republican” 
than Mitt Romney. But, even 
that might have been 
overcome if he had thrown a 
bone to libertarians and let 
Ron Paul speak at the 
Republican convention.

Mind you, I am glad he did 
not. This has been a boon to 
the Libertarian Party. In the 
last week, over 2,500 people 
have Liked the Libertarian Facebook page, and Gary Johnson 
is up in the polls from 1 percent to 5 percent.

In short, once again, the two-party system is like Lucy and the 
football with the public in the role of Charlie Brown. What do 
you not understand? Every time, they are going to pull the 
football away. Every time!
 

Bottom line: If Mitt Romney loses, GOP'ers need to a take a 
long, hard look at themselves and not the Libertarians.

The Real Problem with Health Care

First of all, let’s be clear about one 
thing. The real discussion is not about 
health care. It may not be perfect, but 
America’s health care is of the best 
quality in the world. If our health care 
was a car, it would be a Lexus or a 
Cadillac. The real issue is about 
health insurance, or more accurately, 
the cost of the care and how we pay 
for it. While the Patient Protection 
and Affordable Care Act (PPACA), or “ObamaCare,” does 
have some new taxes on health care items, it’s really not about 
fixing healthcare. It’s about how the government pays for it, 
how we as individuals have to pay for it, and how health 
insurance companies operate.

For most of us today, we only pay a small portion of our health 
insurance, because either our employers (through health 
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insurance benefits) or the government fronts the lion's share 
for us.  If we purchased cars the same way we purchase or pay 
for our health insurance today, most of us would be driving 
around in a Lexus or Cadillac provided to us by either our 
employer or the government.  All we’d pay is the relatively 
minor costs of gas and general maintenance. Of course, we 
probably wouldn’t care too much about the quality of fuel or 
maintenance we put into the car, because most of us would 
also get a new car every couple of years anyway. This would 
occur when employers find new insurance plans or the 
government changes the laws.

We’d pick the Cadillac’s and Lexus’s because we, as 
beneficiaries of these big programs, aren’t all that concerned 
with how much it costs, but rather with getting the best quality 
available. Now, certainly when it comes to our health, getting 
the best quality possible is a high priority for everyone. 
However, if we didn’t care about the costs at all, the prices 
will artificially inflate. For example, if we did this with the 
cars we purchase, the American car companies never would 
have needed to be bailed out. This is because they’d be 
charging enough for the cars to pay for the overhead of union 
programs (such as those allowing some of UAW’s members to 
sit around playing cards while collecting full paychecks).

Just like with our health insurance, if we quit or get fired, 
we’d also lose the car or have to pay high monthly payments 
to keep it until we get a new one from our next employer.  If 
we want to purchase our own car, the market would have 
hardly any low cost options available, because the only cars 
that would be produced would be expensive vehicles that are 
traded in every two years. After that period of time, the 
vehicles would likely be shipped to foreign countries to be 
resold where there is a bigger market for them.

Similarly to the UAW and automotive manufacturers, today's 
health care system boasts pharmaceutical companies and other 
corporations who work hand in hand with the FDA, 
universities, and hospitals in such a way that insures that they 
all continue to rake in billions in profits every year. According 

to the Congressional 
Budget Office, spending 
on prescription drugs and 
new medical 
technologies has been 
cited as a primary 
contributor to the 
increase in overall health 
care spending even if 
they are not necessarily 
more effective than previously available technologies. Yet, 
without providing new drugs and technologies every few 
years, these corporations lose out on their big profits.

The rise in chronic diseases is also cited as a major 
contributor, which I personally don’t find surprising 
considering our modern lifestyles full of stress, malnutrition, 
and unsanitary activities, but your doctor won’t spend much 
time talking to you about lifestyle changes or treatments for 
those things because these aren’t treatments that provide high 
payouts from their patients’ insurance companies, and thus are 
not profitable to the doctor. Even worse, they may be seen by 
regulatory boards as controversial.  The idea of using nutrition 
or other natural methods to cure or treat a disease, after all is 
not very professional for a highly educated doctor who should 
“know better”. All of this is the case today despite the fact that 
80% of all medical expenses today go to treating, not curing, 
chronic diseases; the vast majority of which are caused by 
malnutrition.

What if instead of getting our health insurance from our 
employers or from the government, we purchased it more 
similarly to how we actually pay for our cars today? Would 
the quality of health care go down? Perhaps for some it may, 
but I drive a beat up old pickup truck everywhere I go, and 
while it may not be the most fuel-efficient, safe, reliable 
vehicle around, it’s affordable and still gets me to work fairly 
reliably. Free market solutions almost always produce 
increasing quality with decreasing prices. For example: the 
cheapest new cars you can buy today for around $11-15,000 
are infinitely better than the famous Model T Touring car, and 
when adjusting for inflation, the original $850 price tag in 
1909 would be around $20,000 in 2010.

Similarly, if we 
purchased our own 
health care out of, say, a 
tax-free, inheritable, 
health care savings 
account (HSA), but still 
had major medical 
insurance to cover any 
unexpected “accidents” 
(or major health 
expenses like hospitalization), we’d likely see a decrease in 
cost and an increase in quality: just like we’ve seen with our 
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automobiles over the last hundred years. It may take time for 
markets to adjust to this new model, but over time we’d likely 
see benefits to more than just the cost of health care. 
Unfortunately, “ObamaCare” actually put more limits on 
health care savings accounts, instead of allowing for their 
expanded use.

As with a car, if we know we are going to keep it for a while 
(i.e. our entire life, as with our bodies), we might be more 
inclined to take care of it and live a little better lifestyle.  If we 
saw what having an inheritable savings account can do for 
paying health care costs, it might seep into other aspects of our 
culture, like saving up to purchase a vacation, or a car, or even 

our own 
retirement.  
We’d start to 
see and 
understand 
better what 
inflation really 
does to our 
savings, 
demand sound 
money 
practices, and 
ultimately have 
a more 
sustainable 
economy with 

fewer ups and downs. We’d find that our conversations with 
our doctors would change, because we’d pay him for his time, 
not based on how complex the diagnosis or procedure is, or if 
he prescribed a medication or not. We’d find our doctors freer 
to discuss ideas with us that today would be unprofitable to 
him, or that may even ruin his credibility.

The biggest benefit to changing the way we pay for our health 
care would be within our government.  Instead of being 
burdened with a Medicare program that threatens to bankrupt 
the country due to the number of people retiring without the 
ability to pay for their own medical care (after all, you lose 
your insurance when you quit your job), we’d have people 
retiring with large health care savings accounts to pay for their 
medical expenses, long term medical care, and even their 
funerals. This would inevitably allow for a much smaller and 
less intrusive government that doesn’t care as much about 
what we eat, drink, smoke, etc., because they aren’t the ones 
paying the medical bills.  Inevitably this would also mean 
lower taxes, so we can more easily save and invest.

- Seth.Hollist.org   

Kelly Hancock is a Political Coward

Kelly Hancock, Republican candidate 
for Texas Senate District 9, is a 
political coward. Hancock avoids 
debating on the issues affecting voters 
in Senate District 9 and the 
neighboring region. Even though 
many within this region are facing job 
loss, the threat of job loss, and home 
foreclosure, Hancock cowardly 

avoids a public debate on the truly important issues 
confronting Texans.

On October 1st, Hancock backed out of a scheduled debate at 
Tarrant County's NE Campus. Hancock, one of Tarrant 
County's "Career Politicians" and a "Silver Spoon Candidate", 
has chosen a tactic often used by the Massachusetts' Kennedys 
-- avoid the fray and spend lots of money when challenged.

The Hancock political strategy is to rely upon Republican 
straight ticket voting and ride into the Texas Senate on 
Romney's coattails. But for him to publicly discuss the issues 
with opponents? No way.

The Myth of Consent

Our forefathers fought a 
revolution because their 
government did not rest on 
consent of the people. As 
Thomas Jefferson wrote in the 
Declaration of Independence, 
governments derive their just 
powers from the 'consent of the 
governed'. With their act of 
rebellion, the American 
revolutionaries acknowledged not only their own right, but the 
right of all people, at all times, and in all places, to 
government by consent. The promise of consensual 
government was made to the American colonists - and we are 
the inheritors of that promise.

Politicians would like us to think our government today rests 
on consent. But that is nothing more than a myth they use to 
justify their power. Those who say our government is 
consensual cannot claim that we give it our explicit consent, so 
they must resort to the erroneous contention that it has our 
tacit, or implied, consent. According to this 'social contract' 
theory, we consent to the existing government automatically 
the day we are born, as though we sign a contract. And we are 
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bound by it as long as that government exists.

One of the 
arguments used to 
support this bogus 
theory says that 
you consent by not 
moving to another 
country. But 
whether you stay or 
go, you are in no 
way consenting; 
you are simply 
being forced to 
choose between 
governments you 
don't consent to. 
This 'love it or leave it' argument was used in the 1700s to 
defend absolute monarchy. In his essay 'Of The Original 
Contract', David Hume replies:

Should it be said, that, by living under the dominion of 
a prince which one might leave, every individual has 
given a tacit consent to his authority, and promised him 
obedience; it may be answered, that such an implied 
consent can only have place where a man imagines that 
the matter depends on his choice. But where he thinks 
(as all mankind do who are born under established 
governments) that, by his birth, he owes allegiance to a 
certain prince or certain form of government; it would 
be absurd to infer a consent or choice, which he 
expressly, in this case, renounces and disclaims.

Can we seriously say, that a poor peasant or artisan has 
a free choice to leave his country, when he knows no 
foreign language or manners, and lives, from day to 
day, by the small wages which he acquires? We may as 
well assert that a man, by remaining in a vessel, freely 
consents to the dominion of the master; though he was 
carried on board while asleep, and must leap into the 
ocean and perish, the moment he leaves her.

We're also told that 
we consent by voting 
for 'representatives'. 
This is the same 
phony reasoning as 
that used in the 'love 
it or leave it' 
argument. In reality, 
when you vote, 
you're not consenting 
at all, you're simply 
being forced to 
choose between 

politicians whose rule you don't consent to.

According to tacit consent theory, when a politician is elected, 
he then represents you. Therefore, whatever he consents to, 
your own consent is assumed, whether you've actually 
consented or not. So his power to control you is virtually 
absolute. This is not consent of the governed; it is consent of 
those who govern.

But consent to control others is meaningless. And consent to 
be controlled is a contradiction. When your 'representative' 
consents to govern you, he is your king consenting to oppress 
you; he is your jailer consenting to imprison you; he is your 
master consenting to enslave you.

If by voting you consent, it necessarily follows that if you 
don't vote, you don't consent. But then it's also claimed that 'If 
you don't vote, you can't complain'; they want to have it both 
ways. In 'The Right To Ignore The State' Herbert Spencer 
poses the question 'What if a man votes, but his candidate 
loses?':

The reply will probably be that, by taking part in such 
an election, he tacitly agreed to abide by the decision of 
the majority. And how if he did not vote at all? Why 
then he cannot justly complain of any tax, seeing that he 
made no protest against its imposition. So, curiously 
enough, it seems that he gave his consent in whatever 
way he acted – whether he said yes, whether he said no, 
or whether he remained neuter! A rather awkward 
doctrine this.

Another tacit consent argument says you consent by using 
government services. But this only adds insult to injury. Those 
services are paid for by robbing you through coercive taxation 
- and then, government deprives you of the right to choose 
services provided by the free market - by legislating them out 
of existence.
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Whatever the form of government, tacit consent theory 
inevitably renders that government effectively unlimited. But 
as Murray Rothbard explains in 'The Ethics of Liberty', 
government is never justified in violating your rights - even in 
a democracy:

Murder is murder, theft is theft, whether undertaken by 
one man against another, or by a group, or even by the 
majority of people within a given territorial area. The 
fact that a majority might support or condone an act of 
theft does not diminish the criminal essence of the act 
or its grave injustice. Otherwise, we would have to say, 
for example, that any Jews murdered by the 
democratically elected Nazi government were not 
murdered, but only "voluntarily committed suicide--
surely, the grotesque but logical implication of the 
"democracy as voluntary" doctrine.

Ultimately, consent can only mean the explicit consent of all 
the people. Otherwise, even the most oppressive government 
can be called consensual, and the term becomes meaningless. 
As Lysander Spooner observes in 'No Treason #1':

Manifestly this one thing (to say nothing of others) is 
necessarily implied in the idea of a government's resting 
on consent, viz: the separate, individual consent of 
every man who is required to contribute, either by 
taxation or personal service, to the support of the 
government. All this, or nothing, is necessarily implied, 
because one man's consent is just as necessary as any 
other man's.

Politicians' careers depend on dividing the people against each 
other. But other than politicians, we all have an interest in 
abolishing coercive government, and replacing it with 
consensual government - because only then can government 
remain limited. Only then can government protect our rights, 
rather than destroying them. And only then can America 
truthfully be called 'the land of the free'.

Editor's Note: Please vote Libertarian on November 6th!! ☺

“Why I'm not a libertarian” – Again

It's always fun to read one of the many "Why 
I'm not a libertarian" articles that continually 
pop up on the Internet year after year after 
year, even as libertarianism continues to be 
discovered and captured by ever-more open 
and excited minds.

Typing the phrase "Why I'm not a libertarian" into Google, 

with quotation marks, will get you page upon page of results 
of postings and videos, all with the identical title.

While non-libertarians have endless reasons for rejecting their 
own freedom, they apparently have a paucity of imagination 
when it comes to titling their articles.

The fun part is wondering which verbal summersaults, 
handsprings, headstands, cartwheels and backflips a writer 
will use to justify his or her rejection of freedom.

Reasons for not being libertarian range from openly loving 
government ("The government as a whole is 'unjust?' Please.") 
to the supposedly profound ("The libertarian has no vision of a 
good society, no ideal of the human good. He simply has a 
principle – and a crude, simplistic one at that. What could be 
less inspiring, less interesting?")

The latest denial of individual freedom and personal 
responsibility under the "Why I am not a libertarian" franchise 
comes from Jeremy Egerer at American Thinker.

He too takes the "feelings" approach for rejecting the 
libertarian philosophy, as though feelings somehow trump all 
and invalidates everything.

Egerer had to pause in his 
reading of Ludwig von 
Mises' Human Action 
because, he says, "my soul 
buckles under the total 
burden of his 
meaninglessness" and 
because Mises' work "has 
little to no soul, reducing 
man to a rational, pleasure-
seeking animal" and 
because "When Mises 
reduces civilization to 
production, every ounce of romance is lost, every bit of glory 
stripped, and every ounce of patriotism defiled."

But such values as meaning, romance, glory and soul don't 
exist in the writings of Mises or Marx or libertarianism or The 
Bible or anywhere else.

These qualities exist within the human being. Individual 
readers impute their own values into the texts they read. What 
individuals read is not inspirational, but a mirror to the 
inspiration that is already within themselves.

If people cannot find meaningful values in the concept of 
individual freedom, it is because they value coercion, 
intimidation, and fraud.

Jeremy Egerer likely doesn't get that he hasn't rejected 
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libertarianism; rather, libertarianism has rejected him.

It is the Egerers of the world who have no souls.

Editor's Note: Re-published from the Dallas Libertarian Examiner 
(www.examiner.com/libertarian-in-dallas) with permission from the author.

Upcoming Meetings

• John Jay Myers for Senate - Phone Banking (Free   
Beer and Donuts, seriously!)
◦ Saturday, October 6, 2012, 8:30 AM
◦ Formulated Dental  

1203 N. Kentucky St. #B, McKinney, TX 

• Trivia night at Trinity Hall   
◦ Every Sunday Night, 7:00 PM
◦ Trinity Hall Irish Pub & Restaurant   

5321 E Mockingbird Ln, Dallas, TX

• Atlas Shrugged, Part II - Movie!!   
◦ Friday, October 12, 2012, 7:15 PM
◦ Studio Movie Grill - Dallas   

11170 N Central Expy, Dallas, TX

• Seth Hollist: Block Walking to Independent voters 
in the Northern Garland area 
◦ Saturday, October 13, 2012, 9:00 AM
◦ Babe's Chicken Dinner House  

1456 Belt Line Rd, Garland, TX 

• Seth Hollist: Block Walking to Independent voters 
in the East of Addison area
◦ Saturday, October 20, 2012, 9:00 AM
◦ Albertsons  

7007 Arapaho Road, Dallas, TX

Up-to-date meeting announcements and details can always be 
found on meetup.com. (www.meetup.com/Dallas-
Libertarians/)

Libertarian References

• Books
◦ Good to be King, Michael Badnarik
◦ Why Government Doesn't Work, Harry Browne
◦ Atlas Shrugged, Ayn Rand
◦ Libertarianism: A Primer, David Boaz

• Videos
◦ Neitzsche and the Nazis, Stephen Hicks
◦ Bullsh*t!, Penn & Teller

◦ Free to Choose, Milton Friedman
◦ America: Freedom to Fascism, Aaron Russo

• Websites
◦ The Libertarian Party of Dallas County

lpdallas.org
◦ The Libertarian Party of Texas

lptexas.org
◦ The National Libertarian Party

www.lp.org
◦ Free Talk Live

www.freetalklive.com
◦ The Cato Institute

www.cato.org
◦ Molinari Institute

praxeology.net/molinari.htm
◦ Objectivism In-Brief

mol.redbarn.org/objectivism/writing/InBrief

GOOD LUCK TO ALLGOOD LUCK TO ALL  
LIBERTARIANLIBERTARIAN  

CANDIDATES ONCANDIDATES ON  
NOVEMBER 6TH!!!!NOVEMBER 6TH!!!!
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LPDC Officer List
Chair – Paul Petersen (chair@lpdallas.org)
Vice-Chair – Curry Taylor (vicechair@lpdallas.org)
Secretary – Jordan Wagnon (secretary@lpdallas.org)
Treasurer – Paul Osborn (treasurer@lpdallas.org)

LPDC At-Large Directors
Marshall Beerwinkle (m_beerwinkle@yahoo.com)
Ethan Brockman (gigarath6@gmail.com)
Kevin Frederickson (dallaslibertarian@gmail.com)
Marcus Huffer (marcus.huffer@gmail.com)
Cory Lane (dudegreg@hotmail.com)
John Lindsay (jlindsay.lp@gmail.com)
Dave Mason (david.mason@verizonwireless.com)

Working Committee Leaders

Marketing – John Lindsay (jlindsay.lp@gmail.com)

Events – Kevin Frederickson (dallaslibertarian@gmail.com)

The LPDC is a local branch of the Libertarian Party based in Dallas 
County, Texas. Find out more about the LPDC at http://lpdallas.org. 
The Libertarian Party is the third largest political party in the United 
States, and was established in 1971 to promote more freedom and 
less intrusive government in all aspects of life. Find out more about 
the LP at http://www.lp.org.
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