
The Yoke's On Us

The following speech was  
given by Kevin L Frederickson  
at 'Give Me Liberty', a forum 
for libertarians who want to  
practice public speaking.

On this day in history - March 
28, 1774 - the British 
Parliament adopted the 
'coercive acts'. Their purpose was to make Boston pay for the 
Boston Tea Party. The result, as we know, was the American 
Revolution.

During the Revolutionary War, the colonies were governed by 
the Articles of Confederation. Under the Articles, the federal 
government was very weak. Alexander Hamilton and his allies 
wanted a more powerful federal government, so they proposed 
a new constitution.

They called themselves the Federalists, and their opponents 
the Anti-Federalists. (Many people at the time thought this was 
misleading; the Hamiltonians wanted a centralized 
government - which is the opposite of a federal government.)

The issue was 
ratification. The 
Federalists wanted to 
ratify the constitution; 
the Anti-Federalists were 
opposed to ratification. 
So instead of 
"Federalists" and "Anti-
Federalists", Elbridge 
Gerry suggested they be 
called "Rats" and "Anti-
Rats".

Today, at times, it seems 
like we are the rats, and 
our politicians are mad 

scientists carrying out their experiments on us for their own 
amusement.

The creation of a powerful central government was one of the 
major reasons for opposition to the Constitution. Patrick Henry 
considered it "demonstrably clear" that the Constitution 
created a consolidated government, and not a federal one, as 
the Federalists claimed.

The Anti-Federalist known as 'Montezuma' warned that the 
state governments would be absorbed by "our grand 
continental vortex" and have power "over little else than 
yoking hogs, or determining the width of cartwheels".

Today it is our federal government itself that's doing the 
yoking. And the yoke, so to speak, is on us.

Another issue was taxation. George Mason warned that giving 
the federal government the power to lay direct taxes would 
"annihilate totally the state governments". Today our federal 
government taxes and spends so much, and is involved in so 
many areas of our economy and our lives, that the state 
governments have become effectively redundant.

Another reason for opposition to the Constitution was its 
creation of a standing army. One Anti-Federalist defied 
supporters of a standing army to "produce any instance, in the 
old world or the new" where standing armies had not "done 
away with the liberties of the people".

The Anti-Federalists also objected to the 'necessary and proper' 
clause and the doctrine of implied powers. According to this 
idea, the government had the power to do certain things that 
were not specifically mentioned in the Constitution, but were 
implied.
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The Federalists were basically saying: Don't worry. You can 
trust us with this power. It will be held in check by the strictest 
limits. And we swear we will never exceed those limits. 
Unless, of course, we decide... that we want to.

The Federalists later used the idea of implied powers to justify 
the national bank. And one of the major reasons given for 
creating the Constitution in the first place was because the 
states were printing paper money and destroying the value of 
their currencies.

Today our federal government itself is the source of the 
artificial creation of money, and the destruction of its value - 
the very thing that it was created to prevent. Since the Federal 
Reserve was established a hundred years ago, our dollar has 
lost over 90 percent of its worth.

The Anti-Federalists also warned about this. The writer known 
as 'Deliberator' pointed out that although the Constitution 
prohibited the states from doing so, Congress itself could not 
only issue paper money - they could even make it legal tender 
throughout the United States.

It would be nice to have a time machine, so that we could go 
back in time and warn America that the Anti-Federalists were 
right. The best we can do is take the view of Lysander 
Spooner, who said of the Constitution, "It has either 
authorized such a government as we have had, or has been 
powerless to prevent it. In either case, it is unfit to exist."

Otherwise we will continue to be, in the words of the great 
philosopher Billy Corgan of the Smashing Pumpkins, "despite 
all our rage, still just rats in a cage".

-Kevin L Frederickson, March 28, 2013

Libertarian “Toastmasters” Events

Are you interested in public speaking, but are shy or don't  
know the first thing about it? Looking for a place where 
your peers can give you some tips and tell you how you're  
doing in a no-pressure environment? Try the “Give Me 
Liberty!” events. They are our small, libertarian version 
of Toastmasters, a group which encourages public 
speaking skills. Come with a prepared 5 minute speech, 
or with nothing at all!

Free or Private?  Is There a Difference?

Years ago, there was a plank in the 
Texas state platform that said the 
Texas Libertarian Party would deal 
only with “political” – I assume 
government – issues. That sort of 
makes sense, because this is a 
political party. Still, it bothered 
me, and I was pleased when I 
noticed years later that the plank 
had been removed. (I wasn’t at the 
convention that removed it, so I 
don’t know the details.)

I think it’s clearly true that (1) our lives won’t be free in any 
real sense unless freedom-friendly attitudes prevail, for the 
most part, in private life and institutions; and (2) although 
private action is usually more freedom-friendly than 
government action (after all, government is mostly based on 
coercion, under the present circumstances at least), on at least 
a few occasions, government could be less freedom-unfriendly 
than private institutions.

In the first case, there are at least 
a couple of prominent examples. 
One is homeowner’s associations 
(HOAs), which can be very 
restrictive on homeowners, and 
dictate how individuals may live 
in their “own” homes. HOAs have 
been called private governments – 
I recommend Privatopia by Evan 
McKenzie. This idea came up at 
the 2012 state convention.  There 
was a platform proposal to limit 
HOAs, but it was argued (and in a 
way, reasonably) that people have 
the freedom to join or not join 
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HOAs. However, as a practical matter, that might be an 
illusion as a larger and larger percentage of houses come with 
an HOA as a “package deal”. As life becomes more and more 
dominated by what is in effect an additional and especially 
intrusive layer of government (and whose rules are enforced 
by the “real” government), our society and our lives become 
less and less free. What can we do about it? One possibility 
could be to prohibit any formation of a new HOA among 
existing homeowners without a unanimous vote.

Another threat to freedom originating from the private sector 
would be the private ownership and operation of drones, 
which by their very existence threaten intrusions and 
destructive possibilities. As a third example, I once read an 
article in a Cato book recommending that all homes be rented 
rather than owned, so that “wiser” landlords could keep “us 
peasants” in line. A prominent Texas Libertarian years ago 
even spoke in favor of a society that would be less free 
because it is more private. The argument was that without 
public property, we would be even more subject to regulation 
by private property owners than we are now to regulation by 
government, and he saw that as a good thing.

Turning to the second case, 
government can at times be an 
institution that can be less 
freedom-unfriendly than private 
institutions. Let me give one 
example: it is harder, legally, to 
restrict speech and solicitation 
on public than on private 
property, and with more fully 
private shopping malls – rather 
than businesses alongside 

public streets – such restrictions could increase. Also, it seems 
to me that tax-financed government roads would be less unfree 
than private toll roads (and infinitely less unfree than 
government toll roads). This is because an extensive system of 
toll roads would require pervasive tracking of everyone, and in 
my view, nothing could be more threatening to freedom than 
that. This is doubly true, because government would surely tap 
into any existing private tracking system, either by crony 
agreement or by force.

So what do we do to resist 
private threats to freedom, in 
realistic and effective ways, 
without making an already too-
powerful government even 
more powerful? I’d be 
interested in hearing your ideas.

A Modest (Marriage) Proposal

This week the media, traditional and 
new, have been bursting with 
conversations about the Supreme 
Court of the United States taking on 
both California’s Proposition 8 and 
the Federal Defense of Marriage Act, 
both of which attempt to define 
marriage as between one man and 
one woman.

I wish to offer a libertarian proposal 
on the best trade-off possible to bring this situation to an 
expedient close. Not surprisingly, my remedy is to get the 
government out of the marriage business entirely.

The idea is simple, let the term marriage be defined by 
religious (or non-religious) institutions in the manner that best 
serves their beliefs. If two men wish to marry and your 
religion or belief system allows it, great. If five men and three 
women wish to marry and your religion or belief system 
allows it, great!

The term civil union should be adopted by governments to 
describe the contract between two people which confers 
certain rights with regard to child rearing, property ownership, 
and end-of-life issues. (There may be others as well, but I am 
not a lawyer. So be it, add them on.)

Let me be clear, as the POTUS is fond of saying. I do not 
think that only gay and lesbian couples should be subject to 
this civil union; I am saying that it will apply to all. From the 
perspective of the state it is a special kind of contract in that 
only two people can enter into it at any one time.

This idea is not without 
precedent. As R. Lee 
Wrights, a great Texan and 
Libertarian candidate for 
President in 2012, said 
during the LP Presidential 
debate in Fort Worth last 
year, “George and Martha 
Washington did not have a 
marriage license.” Hear, 
hear!

In fact, it was inconceivable 
to them that one should even 
obtain permission from the 

government to get married.
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I am sure many libertarians would say to me that we just need 
to eliminate the idea of government approved unions. While, 
in principle, I agree with this statement, we must acknowledge 
that undoing all of the law with regard to these unions will 
take years, if not decades.

Therefore, we must support something that achieves the goal 
of separating church and state and allows more freedom. This 
proposal does just that. It would allow maximum freedom for 
people to define marriage in any way they like.

I hope you say, “I do!”

One Year for the LPDC Newsletter!

The newsletter for the Libertarian Party of Dallas County  
is celebrating 1 year of bimonthly publications. Nice work  
to all authors – let's keep it up!

Marriage Equality or Tyranny?

The debate over so-called 
“marriage equality” – otherwise 
known as same sex marriage, or gay 
marriage – is currently on stage 
with the U.S. Supreme court, while 
less than a year ago gays in 
Denmark “won the right” to get 
married in any church they please. 
Some would call these victories for 
civil rights, but the issue here is not 

actually one of equality, but one of tyranny that rose up about 
two centuries ago when governments started requiring licenses 
for people to get married.

Today, many states, including Texas, have constitutional 
restrictions on, or definitions of, marriage as being between a 
man and a woman. These restrictions are quite similar to a 
time around a half a century ago when there were many 
restrictions on, and definitions on the “differences” between, 
black people and white people. These included restrictions on 
interracial marriage, thanks to marriage laws that showed up 
in the U.S.A. after the Civil War. Many today use this and 
similar analogies to paint “marriage equality” as today’s civil 
rights issue, but just as with the racism issues of the past, 
simply allowing the law to be equal by repealing the “Jim 
Crow” laws is not considered sufficient to many activists. 
Instead, the solutions being purposed only impose a forced 
“equality” which is similar to affirmative action, which is 
racist by definition. This can be seen in the recent Danish 

ruling that has traditional religious leaders deeply concerned 
about their rights to religious freedom.

If today’s activists cared about stopping government 
corruption as much as they do about “marriage equality”, 
governments would soon no longer be involved in marriage. 
The problem with government sanctioned marriage is not that 
it’s unequal, but that we have allowed the government to take 
away rights and freedoms from all of us. The State then says, 
“If you pay a fee to get a license (i.e. a marriage license), we'll 
then give you back some of your freedoms.” This creates the 
illusion of inequality, when the real problem is tyranny. The 
best remedy to this is to get governments out of marriage 
altogether. This will stop the State from forcing more churches 
in more countries to do things they don't believe in. Letting the 
churches and individuals decide what's right for them – not the 
government – will result in a less confrontational solution than 
the current movement for “marriage equality” is creating.

Instead, we should allow anyone who wants to be legally 
bound to go to their private lawyer’s office – or fill out a form 
on legalzoom.com – to say they want to be civilly united with 
another person, based on mutually agreeable terms; up to and 
including the sharing of any part or all of their finances, 
medical decisions, etc.; regardless of the romantic or sexual 
nature of the relationship; which should be a moral and social 
issue; not a legal one.

For example, if my aging parents were relying on me for 
financial support, I could have them civilly united to me so 
that I now have a legal justification to put them on my 
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insurance. Of course I’d likely pay a premium for this, but it 
would still be more affordable then paying out of pocket using 
today’s medical insurance scams; however, that’s a whole 
other topic.

Politics Giving You a Headache? Take 
Some FREE Aspirin!

I know I do not need to explain 
the difference between cost and 
price to this audience, but I 
would like to share a real world 
example.

Everybody has at least one 
cabinet or other storage space 
for stuffing random junk that 
has no immediate use, but 
retains enough theoretical future 

value to avoid the garbage can. Or at least we convince 
ourselves that the items have value as an excuse to delay 
dealing with them. I was cleaning out one such cabinet 
recently, and buried among a mountain of who knows what 
else, I discovered several unopened bottles of aspirin. I also 
found boxes of cotton swabs, a few saline nasal sprays, some 
analgesic gel, lip balm, and even a sphygmomanometer. All 
were unopened and unused. See the photo to get an idea of this 
surprise cache of medical supplies.

Now stockpiling medical and other supplies may seem like 
prudent preparation in these uncertain economic and political 
times, but that was not my intention here. Nor am I a 
pathological hoarder, despite this and so much other evidence 
to the contrary you would find if you came over. No, as it 
turns out, I am in fact an indirect beneficiary of a “free” 
aspirin scheme.

You see, my parents are both enrolled in a Medicare 
Advantage plan that offers a $20 monthly credit for over-the-
counter medications. They complete an order form with 
several dozen options that they can select and then the items 
arrive in the mail. That is $40 worth of “free” aspirin between 
the two of them. Of course no two humans can go through that 
much aspirin each month.

So after they have made their selections, they invite me to 
choose some items as well. And every month I take my share 
of the booty and stuff it in that cabinet because, even split 
three ways, no one uses that much aspirin. It even becomes a 
bit of a game. I have too much aspirin so this month I will 
order some nasal spray, next month some cotton swabs, and 
then a sphygmomanometer. Why not? And no, despite my 
high carb, high fat, genetically modified, mostly artificial, 
corporately controlled diet, I do not get that much gas either. 
This is why in the photo you can see four boxes of anti-gas 
capsules, which also remain unopened and stuffed in the 
cabinet.

This represents about 
a year’s worth of 
unused residuals after 
two others have 
exhausted their desire 
for “free” medicine. 
And I am being 
generous here with 
this example. I am not 
counting as waste the 
items that were in fact 
used, but that would 
not have been 
demanded had they 
only been available at some market price. Nor am I counting 
the items that I used despite not being a part of the plan. In 
other words, the pictured items are the truly wasted resources, 
another tax on our economy.

Regarding the items I actually do use myself, viciously anal 
statists and/or federal agents may conclude that I just admitted 
to some kind of “Medicare fraud”. Just in case that’s not 
redundant, I will consider ordering an OTC sleep aid next 
month to help with any sleep I may lose over allegations of 
cheating the government sponsored insurance company. But it 
is worth considering the charge of hypocrisy that we as 
Libertarians endure whenever we take advantage of 
government services, even if they are provided by profit-
making corporations. 
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The fact is that with government waist deep in every market, 
and even deeper in some, no one can reasonably avoid the not-
so-invisible claws of the state. The problem with that 
hypocrisy charge is the lack of any opt-out from the state’s 
control over our economy. Just like Tom Stoppard’s 
Rosencrantz and Guildenstern Are Dead, I am presented only 
with economic alternatives, not real freedom of choice. 
Reacting to mandatory ponzi schemes and other  rigged 
market conditions when no viable escape exists does not 
constitute any hypocrisy. I did not create the Matrix, but I do 
have to live in it... for now.

Meanwhile, we 
all know the 
ostensible 
rationale behind 
this “free” 
aspirin scheme. 
No one wants 
grandma to have 
trouble curing 
her headache 
because that 
monthly 
socialist security 
check wasn’t 
quite enough. 
The government 
subsidized 
insurance 
companies feel 
grandma’s pain and want to help out, and without a doubt the 
manufacturers of the non-prescription drugs share that 
humanitarian concern. And our good friend John Maynard 
Keynes smiles down on us, absolutely delighted that all of 
those resources keep flowing through the economy, that is 
until they wind up stuffed into my junk cabinet where they do 
no one any good. But as a consolation, at least the next time 
we share a collective recession-induced headache we will have 
plenty of free aspirin to go around.

Get It Through Your Heads, America: 
Libertarians Are Not Isolationists

"Freshman Rep. Cotton challenges 
isolationist wing of GOP" – 
NBCNews, March 14, 2013.

"Santorum Objects To Rand Paul's 
'Isolationist Policies'" – TPM, March 
13, 2013.

"McCain Says He's Not An "Interventionist," Calls Rand Paul 
An "Isolationist." – RealClearPolitics, March 8, 2013.

Of course they're all talking about the so-called "libertarian 
wing" of the Republican Party.

Libertarians have long been labeled "isolationists" by their 
detractors – conservatives, neocons, expansionists, empire-
builders, the militarists of the "War Party" and anyone with a 
political, ideological or financial interest in perpetuating war.

Isolationism, once the cornerstone of Thomas Jefferson's 
cogent advice of "peace, commerce, and honest friendship 
with all nations, entangling alliances with none," has been 
twisted by America's sociopathic empire-building world-
conquering ruling class into meaning naïve ignorance of 
global military threats.

It's time for libertarians to reject this forced rebranding and its 
stupid cartoon ostrich iconography.
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It's time for all libertarians, including libertarian-
conservatives, left libertarians, and Libertarian Party 
supporters to start aggressively pounding detractors with this 
message:

"Libertarians are non-Isolationists and non-interventionists." 
Repeat as needed ... firmly and frequently. Libertarians 
fundamentally reject coercive force but retain the right to use 
defensive force against coercion.

And since in today's Realpolitik world we're going to be stuck 
with some kind of nation-state in the foreseeable future, along 
with an awkwardly unfortunate "Republican-Libertarian" 
political party, the freedom movement needs to champion and 
promote its "realpolitik-plus-idealistic" non-interventionist 
foreign policy.

Non-interventionism means maintaining clear, rational, eagle-
eyed surveillance of all potential enemies everywhere and 
striking, hard and decisively, only as a matter of self-defense.

Kent McManigal's "Time's Up Flag"

Spying on potential enemies to determine their war-making 
capabilities and intentions doesn't violate the non-aggression 
principle; destabilizing societies, overthrowing regimes and 
assassinating leaders does. The CIA has created millions of 
enemies for the US. What we need is a Covert-Intelligence 
Agency.

That means focusing on building defensive weapons such as 
anti-missile shields and countermeasures against cyber 
assaults along with our attack weapons.

That's because everyone from the builders of the Great Wall of 
China to Medieval armorers knows that purely defensive 
weapons can always be overcome.

The difference between defense and attack isn't so much a 
matter of the weapons but how they're used. For most of 
America's history the nation's leaders have been ruthless 
killers, not aggressive defenders.

Libertarians must demand that America adopt a "protect-first-
attack-last" defense policy.

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

Upcoming Meetings

• Trivia night at Trinity Hall   
◦ Every Sunday Night, 7:30 PM
◦ Trinity Hall Irish Pub & Restaurant   

5321 E Mockingbird Ln, Dallas, TX

• Standing Together for LIBERTY !!  
◦ April 6th, 12:00 PM
◦ Quick Trip Park  

1600 Lone Star Parkway, Grand Prairie, TX 

• LPDC Marketing Committee Meeting  
◦ April 13th, 3:00 PM
◦ Panera Bread  

7839 Park Ln, Dallas, TX 75231

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
◦ Economics in One Lesson, Henry Hazlitt
◦ Healing Our World, Dr. Mary Ruwart

• 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
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www.freetalklive.com
◦ The Cato Institute

www.cato.org
◦ Molinari Institute

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

mol.redbarn.org/objectivism/writing/InBrief
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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)
Kevin Frederickson (dallaslibertarian@gmail.com)
Marcus Huffer (marcus.huffer@gmail.com)
Dave Mason (david.mason@verizonwireless.com)

Working Committee Leaders
Marketing – Kevin Frederickson (dallaslibertarian@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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