
The Spirit of '76 vs. the Specter of 
Socialism

The following speech was  
made by Kevin L Frederickson  
on April 30 at 'Give Me 
Liberty', a forum for  
libertarians who want to  
practice public speaking.

On this day (April 30) in 1945, 
the Red Army raised the flag 
over the Reichstag building and Adolf Hitler committed 
suicide. The whole world rejoiced. Totalitarian socialism was 
finally defeated...by totalitarian socialism.

Karl Marx's 'Communist Manifesto' begins with the famous 
line, 'A specter is haunting Europe - the specter of socialism.' 
According to Marx the proletarians (the workers) were being 
exploited by the capitalists.

He called for the 'dictatorship of the proletariat' - the transfer 
of all power from the capitalists to the workers. Once this was 
achieved, the coercive power of the state could be used to 
solve all of society's problems.

For Marx, 
government is the 
solution. That is the 
idea that socialism 
ultimately springs 
from. And that is the 
idea that the specter 
of socialism 
ultimately 
represents.

Also on April 30 - in 
1894 - Coxey's 
Army arrived in 
Washington DC. 

This was a group of people who were unemployed and who 
wanted the government to create jobs for them. It seems the 
specter of socialism was haunting America. For them, as for 

Marx, government was the solution.

May 8 is economist Friedrich von Hayek's birthday. Hayek 
was a champion of free markets and opponent of socialism. 
For him, government - the coercive power of the state - was 
the problem, not the solution.

The same could be said of 
the American colonists 
during the American 
Revolution. And the Spirit 
of '76 represents the idea 
that government is the 
problem.

The Declaration of 
Independence, Thomas 
Paine's Common Sense 
and Adam Smith's Wealth 
of Nations were all 
published in 1776. Smith 
argued against the British 
government's policies of 
monopoly and economic privilege (a.k.a. mercantilism). And 
these policies (though unintentionally) led to the 'Boston Tea 
Party' and  - along with 'Common Sense' and Jefferson's 
Declaration - America's independence from the British empire.

The Americans were rebelling not only against a particular 
government whose power was virtually unlimited; they were 
rebelling against the very idea of unlimited government. The 
followers of Marx were not opposed to unlimited government 
- as long as they were the government. In 1917, during WWI, 
Vladimir Lenin and the Bolsheviks launched a successful 
revolution in Russia and began to implement Marx's theories.

Earlier in 1917 President Wilson brought the US into the war. 
He wanted to 'make the world safe for democracy'. That year a 
film about the American Revolution entitled The Spirit of '76 
was released. During the war, you could say anything you 
wanted - as long as you had the government's permission. 
Because the film portrayed the British negatively, the film was 
banned (by the way, did I mention...The movie was about the 
American Revolution!) - and the producer was sentenced to 10 
years in prison.

The Spirit of '76 was lost. As well as the film.
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Also while Wilson was making the 
world safe for hypocrisy - I mean, 
democracy - the Clayton Antitrust 
act was adopted. The alleged 
purpose of antitrust law and 
economic regulation was to prevent 
the creation of trusts and 
monopolies. But the real purpose, 
and the result, was just the 
opposite. As Gabriel Kolko 
explains in The Triumph of 
Conservatism, antitrust law was 
created by big business, for big 
business - to protect them from 
competitors, and to maintain and 

expand their own share in the market.

Wilson also resurrected the national bank in the form of the 
Federal Reserve, which resulted in the Great Depression and 
the destruction of the value of our currency. 

Another big government measure that was introduced at this 
time was the income tax (a form of robbery), which penalizes 
and discourages productivity (and which Albert Einstein 
considered 'the hardest thing in the world to understand').

These are all socialist policies which are still in force today, 
and much similar legislation has been added since.

Politicians would like us to 
believe our government can 
continue to practice socialist 
policies and yet maintain a 
free market. But as Hayek 
explained in The Road to 
Serfdom, that road can only 
end in an all-powerful, 
totalitarian government. 
When we compromise with 
evil, evil always wins.

Only the principle of strictly 
limited government can 
prevent unlimited 
government. Only the ideas in 
the Declaration of 
Independence can save us from the ideas in the Communist 
Manifesto. Only the Spirit of '76 can defeat the specter of 
socialism.

And it is up to those of us who value liberty to ensure that 
unlike the film, that spirit is never lost.

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!

Anarchism? Maybe, Someday.

The state executive committee has 
been considering holding a debate 
on how Libertarians should stand 
on anarchism. That is my topic 
here: Should we live in anarchy?  
My conclusion is maybe, someday.

To get from the question to the 
answer, first, I'll define anarchy. 
Then I'll look at the reasons why 
anyone would want anarchy and 
the reasons why anyone would not 

want anarchy. Finally, I'll explain why it would be rational for 
all but a small number of people, and possibly for everyone, to 
set anarchy as a long-run goal. In doing so, I'll just give a brief 
outline of a potentially complex argument that could go on for 
the length of several books.

First, by anarchy, I mean a life without government, but also 
beyond that a life in which no one forces other people to do 
what they don't want to do. If this is anarchy, why would 
anyone want it? Most of all, they would want it because it's 
inherently good. For Murray to control his own life is for 
Murray to be a person and not a puppet. To the extent that 
Murray is controlled by other people he is more a puppet and 
less a person. I'm sure 
there are some people 
who would prefer to be 
puppets, but I don't think 
there are many, and I 
won't address them here 
because I don't know 
how to talk to them. 
This is the primary 
moral argument.

Another argument for anarchy could be a practical one: that it 
would make most people happier, safer, and more prosperous. 
I won't address this at length because it's a practical, empirical 
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argument, complex and not reducible to simple logic, which 
would take too long to address seriously. The practicality of 
anarchy could also change over time, and this is the key to my 
conclusion.

Why would anyone oppose anarchy? Well, those who believe 
it's inherently good to be controlled, against their own will, by 
someone else would object to it, but I don't think many people 
would fall in this category, and as I said before, I won't 
address them.

The most common objections are practical: unless we're 
forced to act against our wills, you might rob or murder me, I 
might fall victim to my own worse weaknesses, and none of us 
is likely to do the work necessary to give us good lives. In 
other words, anarchists are naive fools who would destroy 
everything of value. These, however, are just predictions – 
grim predictions – about the real world.  We can't accept them 
without evidence, and we can't accept them for all time. No 
one can prove that the bad side effects of anarchy are 
inevitable and that it would be foolish to try to overcome 
them. Surely in a world where, at an accelerating pace, the 
inevitable is being avoided and the impossible is being done 
every day, we cannot resign ourselves to failure. Now, given 
the importance of being people rather than puppets, and given 
that it is unwise – even arrogant – to assume that anarchy will 
be forever impractical, we need to create, as one of our central 
goals in this life, the project of overcoming the practical 
problems of anarchy. It's unlikely that it will be done all at 
once, but we can take small steps at a time, and learn from 
trial and error.  

I'll just briefly mention a few attempts to do this. James C. 
Scott notes in his book, The Art of Not Being Governed, that 
there have been societies without governments throughout 
most of history. The late economist Murray Rothbard is known 
as an anarcho-capitalist, believing that the market can replace 
coercion. Cass Sunstein and Richard Thaler are statists and 
paternalists, but in their recent book Nudge, they acknowledge 
the evil of coercion and attempt to address it with opt-out 
policies. There are problems with all these attempts, but they 
are examples of what we need to be doing, constantly, 
eternally. Of course we can't publicly call it anarchism, 
because that would scare people. Let's just call it common 
sense, because that's what it is.

Probably the Most Pro-Government 
Article I Will Ever Write, or “How I 
Define My Minarchism”

Believe me, I have the utmost 
respect for both libertarian-
anarchists and libertarian-
minarchists. I sometimes find 
myself torn between the nuances 
of each camp, and how to 
analyze the viability of a 
particular political philosophy 
from either an ethical or a 
pragmatic point of view. I believe 
both points of view are valid, and 
often, what convolutes political 
discourse, I've found, can often boil down to what one party 
thinks is a fine outcome in practical terms versus another 
party's perception of the same outcome. Such perspectives are 
a byproduct of each person's thoughts and experiences in life 
up to this point.

I consider myself a minarchist with some anarchist leanings. 
(From here on out in the article, the word "anarchy" refers to 
libertarian-anarchy rather than socialist-anarchy.) It sometimes 
pains me to have to admit that, but my feeling is that in order 
to have and respect principles, one must inevitably, in some 
regard, have and respect some sort of rule of law, however 
extremely small those set of rules are. "Life, Liberty, Property" 
is a simple mantra which defines a set of rules which I believe 
is extraordinarily and surprisingly robust when describing any 
given conflict in life. But if one is willing to accept that these 
human values are tantamount to civilization and achievement, 
how can they be upheld if they are not protected from those 
few who would destroy them for the sake of themselves or 
another less virtuous set of ideas?

The anarchist position is more consistent than the minarchist 
position, at least in terms of the straightforwardness of the 
principle. Zero aggression. No force at all, except by mutual 
agreement of all parties by contract, or in self-defense. This 
principle would pervade every issue, in every aspect of life. 
Okay fine, it is a simple and consistent principle. But then how 
do we define justice? How do we know when somebody's 
rights have been violated if they are not written down 
somewhere, and kept and held as virtues by all of the people? 
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Moreover, how can people have rights at all if we do not have 
some sort of common understanding as to which rights are 
necessary for civilization? Why even seek civilization at all?

Years ago, I spent a great deal of time thinking about this, and, 
with a fair amount of brevity, here is what I came up with. I do 
believe some level of government, however small, is 
necessary. Why? What should this government do? Well, it 
should protect the rights of the people, and that's it. More 
specifically:

The proper role of any government is, and is limited to, 
protection of the life, liberty, and property of the individual 
adult, to the exclusion of all involuntary collective groups, 
with only two exceptions (below). Government exists solely 
to maintain and protect every individual's life, liberty, and 
property.

Corollary 1: An individual is entitled to all of his life, liberty, 
and property as long as he does not deprive another 
individual of their own life, liberty, and property. Another 
way of saying this is that the adult individual holds all 
freedoms unless a proposed activity interferes with another 
adult individual's life, liberty, or property, or with the 
exceptions described below.

Exception 1: Contracts

The first exception exists when an individual contractually 
and voluntarily gives up some of his life, liberty, or property 
to another individual or voluntary organization in exchange 
for something that he desires. The law must enforce all 
voluntary contracts between individuals that commenced 
without duress. Contracts to which the individual does not 
give his explicit consent (such as a signature) are legally 
invalid.

Exception 2: "Necessarily Collective Property"

In rare circumstances, involving "necessarily collective 
property" which must be shared due to some circumstance of 
the existence of the property, a governing body may regulate 
on the level where the sharing exists. (For example, if river 
water is shared with all the homeowners on a street, a 
governing body, such as a homeowner's association, must 
determine acceptable pollution levels. If the river water is 
shared among all people in a town, then the local town 
government is the governing body.) Note that this exception 
applies only to "necessarily collective property", which is 
defined as any property for which it is physically or logically 
impossible for a single individual to own.

I currently see three categories of necessarily collective 
property: (1) Public property which the government must own 

and use in order to carry out the functions in its mandate to 
protect individual life, liberty, and property. These are a small 
number of capitol buildings, courthouses, and military 
institutions (excluding research), to name a few examples. (2) 
Roads (maybe). Planning and construction of roads may be a 
necessary function of government, since it is difficult to 
imagine ownership of major roads by private individuals or 
organizations. (Maintenance is a different issue.) (3) Certain 
commodities of the environment, such as air and river water. 
Land does not fall into this category, because it can be 
individually owned without ambiguity. And also note that in 
situations where river water can be captured or defined as 
having an owner, then it is also not "necessarily collective 
property".

Some may argue that the introduction of "necessarily 
collective property" adds complexity, and that the definition 
itself is arbitrary. It admittedly does add complexity. However, 
I argue it is complexity which is, unfortunately, required to 
establish and maintain civilization. Without a clear owner, 
then who is responsible for, and has rights to set rules for, the 
property? In addition, I claim that my definition is simple and 
objective enough that it would be difficult to abuse the 
"necessarily collective property" clause. According to my 
definition, if there exists even one single realistic scenario in 
which a private individual or company or organization can 
own the property in question, then it is not necessarily 
collective property, and the government has no jurisdiction 
over it.

In fact, we've hit upon the crux of how I define my 
minarchism. It goes something like this: If I can think of one 
single way a problem can be solved by the people (i.e. in the 
free market, by private enterprise, or through charity) then it 
doesn't need to be touched by government, period. Further, 
most of the time, I can think of half a dozen non-coercive 
solutions to a given problem. "Wait a minute!" you may say. 
"Now your definition of the role of government depends on 
your own personal judgment of an issue, and not on a static 
principle!" Well, yes and no. In matters of the division 
between zero regulation and something which is "necessarily 
collective property", my mind is open. You can argue me a 
little bit this way towards zero regulation, or a little bit that 
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way towards a tiny bit of regulation. The true nature of the 
struggle for political hegemony inside of our government (as 
the founders intended, I believe) is at the narrow line between 
no regulation and minimal government. This is an optimistic, 
sunny territory where libertarians often bask but where we 
also have our own miniature civil wars (after which we go get 
coffee together).

Congress today spends 95% of its time arguing and searching 
for reasons why more laws, government programs, spending, 
and intervention are necessary. Instead of this, they should be 
spending 95% of their time arguing for reasons why and how 
the private sector can do something to solve an issue in lieu of 
force. This is how rational beings operate: they want to 
understand all aspects of all sides of every problem. I am 
convinced that this would be the modus operandi of a true 
libertarian state. We need to recapture the honor of political 
discourse and the role of politicians as statesmen who act in 
this sort of manner instead of acting as partisan shills which 
just work towards a State of ever-increasing size and scope.

Unfortunately, I feel that some anarchists would prefer to 
simply embrace non-aggression as the only valid political 
principle and then side-step the discourse part of politics, 
leaving open the questions of what exactly law is, and why 
should it be respected at all. I believe such a dismissal is a 
little bit disingenuous toward the goal of respecting individual 
rights, presuming that anarchists believe that "rights" are a 
viable concept in reality, which I feel is a true statement about 
anarchists in general. Certainly, minarchists often have their 
own set of prejudices, too. These sometimes stem from their 
own esoteric, ill-defined concepts such as "tradition", "family 
values", "patriotism", or other substanceless ideas. To both 
camps: Remember, non-libertarians often don't believe in any 
of these concepts. They won't be convinced merely by 
arguments on blanket principle, but rather arguments on 
pragmatic solutions. The devil is always in the details, and 
there is no substitute for having all parties, everyone, 
everywhere, rationally think through every issue in gory detail 

before arriving at conclusions and subsequent decisions. In 
some sense, abstractions can be the antithesis of useful 
independent thought.

Let me repeat that I have the utmost respect for libertarians 
from both the anarchist and minarchist camps. In comparison 
to the gobbledegook which flows from the mainstream 
political "ideologies", if one can even call them that, 
libertarians are light years ahead of the competition. 
Personally, I look forward to the day that a libertarian state is 
arguing how we can work to reduce the number of national 
monuments that the federal government owns, or if it would 
be at all possible to make private defense forces a reality. Let's 
make that world happen -- and then figure out how to keep it.

A Close Race!

Former Texas LP SLEC member Raymond Daniels just 
narrowly lost his race for the Lewisville City Council, 
52.21% to 47.79%.

Starving Time

The following speech was 
made by Kevin L Frederickson  
on May 14 at 'Give Me 
Liberty', a forum for 
libertarians who want to 
practice public speaking.

Today (May 14) marks the 
anniversary of the settlement of Jamestown, the first 
permanent English colony in America, in 1607. There were 
originally 104 colonists. They found fertile soil and plenty of 
fish, fruit, deer, turkey, and other wild game. Six months later 
only 38 settlers were still alive. Most of them had starved to 
death.

Two years later 500 
more settlers 
arrived. 440 of 
those died - again, 
most by starvation. 
They called it 'the 
starving time'. So 
the question is, why 
was there famine in 
a land of plenty? 
The answer is 
socialism.

Page 5

by Kevin L. Frederickson

http://results.enr.clarityelections.com/TX/Denton/46771/117087/en/summary.html


Libertarian Party of Dallas County, Texas June 2013

Their land was held in common and everything they produced 
went to a common pool. The individual had nothing of his 
own. He had nothing to gain by producing, so he produced 
practically nothing.

Eventually each man was given 3 acres of his own, and soon 
the colony began to prosper.

There are contemporary accounts which mention that during 
the starving time people turned to cannibalism. New physical 
evidence of this was recently found. (Most of us are 
uncomfortable with cannibalism, but socialism has always 
been about serving your fellow man.)

May 14 is also the birthday 
of Robert Owen, who is 
considered the father of 
modern socialism. Owen 
was the owner of several 
textile factories during the 
industrial revolution. Factory 
conditions were very poor at 
the time. Owen made several 

improvements. He showed that a capitalist could treat his 
employees well and still make a profit.

Owen was an environmental determinist. He claimed that 
character was determined by environment. He considered the 
notion that individuals form their own character 'the hydra of 
human calamity'.

Which raises the question: If environment determines 
character, what determines environment? His answer: 'Any 
general character may be given to any community by the 
application of the proper means, which means are under the 
control of those who have influence in the affairs of men.' In 
other words, Robert Owen. 

In 1825, in Indiana, Owen founded New Harmony, a 
community based on his ideas. Like Jamestown, all property 
was held in common. But unlike Jamestown, no one starved to 
death at New Harmony; it was financed by Owen and by then 
there were plenty of other places in America to escape to. It 
declined over the course of 2 years. 

Starvation is quite 
tragic most of the 
time. But 
metaphorically, 
sometimes it's not so 
bad (depending on 
who's starving). Our 
government seems to 
be constantly starving 
- for power. As the 

Roman writer Tacitus observed, “Tyranny is a monster never 
glutted”. In other words, a tyrant's appetite for power is never 
satisfied. No matter how much they have, they always hunger 
for more.

But more power for government can only mean less freedom 
for us, and only by starving politicians of power can freedom 
survive. 

Ladies and gentlemen, it's starving time - for big government.

Good reason why there's never been a 
Libertarian Country

Michael Lind, in his June 4 Salon 
article, almost arrogantly challenged 
libertarians with a headline, "The 
question libertarians just can’t 
answer" and a question, "If your 
approach is so great, why hasn’t any 
country anywhere in the world ever 
tried it?"

Justin Amash, darling of the Libertarian-Republicans, claimed 
in a video that the answer is "the United States."

An article at Nolan Chart blamed fiat money.

A Daily Paul article responded with, "Hello people at Salon, 
ever heard of Hong Kong?"

Google the headline and you'll find the question flying around 
the libertariansphere, gathering responses from Tom Woods, 
Lew Rockwell, reddit, and more as the hours pass.

Rep. Justin Amash 
responds to popular 
Salon.com attack on 
libertarians

But Clinton Callahan, in his OpEdNews article, "Beware the 
Psychopath, My Son," already answered Salon's question way 
before they even asked it, back in 2008:

"Why, no matter how much intelligent goodwill exists in the 
world, is there so much war, suffering and injustice? It doesn’t 
seem to matter what creative plan, ideology, religion, or 
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philosophy great minds come up with, nothing seems to 
improve our lot. Since the dawn of civilization, this pattern 
repeats itself over and over again.

"The answer is that civilization, as we know it, is largely the 
creation of psychopaths."

 

So read your world history, Salon. Countries and the 
governments created to run them have almost always been 
created by conquerors, emperors, monarchs, czars, god-kings, 
dictators and human predators of every description.

Even America's Founding Fathers, with all their supposed 
good intentions, planted the seeds of their new country's 
destruction when they "gave" themselves a monopoly on 
coercion and the power to tax.

It just took longer for the psychopaths to take control.

But Salon taunts libertarians with, "When you ask libertarians 
if they can point to a libertarian country, you are likely to get a 
baffled look."

So here's your answer, Salon: The very concepts of "country" 
and "government" are either created by or rapidly taken over 
by psychopaths, always to be run by a power-crazed 
psychopathic ruling class for their own benefit at the expense 
of everyone else.

Libertarianism is based on the 
Non-Aggression Principle. 
Look it up, Salon. It's the 
mirror opposite of 
psychopathy. There can never 
be a "Libertarian Country" 
until all coercion, 
intimidation and fraud are 
criminalized and relentlessly 

punished, and whatever serves as "country" and "government" 
exist as voluntary functions.

When everyone, including Salon writers, rejects coercion we'll 
have our Libertarian Country.

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

Security Gods

The following speech was 
made by Kevin L Frederickson 
on May 28 at 'Give Me 
Liberty', a forum for  
libertarians who want to  
practice public speaking.

May 28 is the anniversary of 
the battle of Jumonville Glen - 
the first battle of the French & Indian War. It's also the 
birthday of Ian Fleming, creator of James Bond, a.k.a. agent 
007.

Fleming borrowed the '007' from Queen Elizabeth's advisor 
John Dee, who used it in his letters to the Queen to indicate 
that the message was 'for your eyes only', which of course was 
the title of one of the James Bond spy novels.

John Dee was a 
scientist and a 
Renaissance man, but 
like Newton and others 
he had some ideas that 
we might consider odd. 
He devoted much of his 
life to attempting to 
commune with angels 
in order to learn the 

universal language of creation and bring about the pre-
apocalyptic unity of mankind. 

Dee was an early advocate of British expansion. He lived 
during the late 1500s and it was allegedly his advice that 
allowed the British navy to defeat the Spanish armada in 1588. 
This was before the British Empire existed, when England's 
power was just beginning to rise.

Fleming lived and wrote while the British Empire was in 
decline, and he referred to this decline in many of the novels. 
Journalist William Cook observed that "Bond pandered to 
Britain's inflated and increasingly insecure self-image, 
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flattering us with the fantasy that Britannia could still punch 
above her weight."

The French & Indian War took place midway between the 
lives of John Dee and Ian Fleming, when British power was at 
its peak. Britain won the war. But the British government then 
decided to station a standing army in America - and pay for it 
by taxing the American colonists. This would eventually result 
in revolution and American independence.

The advocates of this policy reasoned that the purpose of the 
war and the standing army was to protect the colonists, and 
that it was only appropriate for the colonists to pay for their 
own security.

And this is essentially the very 
justification for government 
itself. The alleged purpose of 
government is to provide 
security. But it is assumed that in 
order to do this, government must 
exercise a coercive monopoly on 
the provision of that security.

In a free market there are no 
monopolies. Competition in the 
free market results in lower 
prices and better goods and 

services. The result of monopoly is just the opposite - higher 
prices and inferior goods and services. This is a law of 
economics.

There are private companies that supply security guards on the 
market, and they compete with each other. But a coercive 
government has the power to do things a private company 
cannot - including the power to tax, which shields government 
from competition and allows it to maintain its effective 
monopoly.

Government officials will not settle for the power of security 
guards. They wish to be security gods. They expect us to 
believe they have godlike power, and that they will use this 
power to provide us with security.

They pretend that they not 
only can - but will - protect 
us from dictators, drugs, 
and disasters - from guns, 
gambling, and global 
warming - from poverty, 
pornography, prostitutes - 
you name it. They would 
like us to believe there is 
nothing on earth they 
cannot save us from - 
including ourselves. 

More fundamentally, we're to believe that they can maintain a 
monopoly on security (while protecting us from private 
monopolies, of course) and yet provide us with security as 
good and as cheap as the free market, thus defying the laws of 
economics. But to believe this would require nothing less than 
blind faith.

The idea that people can consent to forfeit their liberty is a 
contradiction. Government cannot defend your freedom by 
depriving you of the freedom to choose the means of your own 
defense. And government cannot secure your rights by 
destroying them.

Only when we 
abandon blind faith in 
government can the 
fire of liberty 
enlighten the world. 
Only when we 
renounce belief in the 
godlike power of 
government can the 
power of liberty take 
effect. Only when we question authority - only then will the 
answer be within our grasp.

And the answer is liberty.

Fort Bend County Libertarian Party and Chairman 
Mentioned in Houston Chronicle

A May 7  th   Chronicle article   reporting on a citizens 
petition to the city of Sugar Land against red light camera  
abuse mentioned Michael Lee and the Libertarian Party. 
Click the link to read more.

Upcoming Meetings

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

5321 E Mockingbird Ln, Dallas, TX

• Dallas Liberty Forum featuring Reason Editor   
Jacob Sullum
◦ June 18th, 7:00 PM
◦ Texas Land & Cattle Steak House   

812 South Central Expressway, Dallas, TX 
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http://www.chron.com/default/article/Residents-petition-Sugar-Land-calling-for-vote-on-4496061.php
http://maps.google.com/maps?q=812+South+Central+Expressway%2C+Dallas%2C+TX
http://www.meetup.com/Dallas-Libertarians/events/120101012/
http://www.meetup.com/Dallas-Libertarians/events/120101012/
http://www.meetup.com/Dallas-Libertarians/events/84743932/
http://www.meetup.com/Dallas-Libertarians/events/84743932/


Libertarian Party of Dallas County, Texas June 2013

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

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.

http://www.meetup.com/Dallas-Libertarians/
http://www.meetup.com/Dallas-Libertarians/
mailto:dallaslibertarian@gmail.com
http://www.lp.org/
http://lpdallas.org/
mailto:dallaslibertarian@gmail.com
mailto:david.mason@verizonwireless.com
mailto:marcus.huffer@gmail.com
mailto:dallaslibertarian@gmail.com
mailto:m_beerwinkle@yahoo.com
mailto:treasurer@lpdallas.org
mailto:secretary@lpdallas.org
mailto:vicechair@lpdallas.org
mailto:chair@lpdallas.org
http://mol.redbarn.org/objectivism/writing/InBrief/
http://praxeology.net/molinari.htm
http://www.cato.org/
http://www.freetalklive.com/
http://www.lp.org/
http://lptexas.org/
http://lpdallas.org/

	The Spirit of '76 vs. the Specter of Socialism
	Anarchism? Maybe, Someday.
	Probably the Most Pro-Government Article I Will Ever Write, or “How I Define My Minarchism”
	Starving Time
	Good reason why there's never been a Libertarian Country
	Security Gods
	Upcoming Meetings

