
War: Who Is It Good For?

The following speech was
made by Kevin L Frederickson
at the November LPDC
General Meeting.

Suppose you want to kill
somebody. You don't care who
it is; maybe you just want to
know what it feels like. It's not
difficult; you can just run over a random person with a car or 
something. If you want to be famous, you can just take a gun 
to a crowded area and open fire. Of course, there is a 
downside. Someone might shoot back. You might get killed 
yourself. If not you will probably go to prison.

But there's a better way. If you play your cards right, you can 
kill thousands of people, possibly millions. And not only will 
you get away with it, you will be considered a hero, even 
deified. All you have to do is become a politician, get elected 
to office - and start a war.

Today, November 11, is 
Veterans Day, formerly 
Armistice Day, the 
anniversary of the 
armistice that ended 
World War I. That war 
was also known as "The 
war to end all wars" - 
probably not the most 
accurate of historical 
predictions. This 
mentality reflects a failure
to understand the cause of
war, or more accurately 
the purpose of war, and 
the nature of the state.
 

The power of every state rests ultimately on force. In his book 
The State, Franz Oppenheimer even contends that every state 
originated by war and conquest. For example, imagine two 
primitive villages next to each other. One village periodically 
raids the other, steals their stuff, takes their women and so on. 

In 2014, Latino voters continued their trend marching 
over to the Libertarian Party in Texas. According to 
election night results, the Texas LP candidate for 
Governor this year increased her percentage of the vote 
over 2010 in 22 key counties in South and Southwest 
Texas. (Yellow regions denote the improved counties.)

Not only did the LP candidate increase her percentages in 
those counties, but in 16 of those 22, she exceeded her 
statewide percentage.

But raiding can get really messy. So, eventually, they realize it 
would be easier to sort of formalize this "relationship", and 
create a more permanent arrangement. The dominant village 
decides to stop raiding the other village and to collect tribute 
from them instead - to tax them - or even enslave them. Thus 
was born the state.

Oppenheimer also explains that there are two ways to obtain 
something. One way is to pay for it. Oppenheimer refers to 
this as the economic means, and that's the way most of us go 
about getting the things we want and need from day to day. 
The other way to obtain something is to just take it - by force. 
This is referred to as the political means, and this is how the 
state operates. Prussian military theorist Carl von Clausewitz 
wrote that war is the "continuation of politics by other means".
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Taking into account Oppenheimer's views, it can just as easily 
be said that politics is the continuation of war by other means.

The fact that the state is
founded on force and
aggression is the reason
we obey its unjust and
arbitrary laws. It's the
reason we pay taxes, and
so on. If we suddenly
stopped obeying, we know
that the state would wage
war against us. Every act
of the state is ultimately
an act of aggression, and
every law carries with it
this threat of war. That
threat is ever-present; it's
always there.

Of course, there are
consequences to all of this. The state has nothing of its own. It 
only acquires power by robbing us. Political leaders don't pay 
for wars; they themselves do not fight wars. The people fight 
wars. We, the people, pay for wars, and we do the fighting in 
our own name. It is statism that makes this possible.

War in turn empowers the state. As Randolph Bourne 
observed, war is the health of the state. Most obviously war 
serves as a distraction. This is acknowledged in Shakespeare's 

Henry V. The king is on his 
deathbed; his son is about to 
inherit the throne. The king 
advises his son to "busy 
giddy minds with foreign 
quarrels". Sounds a little like 
today's mainstream news.

War has other consequences 
that are even more 
detrimental to liberty. The 
relationship between the 
rulers and the people they 
rule is the same as that 
between master and slave. 
The rulers are the natural 
enemies of the people. The 
people have a natural 
hostility toward their 

political leaders. War diverts that hostility away from our 
rulers, toward other rulers, rulers of other nations - and the 
people they rule.

This changes everything. Our rulers are no longer regarded as 
our enemies, they are now regarded as nothing less than our 
protectors - our saviors. War fosters a collectivist mentality; 

the interests of the rulers are considered identical to the 
interests of the people. This makes it much easier for them to 
expand their own power and restrict our liberty. So for 
example during World War I, when Wilson was "making the 
world safe for democracy", the sedition act effectively 
abolished freedom of the speech and the press. Any criticism 
of the government or the war became a criminal act, 
punishable by up to 20 years in prison.

Another predictable result
of war is state socialism.
For example, during the
first world war, the
government nationalized the
railroad, telephone, and
telegraph industries. Of
course, later, during the
Great Depression and
WW2, there was even more
intervention. As Robert
Higgs explains in Crisis
and Leviathan, the power of
government always grows
during times of crisis, most
often during war. What's
worse, much of this
additional wartime power is retained. Government power 
never returns to its pre-war level, even long after the war has 
ended.

President John Quincy Adams once remarked that America 
does not "go abroad in search of monsters to destroy". Our 
government today has made a mockery of those words. 
German philosopher Friedrich Nietzsche also had something 
to say about monsters: when fighting monsters, be careful that 
you yourself do not become the monster.

Today it seems that our government is becoming more and 
more like those governments that most people consider 
tyrannical and oppressive. Our rulers are determined to 
continue Wilson's mission to make the world safe for 
hypocrisy (oops... of course, I mean democracy). Yet, however
true it may appear that our government is becoming the 
monster, at heart it is essentially the same as it's always been. 
Fundamentally, nothing has changed. That's because the 
monster isn't any particular form of the state.

The monster is, and has always been, statism itself.
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Some Useful Books for Libertarians

The Cato Journal has pointed out
that libertarians can benefit from
the work of authors who aren’t
strictly libertarian. I’d like to
mention books by some of these
authors. Most of these are
academic books, sometimes kind
of technical, but useful.

James C. Scott has made a career
of analyzing and criticizing the
state (see the linked article). In 
Seeing Like a State, he addresses the history of the rise of the 
state, and how it tries to rationalize and standardize the world 
so the state can control everything better. For example, the 
state invented last names in order to track and tax us better. In 
The Art of Not Being Governed and Two Cheers for 
Anarchism (his most recent), drawing on his political 
anthropology studies of Southeast Asia, he shows (with 
considerable delight) how ordinary people throughout history 
have resisted the state, often effectively, in their everyday 
lives. In this, he reminds me of Harry Browne who wrote How
I Found Freedom in an Unfree World.

Another fairly widely 
publicized book, Nudge, by 
Cass Sunstein and Richard 
Thaler, is interesting and 
encouraging because it shows 
libertarian influence on 
liberals. (Sunstein has been an 
official in the Obama 
administration.) They call their
work a theory of libertarian 
paternalism. Predictably, 
Sunstein and Thaler don’t think
people know what’s good for 
them, and they want 
government to straighten out 
the people. However, they 

want to do this with as little coercion as possible. For example,
they would use opt-out provisions. People probably won’t 
save for their own retirement, so government can take forced 
savings from them and put it into a retirement account – unless
the people take the trouble to choose to opt out. Therefore, we 
can avoid it if we want to and be free. I don’t find this solution
(or paternalism in general) appealing, but it’s encouraging that
Sunstein and Thaler acknowledge the libertarian argument 
against coercion and that they’re trying to find more nearly 
libertarian solutions to their concerns. This is progress, and we
shouldn’t dismiss it because it doesn’t do everything all at 

once. (Yes, I’m usually a gradualist.)

Three other books are more academic and technical, and are 
less known. A Measure of Freedom by Ian Carter argues that 
freedom has been shortchanged because many people look at 
it as a collection of separate, very limited “basic freedoms” – 
freedom to vote, freedom of religion, etc. Carter argues 
theoretically for a recognition of the importance of an open-
ended “overall freedom”, which is simply the general right of 
individuals to live their own lives in their own way.

The Police Power by Markus
Dirk Dubber comes to us
from the Twilight Zone,
reminiscent of the bizarreness
of civil asset forfeiture. First
of all, Dubber points out that
his book, written about ten
years ago, is the first major
work on “the police power” in
a hundred years. It’s not law,
and most people have never
heard of it, but it profoundly
affects the law and our lives.
In America, we have a well-
known tradition of limited
government. The “police power” (which is not about the 
police) is a shadowy competing tradition, drawn on by courts 
and other government officials, of almost unlimited 
government. It is the right (apparently seen as a natural right) 
of government to do almost anything to promote the public 
health, safety, welfare, and morals. It is outside the law, 
unbound by the law, and unconcerned about justice for 
individuals. When the police power conflicts with law, it’s 
unclear which will win. It depends on the circumstances and 
the judges. It’s often used in crises, even though it might not 
be mentioned. I think the internment of Japanese Americans 
during World War II, upheld by the Supreme Court, was an 
example of this. Could there be a greater threat to freedom?

Finally, Randy Barnett is a more explicitly libertarian legal 
scholar. His book, Restoring the Lost Constitution, offers a 
technical, legal way to expand liberty. He argues that the Ninth
Amendment of the U.S. Constitution (“The enumeration in the
Constitution, of certain rights, shall not be construed to deny 
or disparage others retained by the people”) should be 
interpreted as a “presumption of liberty”, which assumes that 
the burden of proof is on government to justify any limit to 
liberty which isn’t explicitly justified by the U.S. Constitution.

There are a lot of people out there working on our issues. 
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Thanks, LP Candidates!

The Libertarian Party of Dallas County would like to 
extend our thanks to all of our LP candidates who ran at 
various levels of government (local, state, and national) 
in 2014. We continue to incrementally improve our 
performance at the ballot box every election cycle. Take a
rest, and we will see you soon in 2015!

Money Speech, Epilogue

"*Sigh* This country is really all
just about money. You have to 
pay for everything. Nobody cares
about you, really."

I heard it again today. This time, 
from a co-worker. I hear this far 
too often. I really hate hearing it. 
Not just for the fact that it isn't 
true -- this country is actually 
very, very socialist, nanny-
Statist, fascist, corporatist, and 

altruist in practice, if not in principle -- but because it reveals a
gross misunderstanding of how humanity organizes itself.

Someone who says the above would seem to be yearning for 
more government-enforced socialism, and that's a sad fact 
since we have so much of it already. If anything, their 
discontent should be an indicator of the need for change to a 
more voluntary society, not one in which further bureaucracy 
and controls are implemented, thus causing the wealth of the 
nation's citizens to be further degraded.

What is socialism, really? I won't argue over the semantics of 
the textbook definitions, or what political realities that exist 
today may suggest that those definitions need to be altered in 
some way. What I want to speak about is what people who 
yearn for socialism really think that socialism should be, in 
their minds, when they think of it. Essentially, they envision a 
world where everything takes place just as it would today: 
farmers grow food, doctors diagnose and perform medical 
procedures, engineers design and debug new devices and 
machines, scientists discover new facts about the universe, 
trash men pick up the garbage (and recycling) on a regular 
schedule, and so on, ad nauseam. However, in the socialist 
view of the universe, they envision no money. Instead, favors 
are traded, just like they were before humanity came up with 
the idea of currency. Mary grew a basket of oranges for me 
today, so I owe her. Tomorrow, I'll remember that and give 
Mary a nice drawing I have been working on. That seems like 

a happy, mutually-voluntary exchange, doesn't it? And all I 
had to do was remember that I owed Mary a favor.

Well, what happens when the magnitude of the favor given to 
me is mismatched with the magnitude of the favor I'm offering
in return, a situation which often occurs in real life? Simple, 
one person will just have to trade a lot more of whatever they 
are offering to compensate for the imbalance in the barter. 
Suppose I am offering Mary a new pair of shoes. We may 
agree that one pair of shoes equals ten baskets of oranges. 
Good trade! Mary will have to work a while to earn her pair of
shoes, but it will be worth it for her. The barter system still 
works. It is, however, getting more difficult for me to 
remember who owes me a favor, and also to whom I owe 
favors.

Say! Wait a minute! Couldn't we -- dare I say -- keep track of 
those favors, perhaps on a piece of paper, or a book? Let's call 
it a "ledger". Okay, I'll just note down that Mary has given me 
three baskets of oranges so far. So she owes me that "many" 
favors in return. Great. Wait a minute, though. Exactly how 
much, favor-wise, does Mary owe me? Three oranges buckets 
worth, I know, but isn't there way to make that more precise? 
There is a way, of course. It's called currency.

The advent of currency thousands of years ago made the 
human race much, much more efficient at trading. You didn't 
have to trade directly with anyone anymore, you just had to 
hold your currency with you after a trade as a "placeholder" to
represent a favor that you had done for someone. That 
placeholder could then be traded in the future for other goods 
or services. But here is the catch: in order to have currency 
and to use it to represent our "favors", we must now represent 
each favor as a number. We must also keep numerical track of 
all of our favors. (Actually, we don't have to do that -- the 
money does that work for us, automatically -- but we are able 
to if we're so inclined.) Does this represent any kind of new 
problem?

You will find in having discussions (even casual discussions) 
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with socialists or with people who are either deliberately or 
unintentionally espousing socialist desires or ideas that they 
implicitly object to ascribing a numerical figure to favors. Or, 
alternatively, they object to keeping track of those numbers 
over the course of time. Or, more directly, they will claim that 
it is fine to have and keep track of those numbers -- except in 
situations which are "dire emergencies", or just "emergencies",
or which represent "social injustice", or which they don't 
"feel" are right, according to some arbitrary, subjective ethics. 
But how could anything be wrong with our gradual 
improvements in our ability to trade? Thus far, they've served 
us well. We've kept track of the favors now for a long time; we
have the ledger to prove it, and we can show all of the 
transactions since the beginning. That's all we've done. What 
is amiss about that?

I thought we were just using those numbers to aide our lives, 
to keep track of favors, the favors which represent all of the 
voluntary social exchange and aid which the socialists want to 
achieve so badly. Money itself does nothing but help make 
those social exchanges more efficient. In that sense, it is 
absolutely indispensible to the modern world. To say 
otherwise is to either misunderstand what money is, or is utter 
lunacy. And yet, many, for some reason (call it cultural, or due
to some sort of feeling deep down inside), see money itself as 
a kind of evil. To those people, acquiring money is an act of 
shame, but in reality, the pursuit of money is no different, 
objectively, than the effort to try and "stock up" on 
placeholders by doing favors for others. There is nothing 
wrong with that, in just about any political system you care to 
dream up. To socialists especially, though, this somehow 
seems wrong. It is as if the act of quantifying favors and 
weighing them relative to one another is offensive to them by 
its very nature. If it weren't, how could a socialist call 
someone else "greedy" in response to their suggestion that 
people should actually have to pay for everything they are 
given in life?

Many scholars over the last few centuries understood how 

money gives rise to
efficient trading. In fact,
Adam Smith identified
pure capitalism as the
most efficient means for
nations (and, by
extension, individuals)
to acquire favors
relative to other nations.
Capitalism, in this
sense, embraces money
in all aspects of life, and
never presumes
anything, even the
smallest of things, is
free. To affirm that
something is free
presumes that all of the
hard work which we've done thus far in numerically keeping 
track of our favors is pointless and void. It seeks to ignore past
favors for the expediency of getting present favors, or future 
favors.

Now, there is nothing wrong with taking out a loan; somebody
has to do a favor "first" and therefore be owed a favor by the 
recipient. But to say that it's no longer important to keep track 
of these favors -- that is, that money need not be involved in 
the transaction -- is folly. If someone continues to "borrow" 
from me and does not have a plan to return the favor at any 
point in time, why do I need to keep offering him favors? 
What is my moral basis for the continuance? It certainly isn't 
in my best interest to keep doing him favors, unless 
altruistically (and voluntarily) helping that person indefinitely 
gives me more pleasure than I believe that all of the lost favors
are worth to me. But even in such a case, the choice to help is 
my own, not to be made by a third party. Voluntaryism and 
capitalism go hand in hand, always.

One final note. It is a shame that capitalism itself so often gets 
the blame for the failures and injustices of crony capitalism 
and corporatism. You know what I mean: under the table 
deals, government collusions with big business that exclude 
competition, "printing" or borrowing more money, 
manipulating markets and rates on the largest scales, 
devaluing dollars and detaching them from any sort of 
objective standard, etc., etc. Basically, lying, cheating, and 
stealing at the highest levels. That isn't what Adam Smith or 
Ayn Rand or Murray Rothbard or John Locke or any other 
capitalist thinkers had in mind when they wrote their treatises 
on capitalism. No, all of these atrocities are due to people and 
organizations using government power in order to corrupt 
capitalism. Make sure that point is always made absolutely 
clear whenever you speak to someone who says that "money is
the root of all evil".
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Ferguson, racism, race-baiting and 
'police-ism'

With all due respect 
Ferguson, Missouri, it's not
just a racism problem, it's a 
police-ism problem.

If you're a hammer, as the
old saying goes, everything
looks like a nail that must be
hammered down – even
when it isn't a nail. To black
people subjected to police
harassment and brutality
everything looks like racism
that must be hammered
down – even when it isn't racism.

All libertarians, including black libertarians, understand this. 
Real racism is about people disabusing people because of their
race. But when it comes to police abuse racism is just part of 
an even greater problem: police-ism. All across America cops 
harass and brutalize black and white, male and female, young 
and old, criminals and innocents alike.

It's been documented online for years at places like CopBlock,
CopWatch, Photography Is Not a Crime, and similar sites.

If cops are hated more now than ever before it's their own 
fault. Today cops are little more than taxpayer-funded street 
gangs. Cops in town after town have become thugs themselves
because they know they can get away with it. They're blindly 
defended with knee-jerk alibis and phony "investigations" by 
their institutional enablers. They know their partners, their 
precinct captains, their chiefs, police commissioners, police 

unions, city councils, mayors, most citizens and even the local 
media will cover up their abuses.

To make it worse professional race-baiters who base their 
reputations and careers on turning everything into a race issue 
whether it is or not either ignorantly or purposely help cover 
up the fact that America has become a police state that abuses 
everyone.

The political classes want control. The more laws they write 
against peaceful activities the more their power grows and the 
more cops they need to enforce their laws. The more cops the 
police academies need to push through the lower their 
standards become. Lower IQs for cops has been the norm 
since at least 2000.

Yes some cops are racist. But ever more cops are mean, brutal,
arrogant, and narcissistic psychopaths.

The continuing demonstrations against racism are far more 
likely to create rather than stop racism in the minds of many 
people. If everyone protested every instance of police 
harassment, abuse, corruption, bigotry, bullying and brutality 
whether it's white cop on black youth or black cop on white 
youth or any corrupt cop on anyone, and hold all public 
official's feet to the fire – not only the cop coddlers but the 
race baiters as well – there might be a chance to change things 
permanently.

Until then, pounding everything that looks like a nail only 
benefits the hammer, and pounding everything that looks like 
racism only benefits the race-baiters.

Editor's Note: Re-published from the Dallas Libertarian Examiner with 
permission from the author.
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Libertarian Reason.tv LISTENS to Ferguson residents

http://www.examiner.com/libertarian-in-dallas
http://abcnews.go.com/US/court-oks-barring-high-iqs-cops/story?id=95836#.UBG9cPVdD7c
http://reason.com/blog/2014/11/25/post-ferguson-police-reforms-require-loo
http://www.copblock.org/
http://blacklibertarians.blogspot.com/search?q=ferguson
http://www.examiner.com/topic/libertarians
http://www.examiner.com/topic/police
http://www.examiner.com/topic/racism
http://www.examiner.com/topic/ferguson
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=4zbDey8JdFo
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LPDC Membership Program!

Want to help out the LPDC and at the same time get some
cool libertarian swag? Check out our contributor 
membership program!

Upcoming Meetings

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

5321 E Mockingbird Ln, Dallas, TX

• Li  bertarian Party of Dallas Coun  ty General 
Meeting
◦ January 13th, 7:00 PM – 9:00 PM

2nd Tuesday of Every Month
◦ Sambuca - Uptown

2120 McKinny Ave., 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
◦ 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
◦ Students for Liberty

studentsforliberty.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

Happy Holidays!
from your swell chums at the

Libertarian Party
of Dallas County
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LPDC Officer List
Chair – Paul Petersen (chair@lpdallas.org)
Vice-Chair – Curry B. Taylor (vicechair@lpdallas.org)
Secretary – Eugene Flynn (secretary@lpdallas.org)
Treasurer – Curry B. Taylor (treasurer@lpdallas.org)

LPDC At-Large Directors
Jim Birchfield (listjims@yahoo.com)
Marshall Beerwinkle (m_beerwinkle@yahoo.com)
Kevin Frederickson (dallaslibertarian@gmail.com)
Ed Maddox (ed@lpdallas.org)
Dianne Mueller (dianne@lpdallas.org)
Yvette Shaw (redettevy@yahoo.com)

Working Committee Leaders
Marketing – Dianne Mueller (dianne@lpdallas.org)
Outreach – Dianne Mueller (dianne@lpdallas.org)
Fundraising –  <currently vacant>

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.lp.org/
http://lpdallas.org/
mailto:dianne@lpdallas.org
mailto:dianne@lpdallas.org
mailto:redettevy@yahoo.com
mailto:dianne@lpdallas.org
mailto:ed@lpdallas.org
mailto:dallaslibertarian@gmail.com
mailto:m_beerwinkle@yahoo.com
mailto:listjims@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://studentsforliberty.org/
http://www.lp.org/
http://lptexas.org/
http://lpdallas.org/
http://www.meetup.com/Dallas-Libertarians/
http://www.meetup.com/Dallas-Libertarians/
http://maps.google.com/maps?f=q&hl=en&q=2120+McKinney+Ave,+Dallas,+TX,+75201,+us
http://www.meetup.com/Dallas-Libertarians/events/219202367/
http://www.meetup.com/Dallas-Libertarians/events/219202367/
http://www.meetup.com/Dallas-Libertarians/events/219202367/
http://www.meetup.com/Dallas-Libertarians/events/219202367/
http://maps.google.com/maps?f=q&hl=en&q=5321+E+Mockingbird+Ln,+Dallas,+TX,+75206,+us
http://www.meetup.com/Dallas-Libertarians/events/219144721/
http://lpdallas.org/lpdc-memberships/
http://lpdallas.org/lpdc-memberships/
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Have a Happy New Year,
too!
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Hey you!

Are you done reading this newsletter? Get one of your friends or
family members to read it!
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