
High Fructose Corn Syrup: The 
Government Hypocrisy

Let me begin by expressing that
I am deeply concerned about 
health, something I am 
especially wary of after having 
struggled to lose eighty-four 
pounds over the past five years. 
I know first-hand what it is like 
to resist temptations and make 
hard decisions to avoid certain 
types of food. There are a lot of 
“bad” options out there, and it 
takes willpower to live a 
healthy lifestyle.

Further, I understand the desire to help others avoid 
temptation. That being said, there is a strong movement for 
government to use laws to “force” people to live healthier. 
These efforts go too far. The fact is that if someone wants to be
healthy, they will make good decisions on their own. If they do
not desire such a lifestyle, it is not the place of the government
to infringe on our civil rights to make it so. 

Within the past few years, there have been several regressive 
steps made by government to impose “healthy” options on 
Americans. The most notable is the ban on soda over sixteen 
ounces in New York in 2013, a measure pushed by Michael 
Bloomberg. There was an attempt to repeal the law in 2014, 
but unfortunately, it is still on the books in New York. 

Another well-known
attack on
“unhealthy” food is
the incessant
vilification of High
Fructose Corn Syrup
(HFCS) by the State,
and as they would
have you believe,
also by anyone who
values human life. This sugar substitute is used in everything 
from bread, to canned fruit, to candy, to soda. High Fructose 
Corn Syrup is the new “big oil” or “big tobacco” that is killing

millions of Americans while they get rich. Some might say, 
“The government is correct, HFCS is bad for you, so the State 
has the right to limit use of the additive.” 

Here comes the hypocrisy: the government has the audacity to 
demonize the industry despite the fact that they are the reason 
for such rapid growth and use of the sweetener. How is this 
true? The US government pays farmers to grow corn. These 
government subsidies cause a surplus of supply, and hence, 
someone found a way to use that surplus to create a low cost 
sweetener. Corporations trying to cut costs then use this lower 
cost ingredient to attain higher margin and output. Does that 
make them evil? No, they are in business to make money so 
they will watch their bottom line and use HFCS over natural 
sugar.

Would those
corporations use real
sugar, all other things
being equal? Yes, if the
price was not inflated
due to government
subsidies and undue
interference in the food
production industry. The
unfortunate truth is that
many Americans do not
ever make the
connection between
government corn subsidies and the HFCS industry, so in the 
end, many side with the growing nanny state to “help 
Americans win the war for health”. 

Below are some links to articles with information about topics 
discussed in this essay and statistics relating to subsidies for 
those interested in digging further.

http://www.globalhealingcenter.com/natural-health/high-
fructose-corn-syrup-dangers/

http://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2013-03-13/that-
sickening-sugar-subsidy

http://farm.ewg.org/progdetail.php?
fips=00000&progcode=corn 
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Canon from a Loose Libertarian: An 
Interview

I caught up with Garry Reed
over the weekend at an
exclusive, super-early movie
script review and audition for
The Moon is a Harsh Mistress in
Los Angeles, California. Bryan
Singer was in attendance, and as
expected, he suggested that
casting would be extremely
competitive. However, when he
heard that Reed was among
those present in the talent pool,
Singer declared that the most
important role was filled. Garry is going to play the moon.

Okay, okay, none of that happened. But Garry Reed does have 
a smashing new book out, and I picked his prolific brain about
it in this interview.

What motivated you to 
compile this second book, 
"Selected Salvos 2: From 
the Loose Cannon 
Libertarian"? Is it 
connected to the first 
book, "Selected Salvos: 
From the Loose Cannon 
Libertarian" in any way, 
or is it an independent 
work?

The two books are 
connected and independent. 
Each book and every article

in them can be read independently. My motivation for 
compiling the books was personal. I'd written over 150 articles
from 2001 to 2007 for two different sites and I decided I 
wanted to preserve them before my hard drive or my old 
website finally crashed and burned permanently. I wrote these 
articles in a style I developed called "Fun&Freedom" in which
freedom was the message but the delivery system would be 
fun to read. I labored over them and only produced two 
articles per month. It costs virtually nothing to self-publish 
books these days so I'm publishing them for my own 
bookshelf. While I don't expect to make much money, I also 
offer them to the public for anyone who is interested.

You have a talent for using humor to quickly illustrate a 
libertarian point of view on an issue, or situation. Do you 
think that this can be a general tool to help libertarians 

communicate with others about our ideas? 

Humor is only one of many ways to communicate our ideas. 
Whether it's effective all depends on your audience. One 
libertarian wanted off my contact list because he was opposed 
to attacking Statists with satire, ridicule, or mockery. He was 
an extremely serious guy.

Sex sells. Are your
"Playboynomics"-
themed chapters in the
book a thinly-veiled
attempt at appealing to
the hedonist in all of us,
or is there a much
larger and deeper
hidden agenda?

I'm compiling articles 20
per book and I realized I had these two Playboy-themed 
articles written close to the same time so I decided to make 
"Playboynomics" the theme for this edition which also covers 
several of the other economically-themed articles. Besides, sex
sells.

The editor has often 
wondered about how 
science funding 
(especially basic, 
fundamental 
research) would look 
in a libertarian 
universe. Do you have
any thoughts or ideas 
on this?

Like everything else 
science would be 
funded by those who 
most benefit from it. 
Since new scientific 
discoveries get turned 
into practical products 
for sale companies, 
manufacturers, 

industries, trade associations would always fund research and 
development since true competition would demand it. So 
would universities that could sell their discoveries to the 
market and help support themselves and their research into 
"pure science" that doesn't have any immediate practical 
application. When I say "those who benefit" from science I 
mean economically, commercially, intellectually, 
psychologically, philosophically, emotionally, etc.

Your essays cover a wide variety of subjects and issues 
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from a libertarian perspective, including the draft, 
government spying, the war on drugs, pop culture, and of 
course, economics. Do you have any favorite chapters? 

My favorites in this book are the two Playboy chapters just 
because they're more edgy and maybe more controversial than
the others. Actually, though, my real favorites are the scores of
satires I've written, but I'm setting those aside for later. I figure
I can publish all of my old "Fun&Freedom" articles in 10 little
books, then I'll collect my satires into maybe 4 "Satirical 
Salvos" editions.

In your last chapter, "The Playboy School of Economics" 
you jokingly state that libertarians should perhaps read 
about economics from a magazine of nudies rather than a 
scholarly source. People these days are also getting their 
news and information from comedians rather than more 
traditional sources. Is this a disturbing trend overall, or is 
there a silver lining?

The real disturbing
trend has been the loss
of trust in the major
media. Both the
political left and right
consider each other's
news sources biased
and end up believing
only the news and
history that their own
side feeds them. It's
even worse with
political news.
Everything that the
current administration says is suspect to the side that is out of 
power. Reed's Rule states that "anything that becomes 
politicized ceases to be about that thing and becomes all about 
the politics." Personally I trust only known, proven libertarian 
sources, but even then to have any chance at all of getting 
honest information I still look at a given subject from many 
different sources. I think comedians have more truth in them 
than all the serious pundits when their humor is based on 
stripping all of the BS away and laying reality bare. George 
Carlin was a master at that.

But without government, how will we study the physical 
dimensions of centerfold models in excruciating detail?

Wow, that's a tough one. Maybe libertarian philosophers who 
have deeply pondered "Without government, who will build 
the roads?" can come up with an answer for that one.

Will you be compiling more books in the future?

I loved when I was writing my "Fun&Freedom" articles and I 
intend to get them all into book form. I tried to continue that 

style when I self-syndicated a weekly opinion column for a 
while and then began writing for Examiner, but I couldn't 
sustain it in a climate that demands constant writing. Now I 
call myself the "Libertarian Opinionizer", but too much of 
what I do now are libertarian attack and defend articles with 
an occasional fun piece thrown in. Hence, I really enjoy 
reading through my old stuff and preparing the materials for 
publication.

Anything else to add? 

Thanks very much for the interview! Anyone who wants to 
buy or download one of my books can find them all at my 
Amazon Author's Page.

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!

Checkmate the State

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

We humans seem to have an
instinct for manipulating our
environment to suit our needs,
for bending nature to our will.
This instinct has served us well. It's so strong, the end result 
doesn't necessarily need to have any tangible, practical value. 
Some people like to create just for the sake of creating. We 
call it "art"... some of it, anyway.

Of course there are many different kinds of art. Sculpture, for 
example. And even within that category, there are countless 
materials that can be formed into shapes (or even shaped into 
forms). Some people use clay or wax for their medium. Some 
use wood, metal, papier mache, or even legos. And some 
people... use people.

What do you do if you have a really great plan that requires 
the cooperation of millions? You can try to persuade them to 
go along with your idea. But some people just won't listen. 
That's the problem with freedom: some people are stubborn. 
They just won't cooperate. But if you happen to be a 
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government, you can make them cooperate.

Today, March 10, is the birthday of Alexander III, emperor of 
Russia. A group of revolutionaries tried and failed to 
assassinate him. Several of them were executed. One was a 
man named Alexander Ulyanov. After the Bolshevik 
revolution, his brother, Vladimir Lenin, famously said, "Let us
now proceed to build the socialist order." Sounds like a great 
idea. What could possibly go wrong?

Also this week is the birthday of Bobby Fischer, who became 
world champion of chess when he defeated Boris Spassky of 
the Soviet Union. At that time, during the cold war, the Soviets
completely dominated the world of competitive chess. Their 
particular order was really good at producing great chess 
players. It didn't seem to be very good at much else. It's almost
as if someone decided to concentrate the resources of an entire
nation, the largest nation on earth... on the game of chess.

It's hard not to imagine some Soviet official saying "True, our 
economy may be in the tank. We may be on the brink of 
starvation, but we can beat you at chess." But that's just one 
example of what can happen when those in power treat the 
people that make up a society as clay to be molded, as raw 
material to be used to "build" some particular "order".

That word "order" itself sounds really great. In 1615 Antoine 
de Montchretien published a treatise on political economy 
entitled, Treatise on Political Economy. (They were very 
creative with their titles back then.) It was a plea to King 
Louis XIII to impose order on France's economy. According to
the author, order is the apotheosis of the state; it is the ultimate
aim of government to achieve order.

The idea of order is still very popular today. But whether or 
not there is to be order is completely beside the point. There 
are two fundamentally different kinds of order. The first is 
order that is imposed artificially by government, and the 
second is order that is natural and spontaneous. The free 
market is an example of spontaneous order; it arises 
spontaneously, naturally, rather than being created by 
government. In the words of Adam Ferguson (famous Scottish
economist), it is the "result of human action, but not of human 

design."

According to Friedrich Hayek (famous Austrian economist), 
"the argument for liberty is not an argument against 
organization, but an argument against all exclusive, privileged,
monopolistic organization." Order in itself has no value. It's 
neither good nor bad. So the real question is: What kind of 
order will there be? Will it be natural and spontaneous - or will
it be imposed and artificial?

Adam Smith (another famous Scottish economist) wrote about
"the man of system" who imagines that he can "arrange the 
different members of society with as much ease as the hand 
arranges the different pieces upon a chess board. He does not 
consider that, in the great chess board of human society, every 
single piece has a principle of motion of its own, altogether 
different from that which the legislature might choose to 
impress upon it."

To the man of system, the will of the individual is irrelevant; 
we are nothing more than pawns in his game. In order to 
impose his system upon society, the man of system must 
stamp out this individual will. But even if he acheives this, 
there is a more fundamental flaw in the idea of state-imposed 
order. In the words of Frederic Bastiat (famous French 
economist) social planners "always assume society as they 
conceive it will be led by infallible men completely immune to
the motive of self-interest".

Besides free markets in general, there are numerous other 
examples of spontaneous order. Life itself is one example. 
Another is money. Another is law. Medieval commercial law, 
known as the lex mercatoria, the law merchant, was 
administered by and for merchants, independently of 
government. Some people assume that for law to be effective, 
it must be backed by the coercive power of the state. This 
assumption is mistaken.
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As William Wooldridge 
explains in his book Uncle 
Sam, The Monopoly Man, 
merchant court decisions 
"were generally respected 
even by the losers; 
otherwise, people would 
never have used them in the 
first place." The merchant 
who refused to abide by the 
ruling "would not be sent to 
jail, but neither would he 
long be a merchant". He 
would be effectively 
ostracized by the merchant 
community. He would be an 
outcast; no one would do 

business with him anymore. 

As Bruce Benson remarks in The Enterprise of Law, the 
development of the law merchant effectively shatters the myth
that government must define and enforce the "rules of the 
game". And besides the law merchant, there are several other 
well-documented historical cases of law developing in 
countries where no state existed: for example, Ireland, Iceland,
and the common law of England.

The lesson here is obviously that
for a system of law to develop,
there is no need for the state. As
Murray Rothbard observes in 
For a New Liberty: The
Libertarian Manifesto, "It is
perfectly possible, in theory and
historically, to have efficient and
courteous police, competent and
learned judges, and a body of
systematic and socially accepted
law - and none of these things
being furnished by a coercive
government. Government is no
more necessary for providing
protection than anything else."

The men of system of course continue today to impose their 
systems on society, and to treat us as their pawns. Chess, as 
you know, is a game of war. But the real war is not a war 
between nations, races, or economic classes. The real war, and
the only one that matters, is the war between the people and 
the state. 

In chess, the object of the game is to checkmate your 
opponent. The word checkmate was originally an Arabic 
expression meaning "the king is dead", so in order to win the 
game you must "kill" the king (metaphorically speaking of 
course). If you capture a pawn, for example, it may feel like a 

victory; but no matter how many pieces you capture, if one of 
those pieces is not the king, you don't win. So any time you 
get a chance to capture one of your opponent's pieces you 
must ask yourself: will this help me win the game, or is it just 
a distraction?

In the fight for liberty, we are faced with exactly the same 
question. Some people like to discuss particular issues such as 
gun control or marijuana legalization, and there's nothing 
wrong with that. Nevertheless, we must not allow ourselves to 
lose focus, to be distracted from our ultimate aim. And if we 
stand on principle, that ultimate aim can only be to put an end 
to statism and coercive government because it is precisely the 
state that allows the men of system to impose their systems on 
society. 

As long as we content ourselves with playing for pawns, our 
liberty will remain in check. Only when we deny the social 
planners the means of imposing their plans on us; only when 
we deprive the social engineers of the power to engineer 
society; only when we checkmate the state - only then will we 
cease to be pawns of the men of system.

As for the question, “Is order to be natural or imposed?”, the 
men of system would of course like us to believe that this 
question has already been resolved in favor of imposed order; 
and that the only question before us now is what kind of order,
what kind of system is to be imposed on us. We get to choose 
the form of our own enslavement. How wonderful is that?

And they call this democracy. They call this freedom. But 
those of us who know the real meaning, and the value, of 
freedom - we will not be so easily deceived. We recognize that
it's useless to fight the system, if that system is only to be 
replaced with another system of imposed order. Frederic 
Bastiat held a similar view, and he expressed it in these words:
"Now that the legislators and do-gooders have inflicted so 
many systems upon society, may they finally end where they 
should have begun: may they reject all systems, and try 
liberty."
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The Most Serious Threat to Liberty: Net
Neutrality

The following article is an abridged version of a two part 
series posted on the Libertarian Party of Dallas County 
website.

“Government's view of the economy: If it moves, tax it. If 
it keeps moving, regulate it. And if it stops moving, 
subsidize it.” -- Ronald Reagan

The internet has now entered Stage 2.

On February 26, the Federal Communications Commission 
(FCC) voted 3-2 along partisan lines to regulate the internet as
a public utility under the same powers as telephony in the 
1930s. FCC Chairman and former lobbyist for the cable 
industry, Tom Wheeler, commented that the internet is “too 
important to allow broadband providers to make the rules.” So
five people, or six if you count the President’s bully pulpit, 
decided to enforce government control of the last bastion of 
true freedom.

What does this mean?

The principle of “net neutrality” is that governments and 
Internet Service Providers (ISPs) must treat all data on the 
internet equally. Differentiation on speed, tiered pricing, or 
ANY variations ranging from content and data size to platform
or application is prohibited. The FCC decision also provides 
broad powers for the agency: review of interconnection 
agreements, regulation of consumer internet services, and 
allowance of Federal, state and local taxes. The most onerous 
aspect is the general conduct provision which grants the FCC 
wide authority over anything that it deems “unreasonable” 
based on seven standards: competition, innovation, free 
expression, infrastructure investments, requirements specific 

to applications, compliance with industry standards, and 
transparency to the end-user. The FCC claims that it will 
regulate with a light touch, exercising forbearance, in which 
all powers available will not be enforced.

“Assurances like these don't tend to last very long. Expect 
regulation to ratchet up as time goes on.” - Ajit Pai, FCC 
Commissioner, 2012-present [Dissenting vote]

Why did this happen?

The FCC decision is a culmination of shrewd branding, an 
aggressive campaign by progressive groups, and court battles. 
However, its origin is more basic.

Follow the money…

Net Neutrality stems from market disagreements between 
public corporations with disparate interests: content vs. 
hardware providers. Content providers include Apple, 
Amazon, Google, Facebook, Netflix, etc. The hardware 
providers comprise telecommunication companies (telecoms): 
Internet Service Providers (ISP) like Comcast, AT&T, Time 
Warner Cable, Verizon and their hardware suppliers such as 
IBM, Cisco Systems, etc. In a truly free market, these 
disagreements are handled privately.

But technology has
moved so rapidly that
demand for band-width
has outstripped capacity.
As with any supply vs.
demand situation, tiered
pricing called “fast lanes”
was proposed by the
telecoms. However
Google, Netflix, and other
content providers
disagreed and sought support from the FCC to retain their 
current business models. Led by Google and Netflix, they 
pushed “equal treatment” for all content providers regardless 
of capacity or the costs. And progressives went along for the 
ride. Soros’ Open Society Foundation and Ford Foundation 
spent $196M funding groups that support Net Neutrality.

How did we get here?

Prior to the FCC decision, broadband was classified as an 
information service under Title I of the Communications Act 
of 1934. This continued after deregulation of the cable 
industry with the Telecommunications Act of 1996, a response
to the technological advances of the prior decades. With 
approval of cross-media ownership, the telecom industry 
exploded, growing from 394M users in 2000 to 1.9B users in 
2009. By 2014, the number of users exceeded 3 billion, 44% 
of the world population.
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During this huge growth period, the term “Net Neutrality” was
introduced in 2003 by Columbia law professor, Tom Wu. This 
is an extension of the common carrier concept or Title II 
which classifies a carrier as a regulated utility. As competitive 
forces advanced, the FCC was contacted to mediate private 
disputes. Over the years, the battle has been waged in the 
courts: content providers, progressives groups, and the FCC 
vs. the ISPs.  The tipping point occurred after the 2014 
elections when President Obama called for Title II authority 
for the internet. In February 2015, the FCC reclassified 
broadband from an information service (Title I) to a 
telecommunications service (Title II). The FCC refused to 
make the rules public until after the vote. The rules were 
posted online two weeks later.

How does this affect liberty?

Government control distorts the natural order of the free 
market.

Economist Peter Klein   explains that consumers perceive 
bandwidth as a free, unlimited resource unaffected by traffic 
congestion like highways. Since online streaming has 
consumed bandwidth faster than available capacity, the best 
allocation is price, the same process used for other scarce 
resources. Should high bandwidth users like Netflix be 
subsidized by the low bandwidth users? Net Neutrality ensures
that no one gets what they want since perfect competition does
not exist in any market, nor does neutrality. Without price 
pressure, the incentive for growth is hampered.

It is a downward spiral…

The consequences of government regulation are well-known 
and documented:  increased cost to consumers, frozen 
innovation, crony capitalism, and potential censorship. 
Politicization of the internet can induce fear of government 
retaliation for disagreement, like the Internal Revenue Service 
targeting controversy. With control of the internet, the FCC 

becomes an important political tool.

Been there, done that... Don’t we ever learn?

With the growth of railroads in the 19th century, the Interstate 
Commerce Act of 1887 was passed, creating the Interstate 
Commerce Commission (ICC), the first “independent” 
regulatory agency. Initial regulations: 1) rates are “reasonable 
and just”; 2) shipping rates are published; and 3) 
discrimination in fares between short and long hauls are 
prohibited.

Sound familiar? Here is the next step…

Shortly thereafter, the ICC claimed it did not have enough 
power so the act was amended until, by 1915, the ICC 
controlled ALL aspects of railroads and later extended to 
telegraph, telephony, and cable companies. Milton Friedman 
has eloquently described how the creation of the ICC had 
well-intentioned advocates that were used by the railroads to 
achieve regulatory capture:  political corruption whereby 
regulators align with the dominate players in an industry to 
advance their business agenda. As trucking emerged as a 
competitor, the railroads used the ICC to limit their market 
share. With continued pressure from market forces and over-
regulation, the railroads were subsidized to maintain insolvent 
operations. The ICC implemented this pattern in other 
industries with destructive results. Eventually, Congress 
passed deregulation measures for railroads (1976) and then 
trucking (1980) that diminished ICC powers.

The internet is now in queue for this cycle.
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What happens now?

It’s not over. 

Sides are chosen and the battle returns to the courts. A miasma
of uncertainty.

Within hours of the decision, Marsha Blackburn (R-TN) and 
Senator Thom Tillis (R-NC) introduced legislation to block 
the decision in their respective states. Verizon published its 
disagreement with the FCC decision in Morse code datelined 
February 26, 1934. Fearing price controls, AT&T has 
threatened to pause investment in its infrastructure and 
Comcast has already warned of a bitter legal fight and 
cancelling investment plans. Current discussions on 5G are 
conflicted since 5G requires a faster network than general 
purpose infrastructure. The U.S. Telecom Association and 
other trade groups have announced intentions to appeal the 
rules once they are made public.

The most interesting responses are those of the large content 
providers who led the charge: Google, Facebook, and Netflix. 
Just prior to the FCC vote, Google’s CEO Eric Schmidt 
contacted the Whitehouse to oppose Title II but was rebuffed. 
In its recent report to shareholders, Netflix CFO admitted to 
lobbyists' remorse one week after the FCC decision: “Were we
pleased it pushed to Title II? Probably not. We were hoping 
there might be a non-regulated solution.”

Facebook – silence – crickets chirping.

Content providers know size matters when the FCC seeks 
targets.

As expected, the 
majority of progressive 
groups did a victor  y 
d  ance. However, as 
details of the rules 
leaked, some liberal 
groups have joined the 
opposit  ion. The 
Progressive Policy 
Institute stated that 
“There is nothing 
‘progressive’ about the 
FCC’s backsliding to 
common carrier rules 
dating back to the 1930s.
Also troubling is its lack 
of transparency — the 
317-page rule it 
approved has not yet 

been made public.”

On March 12, the FCC released the new rules titled, Open 
Internet FCC-15-24A1, to be implemented 60 days after 
published in the Federal Register. As lawyers for both sides 
scour the FCC language, lengthy appeals are expected in the 
courts which have ruled against the FCC so far.

Telecoms do not trust forbearance: that the FCC will not 
regulate rates, increase taxes, or demand building of 
infrastructure in underserved areas, as defined by the FCC. In 
addition, Title II allows individuals to file complaints in 
district court vs. FCC regulators. Under the general conduct 
provision, telecoms fear continual litigation from class action 
suits and trial lawyers are major donors to the Democratic 
Party.

Amid court challenges, there are other possibilities for 
resolution. Congress could pass legislation to override the 
FCC on internet rules. However, political polarization ensures 
the failure of legislation in Congress (Republican) and a 
Presidential (Democrat) veto. Another option is a change of 
President in 2017 whose appointees can overturn the ruling, 
which belies the view of the FCC as an independent body.

“Governments never learn. Only people learn.” – Milton 
Friedman

Public opinion overwhelmingly supports freedom of the 
internet; however, many people remain confused by the 
definition and details of Net Neutrality. As of Feb 2015, 
Rasmussen Reports survey showed that 53% of Americans 
believe that the internet should not be regulated like radio and 
TV (vs. 21% who do ) and 68% are concerned that the FCC 
decision will evolve into government control over content or 
promote a political agenda.

It behooves us all – content providers, telecoms, Libertarians, 
liberty groups – to educate citizens on the true definition of 
Net Neutrality, the most serious example of false advertising.
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http://money.cnn.com/2015/02/26/technology/comcast-net-neutrality/
http://money.cnn.com/2015/02/25/technology/net-neutrality-fcc/index.html?iid=HP_LN
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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
◦ April 14th, 7:00 PM – 9:00 PM

2nd Tuesday of Every Month
◦ Sambuca - Uptown

2120 McKinney 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
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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)
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>
Webmaster – Jordan Wagnon (wagnon.jordan@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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This page intentionally left blank as we wait for you to join
us in the libertarian revolution.
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Hey you!

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

http://lpdallas.org/lpdc-memberships/
http://lpdallas.org/lpdc-memberships/
http://lpdallas.org/lpdc-memberships/
http://lpdallas.org/lpdc-memberships/
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