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WHY I QUIT THE
LIBERTARIAN PARTY

by Burgess Laughlin

Between December 1979 and November 1982, I invested
thousands of dollars and over a thousand hours in the Liber-
tarian Party. I volunteered my time as a state committee
member, newsletter editor, campaign manager, county chair
and active candidate for state-wide office.

In November 1982, after a year of doubts, five months of
campaigning, and weeks of analyzing my electoral and par-
tisan experiences, I concluded that electoral politics is wrong
in principle and ineffective, even counterproductive, in prac-
tice.

The insights I gained during my three-year involvement with
the L.P. led inevitably to my resignation.

WHO I AM

I am 38 years old, a publications consultant (providing
writing, editing and other publications services for elec-
tronics companies) and an author of two books on the black
market.

In 1962, Ayn Rand's writings led me from statism to minar-
chy. In 1971, the writings of Harry Browne, Murray Rothbard
and Lysander Spooner opened me to the idea of a stateless
society. However, in 1979, a desire to "do something" led me
to join the LP and begin voting. In 1982, I was the LP can-
didate for the position of Oregon Labor Commissioner, an
almost purely coercive administrative and law enforcement
position.

INSIGHTS INTO THE LP

Several of my political experiences raised questions about
the LP itself. I coordinated the 1982 Tax Day protest at
Portland's main U.S. Post Office. I admonished two pro-
testers that they were misrepresenting the LP when they said
that the LP doesn't oppose all taxes, only the federal income
tax ("because it is unconstitutional," they said).

A month later, one of those two men was selected to be the
Oregon LP's gubernatorial candidate. Except for token, last
minute opposition from me, he was the only nominee.
(Besides me, the only other LP nominee for the Labor Com-
missioner position was a man who supports land-planning
laws.)

In the last week of the campaign, just before a televised
candidates' forum, the gubernatorial candidate told me he
was considering filing suit to force TV stations, radio stations
and newspapers to give equal coverage to LP candidates.

Why does the LP tolerate candidates who advocate coer-
cion? Because the LP's need for candidates is greater than
its need for consistency with its principles.

INSIGHTS INTO THE ELECTORAL SYSTEM

Many LP members recognize that they have little chance of
directly reducing or eliminating government. Their rationale
for membership is that LP activism is an effective way to
educate nonlibertarians. I now believe that electoral politics
is a very ineffective and inefficient educational tool.

Electoral politics is an ineffective educational tool
because the peop!e in the electoral audience are most likely
to be statists. They pay attention to electoral politics
because they think they benefit from government coercion.
The people who are disgusted with government in general
and electoral politics in particular are unlikely to listen to
campaign speeches and ads. Promoting libertarian ideas to
most voters is like advertising milk to alcoholics.

Electoral politics is inefficient as well as ineffective. Can-
didates and campaign workers spend most of their time
organizing, fundraising, complying with electoral re-
quirements and performing other housekeeping activities.
They spend very little time talking to people who don't already
agree with them.

The theme of my campaign was abolition of the office I was
running for. Throughout most of my campaign I was treated
respectfully by even the most thoroughly statist politicians
and their supporters. A short haircut, a sparkling personality
and an expensive suit helped, but I sensed some other factor
at work.

In September, I realized why I was "respectable": in spite
of my abolitionist ideas, statists didn't see me as a threat. I
was playing their game by their rules. Even if I were to win the
election and work with the Oregon legislature to abolish my
office, I would still be accepting the system for what it is: a
system which acquires and dispenses coercive power
through the electoral system.

With that realization, I started thinking again about "sanc-
tion of the victim," a concept I learned first from Ayn Rand's
novel, Atlas Shrugged, and from Harry Browne's book, How I
Found Freedom in an Unfree World. In the next to the last
month of the campaign, I began rereading some of their
works because I respect the clarity of their writing and the ef-
fectiveness of their ideas. Their writings reminded me that I
was helping the very people who were oppressing me.

Electoral politics is the government-approved way to
change government. That insight was enough, by itself, to tell
me that there is no chance to achieve more freedom in my life
through electoral politics except occasionally, temporarily
and very inefficiently.

Many governments that attempt to rule strong-willed, in-
dependent people try to involve those people in government
activities, at least nominally. People involved with "the
system" won't actually abolish it if they are part of it, any
more than they would t>~,¡nk of scuttling their own life boat.

At that point I asked myself, "But haven't other groups
achieved large measures of freedom through the ballot box?"
In September, I began reading about the history of the move-
ment to abolish slavery in the U.S.

Wasn't that movement, I thought, a shining example of suc-
cessful electoral politics? I quickly found the answer: no,
electoral politics played almost no role in emancipating
slaves. When the Emancipation Proclamation was issued, it
was grotesquely ineffective and cynical. It was a weapon of
war, not a tool of freedom. After the Civil War, blacks (as well
as others) were still the victim of systematic coercion.

Before the Civil War, thousands of slaves reached greater
freedom, not through legislative fiat, but through their own in-
itiative and the courage and enterprise of loosely organized
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EDITORIAL

CLIMBING OFF
THE BANDWAGON

Two politicians, one of whom is an anarchist, have more in
common than two anarchists, one of whom is a politician.

If I persuaded every anarchist in the Libertarian Party to
drop out without demonstrating to them a better method of
expressing anarchism, it would not be a victory. As a Volun-
taryist, I not only want to convince them that politics breeds
politics but to induce them to explore and implement
strategies consistent with libertarianism. Because non-
political anarchists (excuse the redundancy) are often accus-
ed of gratuitously sniping atthel_.P. without offering con-
structive alternatives, I want to explain why it is important for
Voluntaryism, in its initial stages, to attack the LP.

Voluntary¡sts observe that politics will not bring freedom
any more than violence will bring peace. It is sadly necessary
to stress this fact because so many anarchists have lost
sight of it. Anarchists are the natural constituency, the
natural recruiting ground, of Voluntaryism. It is assumed that,
just as atheists reject God, anarchists reject the State, and
would welcome a framework of theory and strategy aimed at
delegitimizing and assaulting the system rather than working
within it as the system itself encourages them to do. But
anarchists—the supposed bulwark of opposition to the
State—currently spend most of their time exhorting people to
vote and to run for office. Those anarchists who object that
no one has the right to political power, that the purpose of
anarchism is to abolish the office, not merely replace the face
behind the desk, are waved aside as 'negative' or'naive'.
However committed these political anarchists are to a far
away vision of the stateless society, from their day-to-day ac-
tions there is no way to distinguish them from any other
power seekers.

As a Voluntaryist, I am in the almost comical position of
telling anarchists there is something fundamentally wrong
with politics, of explaining that they cannot be clear steady
voices for anarchism while wearing a Clark For President but-
ton in their lapels. It is only after I present a solid theoretical
case for Voluntaryism and answer objections that I can com-
fortably move on to the myriad of strategies which will fill the
void left by electoral politics. (These strategies will be ex-
amined to an increasing degree in upcoming issues.)

Anarchists often claim to be in the LP. simply because
there is no other vehicle for libertarianism. I am suspicious of
this argument for two reasons. First, the history of liber-
tarianism and other radical movements is replete with ex-
amples of effective non-political, non-violent strategy.
Anyone acquainted with the civil rights movement, the anti-
war movement, Gandhianism, or the history of Nineteenth
Century libertarianism cannot honestly claim there is no other

way. If they are not familiar with these movements, they are
speaking from ignorance and should educate themselves.

Secondly, I have too often heard the 'no alternative' argu-
ment used to dismiss moral objections in an off-hand manner
as though morality had nothing to do with the real world. This
attitude is the death of libertarianism. The strength of liber-
tarianism is precisely what is being dismissed; namely, that it
is moral and it is just and no strategic question should ever
take precedence over this.

(Fortunately, there is no dichotomy between the moral and
the strategic, for strategy is essential. It is the method by
which one translates abstract theory into concrete action and
feels the principles at work.)

But why reject politics altogether? Why not view it as simp-
ly another method within a broad framework of strategy? The
obvious response is because it is inconsistent with liber-
tarian principle, but there is another reason to emphasize the
moral rejection of politics. Politics is seductive. It offers the
illusion of quick, easy victory within a respectable vehicle.
There is rousing campaign rhetoric, straw hat enthusiasm
and the enviable advantage of an objective measure of suc-
cess or failure—namely, a vote total. Anarchists who battle
over an LP. plank in a platform that even most libertarians
haven't read can go to bed feeling they have accomplished
something concrete. These respectable radicals can draw on
the feedback and hype accompanying electoral politics.

In contrast, many Voluntaryist strategies, such as educa-
tion and non-violent resistance, are long-term and demand
courage and patience without always offering an objective
measure of short-term success. Voluntaryism has only two
advantages: it is correct and it actually can deliver what it
promises. These long-term advantages pale, however, beside
the quick-kill benefits advertised by politics. Only by fully
realizing that politics and politicians are a moral/strategic
deadend will anarchists be induced to abandon the quick
bandwagon route to liberty and settle down for the long, hard
fight it is going to be.

Of course some people still claim that, although the L.P.
looks like a political party, talks like a political party and acts
like a political party, it is really an educational vehicle. To
them I offer the Rothbardian insight—follow the money.
When the intentions of an institution or individual are muddy,
a sure way to clear up the picture is to follow the cash flow
and see what it says about demonstrated preference. I
challenge any anarchist to compare the fortune poured into
political goals with the money directed toward education and
then to repeat that the L.P. is educational. Follow the money.

Inevitably, the rejoinder is that politics is education. But
with what message? That libertarianism is just another
political party? How c'an anarchists oppose the State when
the crux of their message is 'elect my man to office'? This is
hypocrisy. I will oppose the claim of a libertarian to the office
of senator as tenaciously as I oppose that of a democrat or a
republican. Anarchists must realize that a political party can-
not educate people toward anarchism; all it can do is destroy
the meaning of anarchism.

I do not enjoy tearing people or institutions apart. It is
because I understand the necessity of breaking the anarchist
fascination with politics that The Voluntaryist editorials will
repeat so often the same theme—government cannot bring
freedom. Politics cannot bring anarchism. Only by convincing
people of this insight will they be willing to adopt the long-
range strategies toward which Voluntaryism is directed.

No one said anarchism was going to be easy, only that it is
right.

Wendy McElroy
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ROOTS OF THE MOVEMENT
"How To Become A Teacher" by Robert LeFevre is the first article

in this series. Robert LeFevre is a pioneer. As an author and jour-
nalist, he has been a bulwark of anti-political libertarianism and an
example of the personal integrity and good will possible within the
movement. Robert LeFevre's most striking accomplishment,
however, was the establishment of Rampart Freedom School (1957)
in Colorado. The list of Rampart's teachers and students reads like
an honor roll of contemporary libertarians. The following article ex-
plains the genesis of Rampart Freedom School.

History is not just the past, it is also the present. We are living
through one of the most dynamic periods of libertarian history and,
knowing how easily a heritage can be lost, The Voluntaryist herewith
initiates a "Roots of the Movement" series aimed at preserving the
movement's recent ancestry.

HOW TO
BECOME A TEACHER

by Robert LeFevre

If the truth be known, I never intended being a professor, in-
structor or teacher.

My father spoke disparagingly of teachers. He had carved
an extraordinary record as a scholar at MacAlister College in
St. Paul, winning a Bachelor of Science degree with an "A"
average in three years. He was openly disdainful of the role
played by instructors and it was easy for me to agree. I
became a college drop-out.

After World War II, and as bizarre an array of adventures as
any man ever had, I found myself living in Falcon Lair, the
beautiful home Rudolph Valentino had constructed. (He built
the place for love, as the story had it, seeking approval from
his enamorata, Natasha Rambova.)

The property dominates a knoll on Bella Drive, part way up
Benedict Canyon, and high above Beverly Hills. Living there
with my wife, Loy, and our small son, Tom, together with
several members of the "San Francisco Group," I had my first
opportunity to take stock of my life and to realize fully the
width and breadth of the ignorance with which I was boun-
tifully supplied.

I had made a great deal of money in business. I had also
lost a great deal of money. I had enlisted in the Army in 1942
filled with noble thoughts of helping to free the world from
totalitarianism. The Army of my experience had proved a far
cry from the visions which had prompted my volunteer status.

I had imagined that the government of the United States
embodied all that was good and worthwhile within the nation;
that the state and local governments existed to serve the
public; and that "the American way of life" consisted of the
right of every American to earn his own way, to own any
amount or kind of property he could honestly acquire and to
manage that property as he pleased so long as he refrained
from injuring anyone.

I had learned, bitterly and reluctantly, that the Army was
filled with officers, many of whom hoped and even labored for
a continuation of the war. They had never experienced such
pay, power and prestige and dreaded the war's termination.
Not all, or course, but an astonishingly large percentage were
in this category.

I had also found that the government of the nation was
abundantly supplied with opportunists of the first water who
were actively dedicated to the expansion of federal power
and who feared that peace might shrink the power base from
which they flaunted their petty authority.

I had discovered to my dismay that state and local govern-
ments were manned by thousands of officials whose task
was to bully and harass individuals for the presumed good of
an unidentified and amorphous entity called "society." And I
had also learned that there was a threat to the "American way
of life" embodied in "commies" and "fellow-travelers" who
had somehow made a home in the nation's woodwork and,
like termites, were gnawing away to convert us into a country
where the government owned and/or operated the major
means of production and distribution and the population at
large would become a nation of sheep, docile and tame. The
lure to this surrender of independence lay in a clever variation
on the ancient theme of tyranny: "Me big, me rule; you small,
you obey." While submitting to each new political ukase each
new dupe was being fed, housed, clothed, educated and
medicoed at the expense of the taxpayers.

I had been shocked and then disgusted while in Europe as
a Captain in the Army Corps, to find that the American Gl
wanted only one thing: an ending of the war so he could
return home to his family. But, offsetting this natural and
reasonable expectation there existed an active conspiracy, of
which I became a part, wherein as early as 1943 plans were
made to keep large bodies of troops in many foreign coun-
tries indefinitely. The argument was that a return of such a
large number of persons all competing for jobs would cause
economic chaos and massive unemployment in the United
States.

Why hadn't ! learned some of these realities while in
school? I knew nothing about communism. I had learned
nonsense about our various governments. The fact was that I
had bought a set of ideals which didn't square with the facts
of life as I found them. I was pathetically and profoundly an
ignorant man. I had been forced into school by law; I had
learned enough to get passing grades; I had been able to
achieve success in business, but not able to hang onto that
success. Frankly, I was appalled at my lack of preparation for
real life and by the enormous number of things I didn't know.

But now circumstances favored me. I was essentially
unemployed which meant I had time on my hands. Actually, I
was caretaker and spokesman for the San Francisco Group
and the daily expenses of myself and family were being met
so long as I resided at Falcon Lair. So I had an opportunity to
pick up some of the knowledge I had failed to acquire while in
school.

During 1949 and part of 1950, I concentrated on reading.
Books were sent tome and I made frequent trips to the Bever-
ly Hills library in addition. Sitting in the magnificent paneled
library that had once been Valentino's, I poured over
histories, philosophies, and works on political theory in-
cluding Marx and the stable of socialist writers who
3mbellished communist ideology. I also studied economic
arguments, primarily those favoring a free market. Slowly and
painfully, I began to put a few pieces together.

One set of writings impressed me in particular. A man nam-
ed Leonard Read had organized a Foundation at Irvington-on-
Hudson in New York. He had been the president of the Los
Angeles Chamber of Commerce and enjoyed an unblemished
reputation. The Foundation (known as FEE . . . Foundation for
Economic Education) was issuing a series of tracts, which, in
simple, understandable terms spelled out logical and scien-
tific reasons why private enterprise is superior to a centrally
controlled system.

Most of the members of the San Francisco Group were con-
servative in their leanings. Others of my friends and acquain-
tances, also mostly conservative, believed that the threat of
communism came either from Russia or from the Jews. In-
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