
























l,ie mainly list our publicat'ions that people read so that people who are intel-
figent can be informed. We don't want to get somebody who doesn't know how
to read or who doesn't care about reading. People who read tend to be better
educated with higher levels of education and they also tend to make more money.
And so we use lots of magazine subscript'ion lists. We place lots of ads in
newspapers. As a result, that generates us back a fairly high c'lass of mem-
bership.

$t-OllOl.l: Is there any attempt from your organization or any other similar
organization to gain support from lower income blacks? For instance, who
have much to lose from 'legislation against saturday-night-specials?

G0TTLIEB: That's a good question. Being political as we are, we have to be
realists. We have to look to where the majority plus one is to make sure
that we've got the votes on our side. In the pastn our largest support obvi-
ously came from rural areas. Our second largest support was coming from
suburban areas. The people from the inner core of the cit'ies opposed our po-
sition. But we have noticed a g'iant switch in the last couple years. What
we are finding now is that our strength in rural areas is stronger than ever.
Our strength from the suburbs has slipped tremendously. Our strength in the
jnner core city: we now command a majority. Now again, the minorities (blacks,
etc) live in the inner core city.

In Chicago there is an organization called Search For Truth. It's a black mis-
sionary church group. The leader of it, Russell Meeks, is a very well edu-
cated black man. Rusell Meeks has been debating our side of the question on
TV shows all over the mid-west. He has been doing one of the most effective
jobs possible. We also have alot of opportunity to discuss the issue with
black congressmen. In the past, of course, many black congressmen have been
in the forefront of wanting to take away our right to keep and bear arms.
But they are learn'ing very, very quickly that the guy knocking on your doorjn the black ghetto to take away your arms 'is a white policeman. The blacks
aren't very happy about that. They fee'l that they don't get the police pro-
tection they need from the u,hite police in the ghetto and they want to protect
themselves as best as possible. We are getting lots of black support.

Another interesting area is women. Three years ago when I got involved with
the Committee our membership was at least 90% male. For the last calendar
year we have been running about 60% male and 40% female. And of course, wo-
men are now buying their own handguns for se'lf-protection.

$t-OllOt't: I woul d I i ke to get 'into the techni ca1 aspects of your l obbyi ng efforts.
As the chief opponent of gun control legislationn what tactics and strategies
are you employing to defeat the sixty*omeodd bills now pending in Congress?

G0TTLIEB: Varying tactics and strategies. First let's realize that we have
a Congress that's very idealistic and not very realjstic. A lot of them are
new members and they don't know how the Congress works. The net result is
that there are lots of bills introduced and none of them are moving. Even
though we have a Congress that is very anti-libertarian, probably the most
anti-libertarian in history, lo and behold we are getting less restrictive
bills coming out in all forms. Mainly because they don't know how to get
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them out. And that is very interesting because it's not that we're so effect-
jve but that the other sjde is so stupid. At any rate, that brings us back

to the fact that there are 60-some-odd bills, none of which have gotten out of
the sub-committee to a full committee. So we are a long way off from seeinq any-
thing happen unless its a national event. We have just seen two assass'ination
attempts and that hasn't moved it.
We've employed numerous tactics. Here are some of the nastier ones. llJe are
politicai aira we feel it js a polit'ical issue and a political right in some

respects. Some of the sneaky ifrings we've done for example, is wjth the Jus-
tice Department under the direction of Gerald Ford. They drafted up four or
five prbies of ant'i-gun legislation. They were all set to introduce them.
They inade it public ttrat they were going to and that the Attorney General was

going to testify before Congress. l^le decided we were going to play some hav-
oc so we called Governor Melvin Thomson of New Hampshire who is one of the
members of our Advisor Board. We told Mel the situation and the strategy we

had. He consented and held a news conference jn New Hampshire. The same day

Gerald Ford dropped in which was a day prior to the day the bjlls were to be
jntroduced in Cbngress, At the news conference Mel stated that he was going
to declare himseli a candidate against President Ford in the primary because
he doesn't agree wjth the President on many issues and one of the major ones

was gun control. President Ford got very, very cold feet. We put out a na-
tjonil news release which made the Washington Post, New York Times and other
major political newspapers. The bills were not introduced.

A few months later the bills did get'introduced but only one of the four or
five that he had. That bill was put in by two Republicans, one in the House

and one in the Senate. One of them stated that he was doing it as a courtesy
to the President, the other one said he did it even though he felt that they
were not anti-gun enough. 0f course, he's a congressman that's not going to
be running for Congresi next year because he knows that we have already got
him beat. So that is one tactic we used.

In lobbying there are three basic avenues you lobby with; there are three things
a congrlssfran looks for. The first thjng they look for js who can help them

with iheir special projects such as, taking them out to dinner' wining and

dining them, and making sure thejr wife gets a nice cruise. The second is
money. Pol'iticians need money to run for re-election. tJe do,supply money to
candidates. The third thing is votes. If you can get votes for a guy'in pub-
'I jc offjce, he's w'i th you; if you can't get votes for him, he's against you.
Most of the people who are elected do not necessarily adhere to any strict
princ'ip1es.

We have lots of votes. In this country there are 250,000,000 firearms in the
hands of 50,000,000 legitimate firearms owners. 50,000'000 votes are more

votes than have-ever b6en cast for anyone running for President of the United
States. So it is our iob to mobilize those 50'000'000 votes.

$t-Ol,tOttt : Could you name some of the personal ities, pro and con, that are in-
volved w'ith some of the various gun-legislation bi11s being presented in Con-
gress ?

GOTTLIEB: 0n the Republican side, Gerald Ford has introduced a package of
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bills that we cons'ider to be extremely anti-gun-rights. He has appointed
Nelson Rockefeller, who is a noted anti-gun governor, as vice-president. He

has appointed Attorney General Levy, who is extremely anti-gun. I guess the
most anti-gun representative in the House is Representative Robert McClory
from Illino'is. In the Senate we have got people like Senator Brook and Chuck
Percy.

0n the Democratic side there are tons of them. Some of the outspoken leaders
are anti-gun. They tend to be people like Senator Ted Kennedy and Birch Bayh
and Senator Philip Hart. There are alot of anti-gun people in the House like
Mikva from Chicago, who I promise will no'longer be in Congress as of next
sess'ion. That's one of our priority projects. There are alot of anti-gun
people. I just named a few who go that extra mile to rub our noses in it.

$L0M0N: As'ide from the fact that there are many congressmen and senators who
are anti-gun, are there any underlying motives that come to the fore ideolog'i-
caliy that would lend credance to a conspiracy to disarm the American people?

GQTTLIEB: To be blunt about'it, I haven't found one. I've read alot about it
especially'involving fire arms. I can say this though, factually any totali-
tarian society can't afford to have'its publjc armed. Dictators don't stay in
power with an armed public. So any type of very anti-libertarian society is
not going to allow you to have firearms. I wouldn't say that it is exactly
conspiracy but rather self-preservation of those people who are very collect-
ivistic.

We are noticing that the higher the crime rates go the more people are arming
themselves for protection realizing that the ultimate defense is not the state.

$L0M0N: It appears that your strategies and tactics are more in terms of de-
fensive measures. However sophisticated and efficient these measures are, do
the gun control forces have any long term strategy to ultimately defeat gun
control ?

GOTTLIEB: Th1s is what I usually tell our members and our contributors who

are very active in the fight, who have been active for a number of years, and
who are always called upon for another sacrifice. l^le tell them that the other
s'ide only has to win once. In our case we can't afford to lose once. Being
on the offense here means proposing more b'ills. l,le won't propose any bi11s
because we don't want any.

$LONOt't: In view of the growth of stat'ism and socialism, not only in this coun-
try but in fact the entire world, do you see any hope in the next 25 years of
maintaining our civil liberties such as gun ownership as'ide from these holding
meas ure s ?

GOTTLIEB: I honestly beljeve that if we lose the right to keep and bear arms
we are probably go'ing to lose all the other rights that are inherent in a

free society. I have to agree with Chairman Mao. He states that al1 politi-
cal power comes from the barrel of a gun. He knows'that all too well and
that is why the peop'le in Ch'ina are not allowed to have firearms.

$L0M0N: Suppose that in the future, confiscation of all guns were to become
mandatory law with severe penalties. What wou'ld your reaction to that be in
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terms of making decisions for your life?

GoTTLIEB: At that po'int if I had a place to go to leave this country,-I would
p"oUiUiV try to leave as fast as posiible. The reason I would try to leave as

iast as-oosiiUle'is because I don't ljke violence. And I firmly predict that
ttre nmerican public would have a second American Revolution. I'.l1 te11 you

"ighl 
ro*-ii|ut tf'" gun owners I meet around the country from my travel s are

not will'ing to surrender those firearms.

The reaction is going to be one of picking up.arms against the State and we

w.ill see a seconi Amirican Revolution. They (Americans) consider arms thejr
ultimate freedom, the'ir ultimate protection of all freedoms and they,iust are

not going to suriender them. There's a bumper sticker that we have in our
offiie tiat summarjzes most gun-owner's feel'ings; it says, "They'11 get mI gun

when they peel my cold dead iingers from around it". We meet all kinds of
p.opf. ui'A when i't comes to th1i one particular issue, they saY: l'I fought in
iloria War 2 and one of the reasons I fought was to protect my right to have a

;;r.- ii t-cintt have it now, I may as weit tight World }Jar 3". There would
be a revolution. There's no doubt about it.

$L0M0N: Would you ioin in an armed revolut'ion?

G0TTLIEB: I think it would be kind of njce to find a free soc'iety somewhere

that I could go.

$L0M0N: Suppose there were no alternatives?

GOTTLIEB: Then I'd obviously jo'in the revolution.

$L0M0N: Your stance on gun ownership more than applies to a libertarian ph'ii-
6ropfi.uf orientation and you have sirecifically stated that you are libertarian.
What are your views on othlr areas of State intervent'ion in the private lives
of indiviiuals such as the case of victimless crimes: drugs, prostitution.,
gamUiing, ina noro.exuality? Do you hold the complete libertarian view that
ihese aie outside the province of the State?

G0TTLIEB: First of all 'it's kind of hard for me to define what a complete
libertarian view is. When people make decisions about their own lives, about

trow ttrey are going to live 'thejr 
own lives without government intervention,

that do some iay iub shoulders with other people's fifesty'le,where the effect
is abrasive or it is an infringement on somebody else' then I'm not totally
oppoiea to the State doing som6thing about it. For instance, I beljeve that
the State has no right deiermin'ing what pornography is,or isn't or what one

should be do'ing witi it d'irectly except when it comes into an area where a

p."ion 'is selling it on a street corner to five year o1ds. At that-point I
would not be opp6sed to the State doing something about it. It would be

basically reflecting what the majority sentiments of the people were.

$t-ONOtl: Would it be fair to say that as long as the initiation of force or
fraud was not taking piace that the protective agency has no business inter-
fering .in the voluniary contractual relationships that ex'ist between jnd'ivid-
uals?

G0TTLIEB: Yes, I basically agree. But if I was walking down the street of
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Seattle and someone else was walking down the street totally nude, it might
be offensive to me.

I don't think that you can have an ideal libertarian society and the reason
I don't th'ink you cln is because I don't think man himself is very 'ideal.

I'm not trying to make the whole world'into a libertarjan state.

$t-Ol,tOt't: What would be the break'ing point where you couldn't put up w'ith the
State confiscat'ing your money any longer?

GOTTLIEB: I've thought about that a lot. It's hard to say. If I'm only
making g.l0,000 a yeai, to take 50% of it means an awful lot. I wouldnl! Put
up wiin thit becairse of my lifestyle and I would get_v_ery upset. eyl ]I I
was making a million dollars a year and they took half of it, I could live
on half a million.

$1ONO11 : How would you feel if a Iibertarian movement became offensive as

opposed to purely defensive as jt is now?

G0TTLIEB: Again it's kind of hard not to be on the defense because as soon

as the other iide institutes someth'ing, you are automatically put on the
defense. You don't have much choice about it. And let's face it, we know

they are going to institute as much as they can'
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Vo I u n ta ri s m o tol' ?lTl,T;
Libertarians have been arguing for years over the subject of how force should
be handled jn a Libertarjan society. At the moment this schismatic debate has
stabjlized jnto two ideological camps broadly consisting of those who title
themselves anarcho-capitalists and of those who title themselves limited gov-
ernmentalists. It wjll be shown in the following that while both ideologies
may be implemented w'ithout coercion, neither can be involuntarily imposed with-
out violating the essential Libertarian view that an individual is autonomous.
In this instance Ljbertarian theoreticjans have not developed their subject from
basic pninc'ip1es. When a Libertanian politics is derived rather than adopted
the current breach in Libertarian ranks will be closed,

In its simplest formulation, Libertarian ethjcal theory holds that the individ-
ual has the right to 1ife. Further, it is stated that his right to ljfe neces-
sjtates the indjvidual's ownership of the fruits of his 1abor, that is, he has
a right to property. We wjll turn to the concept of ownershjp to derive a Lib-
ertarian system of politics. Defining politics as the scjence which deals with
the use of force in society, we must be able to distinguish when force has been
used. I consider that force has been employed when a man's property is dis-
posed of against his will, Libertarian ethics has produced the following well-
known "golden rule" as its guiding principle regulating the use of force: one
may not initiate the use of force or fraud against one's fellow. This principle,
which implies the rights to life and property, constitutes the fundamental jdea
required for formulating a L'ibertarian political system.

In order to clarify the concepts'in question I will use a hypothetical example.
Please note that the "reality" of the example is not at issue nor is it requir-
ed to provide validity to the following concepts. The example is simply a means

to concretize some of the abstractions for the reader.

First, consider a lone pioneer opening up virgin territory. Poljtics is a moot
po'i nt to him for there is no one to exert force upon h'i m or aga'inst whom he can
exert force. We can see that politics is purely social in nature. Next consi-
der many reasonable pioneers juxtaposed together. Conceivably they need not re-
sort to force either, using instead the economic processes of arb'itrat'ion, ostra-
c'ism and so forth that have been expounded upon jn the Libertarian l'iterature.
In fact Murray Rothbard reports that such a society actually existed for a per-
iod in Pennsylvania. In that kind of society how would men determine proper so-
cial behavior? Presumably there would be differences in customs, backgrounds,
temperaments, etc., that would cause individuals to follow different personal
rules of conduct. 0n what basis then, should such differences be resolved wjth-
out initiating force? I think it is readily apparent that the rules set down

by the- owner-pf tne property on which the ait ih question wo-ul-d takE place would
p-revai1. It'is a nebessary-cond'ition for ownership that an owner may regulate
the use of his property. In the case of real estate, this means that he may set
up any rules or conditions he wishes to govern the conduct of others while they
reside on his land. An owner may be arbitrary and unreasonable jn setting up
his rules, for who has any interests jn his land that may supersede his own?
These consequences of ownership may be summarized by what I term the first prin-
cip'le of Libertarian politics: An individual residing on his own property is a

sovereign entity. By sovereignn I mean that he need not consider the wishes of
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other men in any respect concerning the use of force while his actions and

their consequences are confined to his own property.

Referrjng back to our example, we can see that at thjs point we have descrjbed
a societ! of perfect anarchy. Each individual sets up rules to su'it himself on

his own property, modified only by h'is personal sense of propriety.and.whatever
n".a n. inay'recognize to attract or repel his neighbors. As industrialization
in.""aser," the n6ed for steady and reliable traffic across property.lines becomes

ror.-ina more imperative. A natural development would be the creation of per-
formance contracts pertaining to cross-property activities' Those individuals
desirous of doing so would c6mpete to attract to11-paying or fee-paying custom-
.ii UV-iimiting ihe eiercise of arbjtrary authority on their property' Accord-
ingly-, great eionomic pressure would be generated to cause individuals to con-

toim voiuntarily to reasonable standards over long periods of time. This pres-
sure for stab'ility results from the contracting process, a corol"lary of the con-

cept of ownership", which I term the second principle of Libertarian politics:
An'jnd.ividual may-Uina h'imself in any respect he wishes in relation to his own

p roperty .

This concludes our prel.imjnarjes, for, innocuous as they may seem' the.two prin-
.ipi.. 

"*pounded 
abbve are all that ii needed to derive a consistent Libertarian

pol i t'i ca 1 sys tem.

Referring back to our community of anarchists, let us now suppose that. there has

b".n u lirge influx of thieves, cutthroats, and bureaucrats from neighboring re-
iio"r, attiacted Uy repoits of'the lack of poljce and of other kindred "services".
Wf.,ii 

'iuV 
our paradigms'do? According to thb limited government school of thought

inev sfriluta cati a ionstitutional convention to define rights "objectively" once-

and"-for-al1 by a majority vote of representatives selected by a majority vote of
iiUitru"y groupings of pbtential "citjzens" of the temitory of the future govern-

ment- T"heie "rig[ts" and derivative laws will be imposed on the ent'ire populace-

wi11y-hi11y. Th6 anarchists hold that protective-ag-eniies and leagues should be

form"ed whiln wiII hold no "monopoly" on the use of force in any given area' Pro-

teciion would be purchased privitety, and disputes would be settled by private
arUitration agenc'ies, d'ispuies among wh'ich would be settled by other agencies and

so on in unli6ited spirali, apparenily in the belief that freedom can be preserv-

"O 
onfV if no rights are a6finba obiettively. There-js a third alternative which

should appease most advocates of eilher system, but in order to derive it we mttst

look more closely at the issues involved.

The rational use of retaliatory force requires consideration of two separate-prob-
i.mr juiisaiction and authority. When'you determine jurisdiction you are de-

.iaing ifro originates and enforcLs the rules. In order to make reasonable choices
in the use of force you must know in advance which authority and-iurjsdiction will
apply to your acts. "In the light of these concepts the faults of both "limjted
gb;.i.n*"ni; and "anarcho-capitilism" may be_perceived. . Advocates of limited gov-

6rnment have concentrated oh the necessity fbr a well-defined iurisd'iction while
waffling on the morality of arbitrary autholity. Anarcho-capitalists, on the
other hind, have concenirated on the issues oiauthority while leaving the prob'lem

of jurisdiction to flounder.

Limited governmentalists have built up very sound cases for the necess'ity of an
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objective, known-in-advance determination of applicable rules in an industrial
contract-oriented society. Because of this they stand firm for a territorial
definition of polit'ica1 units, usually jn the form of nation-states. They have
failed, however, to justify the extension of central authority over ind'ividuals
who d'isagree with the particular code to be enforced in the region in which they
live. Usually they argue that a strict adherence to the protection of indiv'idual
rights in the formulation of the rules will preclude serious infringements on
personal freedom. There are at least two flaws'in such a view. F'irsto the core
of the limited governmentalist pos'ition is that the individual's right to the
use of retaliatory force is removed to the central government (this removal is
euphemistically termed "delegation"), usually by a process of representative
government (again euphemist'ically termed "consent of the governed"). Yet no
irepresentative" government known to me has ever polled even 75% of the populace
in support of its own creation in an uncoerced election. Clear'ly there are many
people whose views clash with the rules in authority, liow can the abrogation of
their right to the retaliatory use of force be justified? Second, why should any
person's rights be limited by what some other group of persons has determined to
be proper? Why does advocacy by a majority lend the cloak of validity to a rule?
Even so strict a philosophical rationalist as Ayn Rand has stated that her phil-
osophy rests on assumpt'ions not provable in logic (existence and consciousness).
What if a person for whatever reasons chooses to operate by different assumptions?
Are limited governmentalists seriously advocating the erection of a neo-Puritan-
'ical Libertarian theocracy, a Libertarian form of "love it or leave it"? In the
real world allowance must be made for non-coercive differences of opinion, no
matter how certain we may be of the other side's error. l,lho is capabie to pass
final judgement on moral correctness? I think the position of limited govern-
mental'ist may be fairiy summarized as acknowledging that there are inequit'ies
inherent in their system, but that the advantages of a well-defined iurisd'iction
outweigh these disadvantages. Personal'ly, I don't th'ink so, and in any case the
comprom'ises are not necessaryr as wi ll be shown.

Anarcho-capitalists have rejected the concept that an arbitrary agency may be em-
powered with the authority to frame and enforce rules of conduct over third per-
sons. In so doing they have demoljshed the accepted basis for the determination
of jurisdiction (nation-states) without provid'ing a satisfactory replacement.
The usua1 substitute is envisioned as a kind of institutionalized gang warfare
in which individuals hire bodyguards from competing "protective agencies" to
safeguard their interests. The assertion is made that, since peace and prosper-
ity resu'lt from the application of Libertarian principles, the pressures of the
marketplace wi1'l keep these agencies in check. No one, they cla'im, will patron-
ize an agency that rips people off. This view fails to take into account the
fact that multitudes of people are motivated by desires that are frustrated by
Libertarjan princip'les (i.e. lust for power, g'lory, status, etc.). What was the
Ku Klux Klan but a private protection agency established to serve the desires of
a group of whites who felt (valjd]y or not) that the'ir "rights" had been violated
by blacks? While I agree with the anarch'ist rejection of arbitrary authority,
I would not wish to live in a society where the rules were determined by the cur-
rently most powerful gang.

What then is the solution? Instead of arguing in defense of older ideologies Lib-
ertarians should be bui'lding a Libertarian pos'ition from first princ'ip1es. Refer-
ring back, then, to my first princip'le of Libertarian politics one may state that
the basjc unit of authority is the individual on his own property. Refering to
the second principle one may state that the basic unit of jurisdiction is an in-
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dividual's own rules established on his own property, modifjed only by whatever
contractual arrangements he wishes to make. Notice especially that there is as
yet no reference io ethical behavior other than the implications inherent in the
iecognizing of the right to life and property and in the honoring of contracts.
R nul is fiee to be a nut---on his own property, These principles are the fund-
amental bujlding blocks that must be recogn'ized in a Libertarian system_of poli-
tics. As long is they are accepted no individual can be coerced unjustly.. From

these fundameitals any other system of government or non-government (includ'ing
the present U.S. natibn-state) may be derived by explicit contractual consent.
I call this system Voluntarism, government by unanimous consent.

Under Voluntarism any persons who wish may write contracts amongst themselves:
to recognize certain specified acts as "crimes", to establish certain institut'ions
called ncourts" to determine whether a crjme has been committed, to hire indivjduals
called "po1icemen " or "soldiers" to enforce their mutual1y agreed--upon ru1es,
and so oh. The jurisdiction of such amangements would be well-defined and limit-
ed to their own property. There is nothing arbitrary about the'ir authority. Se-

cession clauses wouid vL"y 1ike1y be common inclusions in contracts. Peaceful
competition would be established between government agencies seeking customers.
Anarchists would simply be people who did not sign contracts. It would be the
respons'ibifity of each-individual to determ'ine the rules jn force on a given
piebe of proplrty before venturing onto it. The last resort in respons.e to the
initiatioh of foice or fraud would be the same as'it always as been---declaration
of war. But war could no longer be waged in an individual's name without his con-
sen t.

There may be some question at this point as to just what is is that I have des-
cribed. Anarchists have claimed that it is anarchy, just as they have always

advocated. I believe that all I have done'is to unitize politics; that is' I
have identified the smallest and basic units that have meaning in politics,'in-
divjduals on their own property. A11 po'l'itics is iust a description of modes of
interaction between theie basic units. Thus anarchy is simply the state of lim-
iting interactions to these basic units. Also note that this system-satisfies
Ayn iland's definjtion of government, namely, "an'institution that holds the ex-
ciusjve power to enforce iertain rules of iocial conduct in a given geographica'l
area". The conflict between anarchists and governmental'ists may be seen,to be

the result of accepting o'ld socialist'ic politjcal orientations jnstead of de-
piving a Ljbertarian individualistic po'lit'ics. The dichotomy may now be seen to
be one of form rather than substance.

I'll fin'ish up by describing the scenario I'd envision in our hypothetical example.

As the pressures of criminal acts as well as the natural frictions of day-to-day
life build up our individuals would at first attempt to deal with these prob'lems

themselves. As more and more of their time is occupied in dealing with coercive
threats loose agreements between neighbors would develop for taking joint act'ion
against certain spec'ifjcally prescribed acts. As society becomes-mqfe.complex
tfrese loose agreements hardLn into contractual obligat'ions, each individual ioin-
tng tn recogntzrng only those crimes he wishes to. When the increasing complex-
iti of indiiidualTy maintained contracts becomes economical for the individual to
nanate, service organizations roughiy correspond'ing to municipal and county gov-

.rn*"nis would spring up. These 6rginizations would act to bring about.genera'l
conformity to weil r6cognized principles by enlisting neighborhoods of^individ-
uals into'standardized iriminai codes. Contractual groups that can afford it
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hire trained personnei as policemen. Curmudgeonly anarchists remain here and
theren but the manifold advantages of division of labor apply to politics as

well as they do to any other endeavor. Contracts generally are renewed on an

annual basis with subscriber fees paying for services. In effect' the entire
pofitical system runs for re-election every year, prov'id'ing enormous pressure
to maintain a high quafity service. Splinter groups constantly form as a re-
sult of dissatisfaction with the cument systems.

As popu'lation dens'ities increase the group of unlanded persons grows and be-
comes customers of the landed group. While not directly subscribing to and

therefore 'influenc'ing government agencies, these persons would rent 1iv'ing space
from agency clients and would exert economic'influence on the cl'ients to pro-
vide desired protections. These influences would be passed on at contract re-
newal time. As regional'interests begin to requ'ire large scale government serr
vices (i.e. to repulse nation-state aggressors) appropriate agencies would con-
tract with either indiv'iduals or loca'l agencies to prov'ide the needed service.
Professional mercenary defense forces would probably evolve. At the highest
level of development that I foresee a network of government agencies wou'ld
develop that would compete economical'ly but not pofitically (tlrat is authority
and jui^isd'iction would always be objectively determinable at any given time).
Under Voluntarism there is no way to accumulate excessive power at any 1eve1
without the active support of the peop'le. The benefjts of such a system,I be-
iieve,are obv'ious; now 1et's try to bring it into existence.

Ko( 8zar4t otlrtctltna &an* a &,rl,e
Ear'ly'last year Karl Bray wrote me asking if the ISFSC would attempt-to expose
his 6attle wittr the IRS to Libertarians in the Washington area. Enclosed w'ith
the letter was a leaflet describing the abuses and iniustices the IRS had ini-
tiated against him. After reading the leaflet, I immediately wrote back and

told him we would do all we could and asked hjm if he would be wilfing to be

interviewed by QUEST. He agreed to the interview and suggested that I meet
him'in New York at the LP Nitional Convention. Unfortunately, neither Karl
nor I had enough spare time duning the convention to do the interview. More

determined than evbr to meet with Karl, I went to his home near Los Angeles
and was met at the door by his wife. She explained that Karl was serving a

sentence in the Salt Lake City County Jail for possession of an IRS insignia.
After discuss'ing Karl's situation with some Libertarians in the LA area I de-
cided to write i booklet about his history of tax resistance. We determined
that in order for the booklet to be successful, it must appeal to all people'
not just libertarians. Anyone who is interested in helping me wjth the book is
more than welcome to try. Poetry, artn photographs, and any information rele-
vant to tax resistance can be used. You may contact me at 502 Minor Avenue

North, Seattle, Washington, 98]09; (206) 624-1371.

Angelo Boslo
.a- ^1 ^a^ ^a^ ^O^ ^a- ^a^ ^o^ ^a^ ^a^ ^a^ ^a^ a^ ^a^^a^^a-a'a^ ^a^ ^a^ ^a^ ^a^ ^a^ ^r> ^a^ ^a^ ^a^ ^a^
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BASTA: When and why did you decide to devote yourself to tax resistance?

BRAY: My change from taxpayer to tax protester came suddenly near the end of'1968 when I was working as a telephone installation foreman jn Las Vegas, Nev-
ada. I had read Atlas Shrugged in .1964 

and had decided then that I would quit
paying if I ever found a way t0 do so. And when I was promoted to jnstallation
foreman at the telephone company, as'its youngest and most rapidly promoted
foreman ever, I began to see large chunks of my earnings - for which I was
working l0 to 12 hours a day - disappear down the carnivorous throat of Uncle
Sam. As good fortune would have jt, I had gotten jnto trouble with the tele-
phone company for refusing to contrjbute to the United Fund, and had been given
an ultimatum: quit or contribute! It seems that the phone company was proud
of its"l00% employee contribution record and I was the only holdout. I decid-
ed then to quit the phone company, quit being intimidated, and quit paying
taxes; neither the United Fund not the IRS have gotten any of my money since.
I have been self-employed since then except for my job as a radio broadcaster,
and I filed an "Inflated" W4 form there to stop any witholding.

BASTA: Do you plan to continue your tax resistance?

BRAY: i'm commjtted to my principles and motivation to keep what I earn and
spend it as I choose. There are irreconcilable differences between me and the
IRS (and other tax theives as well), and I intend to wjn no matter what the time
and effort required. And my ideas will win because they are correct and neces-
sary to human freedom and survival.

BASTA: l{hat are you doing to occupy yourself in jail?

BRAY: I had been trying to,djscipline myself to do some wrjting before I was
sent here, and government has made a mistake by imposing this opportunity on
me. I miss my freedom and will value it more highly when I get out; but jn
the meantime I've read a dozen important books, written some delightful poetry,
and outlined two books I'intend to write. Also, I've lost some excess weight
and have improved my gymnastic skills. And, most importantly, I've done an
enormous amount of thinking about myself, my values, and the future I'm going
to work for. I'll come out much more highly motivated and educated than be-
fore. My capacity for joy has not been diminished.
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Seeanq ?llyAEq
Author retai ns al 1 ri ghts . by KARL J. BRAY

I Looked in the mirror, and what djd I see?
A strong, silent friend, admiring me;

I Stood and I watched, and I studjed that face'
I saw no evasion' never a trace;

I 0bserved and I pondered the beauty in me,
and saw myself ca1m1y, saw what was me;

I Smjled so s1ight1y, del'ighted and staid,
with certainty and pleasure; I liked what I'd made;

I Knew as I stood there, aware of my mind,
that I had matured, I now was defined;

I Laughed at the man and he laughed back at me'
and I djd in that instant love the ego in me;

I Contjnued with relish to admire that man,
seeing his image, his full self-command;

I Loved what I felt, this fine mental state,
and I wanted it always, to always be great;

I Watched with full focus his implacable stand,
and felt pure emotions, not tarnjshed nor bland;

I Turned from the mirror, I knew I was free
to be what I wanted, to be fullY me;

I Challenged the world as never before,
and built better structures' better and more;

I Worked and I studied, and wasted no time;
and thought of the mirror, its image enshrined;

I Grew in self-knowledge, and came fu11y to see
that the source of my courage, mY greatness, is me;

I Traded with others, to our mutual reward,
and because we were honest, we never djd guard;

I Taught what I'd learned to other like minds'
I earned their respect, gave payment in kind;

I Now Do Love others, and they do love me,
but only because my first love was me;

I Write brilliant lines' and speak of my life'
and sharing its value, a woman, my wife;

I Choose all my values, and I choose the good'
with full conscious effort, I do as I should;

I Stand on the top of the world that I've made,
and thank the reflection who was not afraid;

I See that my purpose in l ife is my choice,
and jn this grand knowledge, I immensly reioice;

I Trust only reason and rational man,
and corrnit my whole being to my rational plan;

I Clearly See man as he is and should be,
jn a rational universe, open and free;

I Am as I was, the reflection 'is me,
the creation is mine, the creator js me.

l{rjtten on November 4,1975, in the Salt Lake City-County Jail
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