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Supper Club News

October’s supper Club will feature Joseph Miranda.  Joseph is a Libertarian Activist.  He has been involved in protests during the Democratic Convention and is in charge of planning the local activities for the National Day of Protest.

October’s Supper Club will be held at 7 p.m. October 19th.  As usual, we’ll be at the Greenhouse Café in the A.V. Mall. 

1233 West Avenue P 

               Palmdale 

               661-272-8866
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We look forward to seeing you there.  (
October 22nd is the National Day of Protest

 In LA, a Libertarian Party contingent will assemble at Olympic and Broadway at 1PM. The main theme is protest against police brutality BUT this is an opportunity to get out in the streets on any topic you'd find of interest: drug legalization, human rights, exclusion of third parties from the electoral process, etc. One theme we need to push is "Free Steve Kubby--Political Prisoner".

This demonstration will probably be more restrained than the one at the DNC in August but still loads of fun.   If you'd like to volunteer to work on this, there are lots of interesting things to be done.

For more information check this web site:

home.earthlink.net/~jamiranda/libertydemo.html

Updates will be added as the event approaches.  (
City Tries to Bring Big Brother to Home Schooling

2000 National Directory of Environmental and Regulatory Victims

After moving to Lynn, Massachusetts in 1993, Michael and Virginia Brunnelle decided not to enroll their five children in the public schools, opting to educate them at home instead. The Brunnelles' credentials for home schooling are impeccable. Mrs. Brunnelle is a certified elementary school teacher while Mr. Brunnelle has a Master's degree in Christian education. Although Lynn public school officials approved the Brunnelles' qualifications as teachers and the contents of the curricula and the instructional materials, they still would not allow the Brunnelles to home school their children unless they allowed school officials to conduct periodic inspections of their home "to verify that the Home Instruction Plan is being implemented."

The Brunnelles strongly objected to the school system's claim that it had the right to intrude on their familial privacy. They filed a suit against the Lynn Public Schools charging that the home inspection regulation violated state constitutional guarantees against unreasonable searches. The Superintendent of the Lynn Public Schools argued that the home visit regulation was essential to make sure that the parents were providing necessary instructional space, the proper instructional materials and were following a set schedule.

In 1995, the Massachusetts Supreme Judicial Court overturned the home visit regulation as an improper attempt to apply the institutional standards governing public schools to the non-institutional environment of a family home. The court, for instance, said the need for a formal schedule was unnecessary because the intimate relationship between the parent and child permits closer monitoring than would be possible in a public school classroom. On the school system's need to insure the availability of instructional space, the court stated: "We doubt that parents like the plaintiffs, who are so committed to home education that they are willing to forgo the public schools, and devote substantial time and energy to teaching their children, will let the children's progress suffer for lack of adequate instructional space."

Finally, the court held that the home visit requirement was improper because it raised issues of unwarranted government intrusion on familial privacy.

The 2000 National Directory of Environmental and Regulatory Victims is produced by the National Center for Public Policy Research.  You can find out more at: www.nationalcenter.org.  (
Columbia University is a No Civil Rights Zone

Columbia University has suspended due process for men.  Starting this semester Columbia University has instituted a new sexual misconduct policy that denies man their rights!  This is done to “eliminate the bureaucratic red tape” of the old campus policy.

And what is this red tape?  Why it’s a male student’s civil rights!

The “red tape” they have eliminated follows:

· The right for the accused male student to confront his accuser

· The right for the male student to have a lawyer present

· The right for the male student to confront and question any witnesses

In addition the male student:

· can be informed of the charges less than ten days before the hearing

· would not know the specific allegations or evidence of what he has been accused of until immediately before the student gave testimony

· would be liable for further charges if he mentioned the name of the girl to anyone, including his lawyer

What country are we in?  Apparently Columbia feels that women would be uncomfortable being in the same room as the man they are accusing.  And God forbid we make a woman uncomfortable.

The new policy also identifies “sexual misconduct” as:

Physical contact in which the lack of consent can be inferred by the physical incapacity or mental impairment of which the accuser was aware or should have been aware of.  

If found guilty, the male student can be expelled from Columbia.  (
Libertarians announce positions on November ballot measures

California Libertarians support a proposed voucher program and drug treatment over incarceration, while opposing new bonds and restrictions on political speech, according to positions on the November ballot initiatives announced by the Libertarian Party of California. 

"Libertarians evaluate each ballot measure by asking: will this measure make California more or less free? Will this law increase liberty or restrict it? We make a decision based on the answers to those questions," declared Libertarian state chair Mark Hinkle. 

Libertarians endorsed what is arguably the most controversial initiative, Proposition 38, the school voucher initiative. "Government schools have clearly failed to educate children. Prop. 38, while not perfect, is a significant advance over the status quo," Hinkle stated. 

State Libertarians also back Proposition 36, which requires probation and drug treatment instead of incarceration for nonviolent drug law offenders.  "Libertarians were the first to demand an end to the War on Drugs," Hinkle pointed out. "Until that happens, Prop. 36 will reduce prison overcrowding, save state taxpayers hundreds of millions of dollars per year, and probably save lives as well." 

Also receiving the Libertarian endorsement is Proposition 37, which would redefine certain fees as taxes. "Politicians have been getting away with murder, avoiding tax restrictions by calling them 'fees.' Prop. 37 would put an end to that hidden taxation," Hinkle said. 

Proposition 35, which would ease rules on private contracting, also wins an endorsement from Libertarians. "Public contractors oppose Prop. 35 for fear of losing their jobs. But Prop. 35 will end up creating thousands of jobs - and save billions in taxes," Hinkle predicted. 

On the con side, Libertarians oppose Proposition 32, a $500 million bond act. "Bonds are the most expensive way to finance projects. Plus, voters just approved a $50 million veterans homes bond act in March. There is no excuse for this initiative," Hinkle noted. 

Libertarians also strongly oppose Proposition 39, the so-called "Son of 26," which would lower the threshold for passing school bonds from two-thirds to 55%. "Voters defeated Prop. 26 in March. To qualify a near-identical initiative so soon is the height of arrogance," Hinkle said. 

Proposition 34, which would impose campaign contribution limits, also gets a thumbs-down from Libertarians. "Libertarians accept no restrictions on political speech, no exceptions." 

Concluded Hinkle, "Libertarians always come down on the side of greater liberty and less government. We urge voters to read their ballot pamphlets carefully -- and we are confident that many voters will come to same conclusion we did." 

The following is the list of positions taken by the Libertarian Party of California on ballot measures for the November 7 general election:

· Proposition 32: No (
· Proposition 33: No (
· Proposition 34: No (
· Proposition 35: Yes (
· Proposition 36: Yes (
· Proposition 37: Yes (
· Proposition 38: Yes (
· Proposition 39: No (
“… If you live in a community that is trying to make sense of itself with lower crime rates and a cleaner environment, you have a stake in not letting polluters destroy your air and letting a misguided devotion to what's called states' rights cancel the Cops Program and reverse the decline in crime rates in urban and suburban communities and rural areas. I could go on.”

- Albert Gore Jr.

Government-Run Health Care: A World of Hurt

James Frogue and Robert Moffit

Supporters of government-run health care frequently point to the "universal health coverage" offered in countries such as Canada and Britain as a model for the United States. An apparently approving Vice President Al Gore recently told an MTV audience he expects European-style coverage for Americans "within this decade."

He may want to talk with James Hughes-Onslow first. A reporter for Britain’s Daily Telegraph, Hughes-Onslow recently found out more than he wanted to know about his country’s government-run health care when it took four months for him to receive an operation for colon cancer. And his wait was short: He had to "pull every string available" to move up Britain’s long waiting lists and finally get treated for a condition that could easily have been fatal.

Such waiting lists are an inevitable by-product of any system of socialized medicine. Demand outpaces supply, so the government must ration care. Because prices are fixed, the only way politicians and bureaucrats can "control" demand is to limit supply, which entails long waiting lists for many types of medical conditions.

Dr. Richard Davies, a cardiologist at the University of Ottawa, recently wrote in the Canadian Medical Association Journal that "Canadian patients are being forced to wait much longer than is really necessary" for heart bypass surgery. Using figures from the Cardiac Care Network of Ontario, he showed that more than 1,500 patients were on the provincial waiting list at any given time in a typical year. Sadly, some die while waiting for surgery, while others are taken off the list because they’ve become "medically unfit for surgery" due to their extended waiting time.

Similar revelations are coming out of Britain. According to The Guardian, in 1998 more than 1.3 million British patients were on waiting lists for medical care. The new Labor government, elected in 1997, promised to tackle the problem, but 100,000 more patients were added to the waiting lists in a year. It is now a scandal.

Well, critics retort, what about drug prices? Aren’t they cheaper in Canada? Yes, some are (though not all) because of government price-fixing. But when a government buys drugs, it must also ration them. With no private-sector alternatives, patients have no choice but to accept what their government—not their doctor—decides is best.

Drug access is every bit as important as drug prices. The government has to "approve" the drugs it pays for; then again, it might not approve. The reduced availability of many desirable drugs leads many Canadians to head south to the United States to buy drugs they can’t get at home—at any price.

Government management of the drug market means that bureaucrats control an individual’s access to medicine. There are many examples of the inefficiencies produced by such interventions. One 64-year-old Canadian patient was being treated for peptic ulcers with a drug called omeprazole, but the government demanded that he switch to an older, less expensive drug. Three days later, he was hospitalized and required a complete blood transfusion. After 10 more days and several more transfusions, he was able to leave the hospital. When discharged, he was taking the same drug—omeprazole—that he had been taking in the first place.

Government-run "universal health care" also subjects patients to substandard care.  Budget-conscious bureaucrats seldom approve pricey new technologies, as their budgets are always stretched to the maximum. A survey of teaching hospitals in Washington State, Oregon, and British Columbia found that 18 surgical and diagnostic procedures commonly available to patients in the United States are not available to Canadian patients.

In Britain, lack of access to modern technologies and medicines poses high risks for patients, especially in cases involving cancer and cardiovascular disease. Recently, the World Health Organization estimated that 25,000 Britons have died unnecessarily.

There’s no question that the American health-care system is imperfect and that U.S. policymakers need to address its weaknesses. But any solution that involves government-run "universal health care" should be avoided like the plague.  (
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Ethics in Politicians

Jason Gonella

When confronted by politicians claiming the title of Morality combined with the insistence that the same politician will be using legislation to enforce said morality on those who disagree with his religious views, many mistakenly believe that the correct responses are to either accept such as morality and follow it or accept such as morality and accept immorality as a reaction.

No two politicians better exemplify this trend than Bill Clinton and Pat Robertson.  They are two sides to the same coin.  Pat Robertson wants to make his religious views law, while Bill Clinton is the epitome of the amoral politician.

While I would not be surprised to find that many people agree with the religious views of Pat Robertson, I would also not be surprised to find that many of them do not agree with the idea of voicing their views on others. While the constitution forbids a true theocracy, it is possible to make following of certain faiths difficult.  An example of this is when Rep. Bob Barr (R-GA) tried to forbid the military from recognizing Wicca as a religion.  It is also possible to force the IRS to not recognize certain faiths, depriving them of their tax-exempt status.  If a religion were to fail to win, or worse to lose, these two forms of recognition, their ability to function as a religion is severely impaired.  Their clergy can not perform weddings, funerals, or all forms of religious counseling, nor would donations to that faith be tax deductible.  Members of the military would not be allowed time off for religious occasions.  While that faith is not truly banned, nor is another faith established, freedom of religion is severely impaired.

As well as specific acts with which a particular faith disagrees.  Some people believe that acts such as consuming alcohol, using birth control, or teaching evolution are wrong, and would try to have such acts banned.  Others see nothing inherently wrong with any of these acts.  Other than the particular moral premise of the person seeking to ban them, what basis is there for such laws?  Other than the desire of those who seek them to control others, none.

There are many possible responses to such a moralist, one of them being the rejection formality as a whole.  Rejecting the morality that, among other things, condemns wealth, politicians like Bill Clinton see no distinction between earning money or ventures such as defrauding investors in real estate or in the commodities market, other than one of them being easier.

The amoral politician is not a better choice than the restrictive moral politician.  Just as the latter will seek to use the government to enforce his morality, the former will seek to abuse the government to protect his immorality.

While there is less of a specific agenda with this type of politician, there is also less restraint.  Bill Clinton allows himself actions that Pat Robertson would never allow himself.  Less of an agenda, however, is not the same as any agenda.

Another problem is that the amoral politician has no basis on which to decide whether any bill is a good one, and will often pass legislation that does long term harm in exchange for short term benefits, or even immediate public relations.  They also see no reason why the rights of the people should not be violated.  There is no reason the government should not be used, in their view, to force others to do what they want.  This is the view of the gang member competing for turf, believing that once he has the turf, others should do what he says, with of course, the implied "or else."

Neither option is a good one for those interested in preserving individual liberties.  Those in a particular faith benefit from the former, and the politicians benefit from the latter.  With the hyper-moralists, disagreement is fruitless.  With the amoralists, disagreement can be dangerous.  There is, however, another option.

It is possible to find people who apply moral standards to themselves without seeking to force others to conform to them true, but the very nature of morality, they will judge those who do not live up to their own standard poorly, but that is different, not just quantitatively as the amoralists would have you believe, but qualitatively from forcing others to conform.  The personal moralist will look down on those who are less moral, but their own ethics tell them to allow others to live that way, so long as the rights of others are not violated, unlike Bob Barr.

Basing their decisions on personal standards, the moral politician will also not seek to use the government for personal benefit as Bill Clinton does, as when he balked the special prosecutor, destroying the character of Ken Starr to protect himself.

An example of such an ethical politician is Jimmy Carter.  While I disagree with him politically, I respect him personally.  He did not intentionally abuse the government like Robertson would have or Clinton did.  He was guided by as strong moral code, but did not seek to enforce it on others, nor did he try to escape his own failings.

It is possible to find such people in various places in the political spectrum, although they become less common among those advocating a stronger government.  The problem is weeding them out.  The hyper-moral will assert that those who disagree with them are not moral, the amoral will pretend morality with no qualms.  According to both, there is no difference between the moral and the immoral politician, one due to disagreement, the other because of a desire to be seen as the same.  In both cases it is not true.  (
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Upcoming Events


October 19, 6:30 p.m. – August Business Meeting


October 19, 7:00 p.m. – August Supper Club, Joseph Miranda speaking


November 7 – Election Day


November 16, 6:30 p.m. – August Business Meeting


November 16, 7:00 p.m. – August Supper Club


November 18, 9:00 a.m. – Adopt-a-Highway Cleanup
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Newsletter Deadline


The deadline for newsletter submissions is November 1.  If you have anything you want included in November’s Newsletter, please contact Deanna Peugeot at: � HYPERLINK mailto:dpeugeot@avlp.org ��dpeugeot@avlp.org� or:
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