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Nelson Nash’s live seminars for the 
next two months (The seminar sponsor 
or contact person is listed with phone 
and e-mail address in case you want to 
attend) 

Thursday-Friday, June 12-13, San Antonio, TX - 
Brandi Jo Newman 210-391-9974, 
mail@brandijonewman.com  
 
Friday-Saturday, 20-21 June, Honolulu, HI - Jennifer 
McTigue 808-636-4199, jenn.mctigue@gmail.com 
 
Tuesday-Wednesday, 24-25 June, Little Rock, AR-

Becky Rice 501-221-7400, rwrice@leapconcepts.net  
 
Thursday-Friday, 26-27 June, Lawrence, KS- Ray 
Poteet 785-842-8333, ceisman@alphaomega-fs.com  
 
Friday-Saturday, 18-19 July, Pittsburgh, PA - Kim 
Stewart 412-287-0515, kim@s-cf.com 
 
Monday-Tuesday, 21-22 July, Birmingham, AL- 

Contact me for information, David Stearns 205-276-
2977, david.stearns@charter.net 
 
Wednesday-Thursday, 23-24 July, Infinite Banking 

Concepts Semi-annual Think Tank Conference, 

Birmingham, AL - Contact me for information, David 
Stearns 205-276-2977 david.stearns@charter.net 
 
Saturday, 26 July, Toledo, OH - Lupe Hinojosa, 
419-534-2000 lupehinojosa@sbcglobal.net 

 
Tuesday-Wednesday, 29-30 July, Boerne, TX - Larry 
Holder 512-799-1464 
 
Thursday-Friday, 31 July-1 August, Austin, TX -  

Paul McDonald 512-459-5966 paul@econwbs.com  
or Ben Waggoner 512-965-0391 ben@econwbs.com 
 

Here is a listing of Nelson’s newly 
added Book Recommendations 

Charlie Wilson's War: The Extraordinary Story of the 

Largest Covert Operation in History by George Crile 

Nelson’s Favorite Quotes of the Month 

Discovery consists of seeing what everybody has seen 

and thinking what nobody has thought.   

 – Albert Szent Gyogi 

 

One can choose to go back toward safety or forward 

toward growth.  Growth must be chosen again and 

again; fear must be overcome again and again.  

  – Abraham Maslow 

 

The real risk is in doing nothing - Dennis Waitley 

 

The greatest discovery of my generation is that you 

can change your circumstances by changing your 

attitude of mind.  –William James 

 

"Governments likely to confiscate wealth are unlikely 

to find much wealth to confiscate in the long run." 

-- Thomas Sowell  

Our federal tax system is, in short, utterly impossible, 

utterly unjust and completely counterproductive [it] 

reeks with injustice and is fundamentally un-

American... it has earned a rebellion and it's time we 

rebelled". - President Ronald Reagan, May 1983, 

Williamsburg, VA 

Common sense is the collection of prejudices 

acquired by age eighteen. - Albert Einstein 
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Few people are capable of expressing with 

equanimity opinions which differ from the prejudices 

of their social environment.  Most people are even 

incapable of forming such opinions. - Albert Einstein 

 

The following articles are Nelson’s 
favorite finds from the last month’s 
reading 

Consider the article Walter E. Williams’ wrote this 
month on the Environmental Movement’s track 
record. – Nelson 

A MINORITY VIEW  

BY WALTER E. WILLIAMS  

RELEASE: WEDNESDAY, MAY 7, 2008, AND 
THEREAFTER  

Environmentalists' Wild Predictions 

Now that another Earth Day has come and gone, let's 
look at some environmentalist predictions that they 
would prefer we forget. 

At the first Earth Day celebration, in 1969, 
environmentalist Nigel Calder warned, "The threat of 
a new ice age must now stand alongside nuclear war 
as a likely source of wholesale death and misery for 
mankind." C.C. Wallen of the World Meteorological 
Organization said, "The cooling since 1940 has been 
large enough and consistent enough that it will not 
soon be reversed." In 1968, Professor Paul Ehrlich, 
Vice President Gore's hero and mentor, predicted 
there would be a major food shortage in the U.S. and 
"in the 1970s ... hundreds of millions of people are 
going to starve to death." Ehrlich forecasted that 65 
million Americans would die of starvation between 
1980 and 1989, and by 1999 the U.S. population 
would have declined to 22.6 million. Ehrlich's 
predictions about England were gloomier: "If I were a 
gambler, I would take even money that England will 
not exist in the year 2000." 

In 1972, a report was written for the Club of Rome 

warning the world would run out of gold by 1981, 
mercury and silver by 1985, tin by 1987 and 
petroleum, copper, lead and natural gas by 1992. 
Gordon Taylor, in his 1970 book "The Doomsday 
Book," said Americans were using 50 percent of the 
world's resources and "by 2000 they [Americans] 
will, if permitted, be using all of them." In 1975, the 
Environmental Fund took out full-page ads warning, 
"The World as we know it will likely be ruined by the 
year 2000." 

Harvard University biologist George Wald in 1970 
warned, "... civilization will end within 15 or 30 years 
unless immediate action is taken against problems 
facing mankind." That was the same year that Sen. 
Gaylord Nelson warned, in Look Magazine, that by 
1995 "... somewhere between 75 and 85 percent of all 
the species of living animals will be extinct." 

It's not just latter-day doomsayers who have been 
wrong; doomsayers have always been wrong. In 
1885, the U.S. Geological Survey announced there 
was "little or no chance" of oil being discovered in 
California, and a few years later they said the same 
about Kansas and Texas. In 1939, the U.S. 
Department of the Interior said American oil supplies 
would last only another 13 years. In 1949, the 
Secretary of the Interior said the end of U.S. oil 
supplies was in sight. Having learned nothing from its 
earlier erroneous claims, in 1974 the U.S. Geological 
Survey advised us that the U.S. had only a 10-year 
supply of natural gas. The fact of the matter, 
according to the American Gas Association, there's a 
1,000 to 2,500 year supply. 

Here are my questions: In 1970, when 
environmentalists were making predictions of 
manmade global cooling and the threat of an ice age 
and millions of Americans starving to death, what 
kind of government policy should we have 
undertaken to prevent such a calamity? When Ehrlich 
predicted that England would not exist in the year 
2000, what steps should the British Parliament have 
taken in 1970 to prevent such a dire outcome? In 
1939, when the U.S. Department of the Interior 
warned that we only had oil supplies for another 13 
years, what actions should President Roosevelt have 
taken? Finally, what makes us think that 
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environmental alarmism is any more correct now that 
they have switched their tune to manmade global 
warming? 

Here are a few facts: Over 95 percent of the 
greenhouse effect is the result of water vapor in 
Earth's atmosphere. Without the greenhouse effect, 
Earth's average temperature would be zero degrees 
Fahrenheit. Most climate change is a result of the 
orbital eccentricities of Earth and variations in the 
sun's output. On top of that, natural wetlands produce 
more greenhouse gas contributions annually than all 
human sources combined. 

Walter E. Williams is a professor of economics at 
George Mason University. To find out more about 
Walter E. Williams and read features by other 
Creators Syndicate writers and cartoonists, visit the 
Creators Syndicate Web page at www.creators.com.  

COPYRIGHT 2008 CREATORS SYNDICATE, INC. 

 

Maybe, this will come to pass.  It certainly has been 
the pattern of things in our recent history. – Nelson 

The Coming Collapse of Oil 

Prices 

by Dom Armentano 
by Dom Armentano 

Bold economic predictions are dangerous, and I've 
been wrong before, but here goes: Oil prices are about 
to tumble. 

There are several important reasons to believe that 
crude oil prices of roughly $130/barrel are simply not 
sustainable. The first is that world-wide economic 
growth, and hence the demand for crude oil, has 
slowed markedly due to the credit crunch and the 
bursting real estate bubble. The second reason is that 
the Federal Reserve has finally decided to stop 
lowering interest rates and/or creating credit as if it 
were the Tooth Ferry; a stronger dollar will mean 
lower oil prices. Third, the already record high crude 
oil and gasoline prices have created strong incentives 

for consumer and business conservation and that has 
lowered overall demand. 

Yet the most fundamental reason to expect prices to 
fall is that the gap between the price of crude oil and 
the cost of producing it is just way, way too large to 
be sustained long-run. 

According to the Energy Information Administration, 
the average cost (in constant dollars) of finding, 
lifting, and storing onshore domestic and/or foreign 
oil between 1980 and 2004 has been approximately 
$20 per barrel; between 2004 and 2006 that average 
cost rose to approximately $25 per barrel and is 
slightly higher now. (The cost of producing offshore 
oil is more than double onshore costs). Yet the price 
of crude oil has risen to approximately $130 per 
barrel (doubling in the last year alone) creating large 
profits for most producers and integrated oil 
companies. 

Marginal suppliers around the world with costs above 
$30 per barrel but still far below current prices now 
have overwhelming incentives to uncap wells, engage 
in secondary and tertiary techniques to recover more 
oil from existing wells, drill additional wells, and 
otherwise expand production. (Houston is currently 
booming with oil production investment as is Brazil). 
Any serious output expansion will take time but the 
increasing supply coupled with lower demand will 
lead inexorably to lower prices; indeed, sharply lower 
prices. 

To be sure, speculators have helped bid up the price 
of crude oil. Most of the speculation centers around 
legitimate concerns about "supply disruptions" and 
some wider war in the Middle East Gulf region. My 
guess is that roughly 20% of the current price is a 
supply disruption premium while another 10% is 
associated with our own debasement of the currency 
(the dollar) by our own central bank. (This can be 
proven by comparing oil prices in dollars with oil 
prices in Euros). When (if) these speculations prove 
unwarranted, oil prices will decline sharply into (my 
guess) the $80 per barrel range. But if we get a new 
war, all bets are off. 

Public policy can encourage this bursting bubble 
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scenario. The Democrats want to tax the oil 
companies or use the antitrust laws against them. Big 
mistake. More taxes get you LESS oil and 
"concentration" in the oil industry is not really the 
problem. The on-going Congressional hearings 
"investigating" oil prices and profits is a charade and 
is purely political theater. The very same federal and 
state governments that complain about high oil prices 
continue to tax gasoline at a rate (40 cents per gallon) 
far higher than the profit rate for the oil companies. 
So much for government concern about consumers. 

On the other hand, public policy can and must change 
to allow energy companies to explore for and develop 
domestic and offshore supplies of crude oil. Obstacles 
to expanding and building new oil refineries 
domestically must be removed, and quickly. 
Alternative energy sources, if they are cheaper, must 
be allowed to proceed (including and especially 
nuclear) but direct subsidies to ALL energy 
companies (including to oil companies, if any) should 
end. We need the contributions of wind, solar, etc., 
but only if and when their real costs and prices are 
comparable with oil and natural gas. Competitive 
energy suppliers will work to produce in our interest 
if we free up the markets and let them. 

May 26, 2008 

Dom Armentano [send him mail] is Professor 

Emeritus at the University of Hartford (CT) and the 

author of Antitrust and Monopoly (Independent 

Institute, 1998) and Antitrust: The Case for Repeal 
(Mises Institute, 1999). He has published articles, 

op/eds and reviews in The New York Times, Wall 
Street Journal, London Financial Times, Financial 
Post, Hartford Courant, National Review, Antitrust 
Bulletin and many other journals. 

Copyright © 2008 LewRockwell.com

 

War and Inflation 

By Llewellyn H. Rockwell, Jr.Llewellyn H. Rockwell, Jr.  

This talk was delivered at the Future of Freedom 

Foundation’s conference on "Restoring the Republic: 

Foreign Policy and Civil Liberties," on June 6, 2008, 

in Reston, Virginia. 

The U.S. central bank, called the Federal Reserve, 
was created in 1913. No one promoted this institution 
with the slogan that it would make wars more likely 
and guarantee that nearly half a million Americans 
would die in battle in foreign lands, along with 
millions of foreign soldiers and civilians. No one 
pointed out that this institution would permit 
Americans to fund, without taxes, the destruction of 
cities abroad and overthrow governments at will. No 
one said that the central bank would make it possible 
for the U.S. to be at large-scale war in one of every 
four years for a full century. It was never pointed out 
that this institution would make it possible for the 
U.S. government to establish a global empire that 
would make Imperial Rome and Britain look benign 
by comparison. 

You can line up 100 professional war historians and 
political scientists and talk about the twentieth 
century, and not one is likely to mention the role of 
the Fed in funding U.S. militarism. And yet it is true: 
the Fed is the institution that has created the money to 
fund the wars. In this role, it has solved a major 
problem that the state has confronted for all of human 
history. A state without money or a state that must tax 
its citizens to raise money for its wars is necessarily 
limited in its imperial ambitions. Keep in mind that 
this is only a problem for the state. It is not a problem 
for the people. The inability of the state to fund its 
unlimited ambitions is worth more for the people than 
every kind of legal check and balance. It is more 
valuable than all the constitutions ever devised.  

The state has no wealth that is its own. It is not a 
profitable enterprise. Everything it possesses it must 
take from society in a zero-sum game. That usually 
means taxes, but taxes annoy people. They can 
destabilize the state and threaten its legitimacy. They 
inspire anger, revolt, and even revolution. Rather than 
risk that result, the state from the Middle Ages to the 
dawn of the central banking age was somewhat 
cautious in its global ambitions simply because it was 
cautious in its need to steal openly and directly from 
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the people in order to pay its bills.  

To be sure, it doesn't require a central bank for a state 
to choose inflation over taxes as a means of funding 
itself. All it really requires is a monopoly on the 
production of money. Once acquired, the monopoly 
on money production leads to a systematic process of 
depreciating the currency, whether by coin clipping or 
debasement or the introduction of paper money, 
which can then be printed without limit. The central 
bank assists in this process in a critical sense: it 
cartelizes the banking system as the essential conduit 
by which money is lent to the public and to the 
government itself. The banking system thereby 
becomes a primary funding agency to the state, and, 
in exchange for its services, the banking system is 
guaranteed against insolvency and business failure as 
it profits from inflation. If the goal of the state is the 
complete monopolization of money under an 
infinitely flexible paper-money system, there is no 
better path for the state than the creation of a central 
bank. This is the greatest achievement for the victory 
of power over liberty.  

The connection between war and inflation, then, dates 
long before the creation of the Federal Reserve. In 
fact, in America, it dates to the colonial era, and to the 
founding itself. The fate of the Continental currency, 
printed massively during and after the Revolutionary 
war, for example, was a very bad omen for our future, 
and the whole country paid a very serious price. It 
was this experience that later led to the gold clause in 
the U.S. Constitution. Except for the Hamiltonians, 
that entire generation of political activists saw the 
unity of freedom and sound money, and regarded 
paper money as the fuel of tyranny.  

Consider Thomas Paine: "Paper money is like dram-
drinking, it relieves for a moment by deceitful 
sensation, but gradually diminishes the natural heat, 
and leaves the body worse than it found it. Were not 
this the case, and could money be made of paper at 
pleasure, every sovereign in Europe would be as rich 
as he pleased…. Paper money appears at first sight to 
be a great saving, or rather that it costs nothing; but it 
is the dearest money there is. The ease with which it 
is emitted by an assembly at first serves as a trap to 
catch people in at last. It operates as an anticipation of 

the next year's taxes." 

But the wisdom of this generation, subverted by 
Lincoln, was finally thrown out during the 
Progressive Era. It was believed that an age of 
scientific public policy needed a scientific money 
machinery that could be controlled by powerful elites. 
The dawn of the age of central banking was also the 
dawn of the age of central planning, for there can be 
no government control over the nation's commercial 
life without first controlling the money. And once the 
state has the money and the banking system, its 
ambitions can be realized.  

Before the creation of the Federal Reserve, the idea of 
American entry into the conflict that became World 
War I would have been inconceivable. In fact, it was 
a highly unpopular idea, and Woodrow Wilson 
himself campaigned on a platform that promised to 
keep us out of war. But with a money monopoly, all 
things seem possible. It was a mere four years after 
the Fed was invented under the guise of scientific 
policy planning that the real agenda became obvious. 
The Fed would fund the U.S. entry into World War I.  

It was not only entry alone that was made possible. 
World War I was the first total war. It involved nearly 
the whole of the civilized world, and not only their 
governments but also the civilian populations, both as 
combatants and as targets. It has been described as the 
war that ended civilization in the 19th-century sense in 
which we understand that term. That is to say, it was 
the war that ended liberty as we knew it. What made 
it possible was the Federal Reserve. And not only the 
U.S. central bank; it was also its European 
counterparts. This was a war funded under the guise 
of scientific monetary policy.  

Reflecting on the calamity of this war, Ludwig von 
Mises wrote in 1919 that "One can say without 
exaggeration that inflation is an indispensable means 
of militarism. Without it, the repercussions of war on 
welfare become obvious much more quickly and 
penetratingly; war weariness would set in much 
earlier." 

There is always a price to be paid for funding war 
through the central bank. The postwar situation in 
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America was a classic case. There was inflation. 
There were massive dislocations. There was recession 
or what was then called depression, a direct result of 
capital dislocation that masked itself as an economic 
boom, but which was then followed by a bust. The 
depression hit in 1920, but it is not a famous event in 
United States economic history. Why is that? Because 
the Federal Reserve had not yet acquired the tools to 
manufacture an attempt to save the economy. Instead, 
neither the Fed nor Congress nor the President did 
much of anything about it – a wholly praiseworthy 
response! As a result, the depression was brief and 
became a footnote to history. The same would have 
happened in 1930 had Hoover not attempted to use 
the government as the means of resuscitation.  

Sadly, the easy recovery of 1920–1922 tempted the 
central bank to get back into the business of inflation, 
with the eventual result of a stock market boom that 
led to bust, then depression, and finally the 
destruction of the gold standard itself. FDR found that 
even fascist-style economic planning and inflation 
could not restore prosperity, so he turned to the 
ancient method of looking for a war to enter. Here is 
where the history of the United States and the Fed 
intersects with the tragic role of the German central 
bank.  

The German government also funded its Great War 
through inflation. By war's end, money in circulation 
has risen fourfold. Prices were up 140%. Yet, on 
international exchange, the German mark had not 
suffered as much as one might expect. The German 
government looked at this with encouragement and 
promptly attempted to manufacture a complete 
economic recovery through inflation. Incredibly, by 
1923, the mark had fallen to one-trillionth of its 1914 
gold value. The U.S. dollar was then equal to 4.2 
trillion marks. It was an example of currency 
destruction that remains legendary in the history of 
the world – all made possible by a central bank that 
obliged the government and monetized its war debt.  

But did people blame the printing press? No. The 
popular explanation dealt directly with the Treaty of 
Versailles. It was the harsh peace imposed by the 
allies that had brought Germany to the brink of total 
destruction – or so it was believed. Mises himself had 

written a full book that he hoped would explain that 
Germany owed its suffering to war and socialism, not 
Versailles as such. He urged the German people to 
look at the real cause and establish free markets, lest 
imperial dictatorship be the next stage in political 
development. But he was ignored.  

The result, we all know, was Hitler.  

Turning to Russia, the untold truth about the 
Bolshevik revolution is that Lenin's greatest 
propaganda tool involved the sufferings by the 
Russian people during World War I. Men were 
drafted and killed at a horrific level. Lenin called this 
capitalist exploitation, based on his view that the war 
resulted from capitalist motives. In fact, it was a 
foreshadowing of the world that socialism would 
bring about, a world in which all people and all 
property are treated as means to statist ends. And 
what made the prolongation of the Russian role in 
World War I possible was an institution called the 
State Bank of the Russian Empire, the Russian 
version of the Fed.  

The Russian war itself was funded through money 
creation, which also led to massive price increases 
and controls and shortages during the war. I'm not of 
the opinion, unlike the neocons, that the Russian 
monarchy was a particularly evil regime, but the 
temptation that the money machine provided the 
regime proved too inviting. It turned a relatively 
benign monarchy into a war machine. A country that 
had long been integrated into the worldwide division 
of labor and was under a gold standard became a 
killing machine. And as horrific and catastrophic as 
the war dead were for Russian morale, the inflation 
affected every last person and inspired massive unrest 
that led to the triumph of Communism.  

At this juncture in history, we can see what central-
banking had brought to us. It was not an end to the 
business cycle. It was not merely more liquidity for 
the banking system. It was not an end to bank runs 
and bank panics. It certainly wasn't scientific public 
policy. The world's major economies were being 
lorded over by money monopolies and the front men 
had become some of the worst despots in the history 
of the world. Now they were preparing to fight each 
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other with all the resources they had at their disposal. 
The resources they did not have at their disposal they 
would pay for with their beloved machinery of central 
banking.  

In wartime, the printing presses ran overtime, but 
with a totalitarian level of rationing, price controls, 
and all-round socialization of resources in the whole 
of the Western world, the result of inflation was not 
merely rising prices. It was vast suffering and 
shortages in Britain, Russia, Germany, Italy, France, 
Austria-Hungary, the US, and pretty much the entire 
planet.  

So we can see here the amazing irony of central 
banking at work. The institution that was promoted by 
economists working with bankers, in the name of 
bringing rationality and science to bear on monetary 
matters, had given birth to the most evil political 
trends in the history of the world: Communism, 
socialism, fascism, Nazism, and the despotism of 
economic planning in the capitalist West. The story of 
central banking is one step removed from the story of 
atom bombs and death camps. There is a reason the 
state has been unrestrained in the last 100 years and 
that reason is the precise one that many people think 
of as a purely technical issue that is too complicated 
for mere mortals.  

Fast-forward to the Iraq War, which has all the 
features of a conflict born of the power to print 
money. There was a time when the decision to go to 
war involved real debate in the U.S. House of 
Representatives. And what was this debate about? It 
was about resources, and the power to tax. But once 
the executive state was unhinged from the need to 
rely on tax dollars, and did not have to worry about 
finding willing buyers for its unbacked debt 
instruments, the political debate about war was 
silenced.  

In the entire run-up to war, George Bush just assumed 
as a matter of policy that it was his decision alone 
whether to invade Iraq. The objections by Ron Paul 
and some other members of Congress and vast 
numbers of the American population, was reduced to 
little more than white noise in the background. 
Imagine if he had to raise the money for the war 

through taxes. It never would have happened. But he 
didn't have to. He knew the money would be there. So 
despite a $200 billion deficit, a $9 trillion debt, $5 
trillion in outstanding debt instruments held by the 
public, a federal budget of $3 trillion, and falling tax 
receipts in 2001, Bush contemplated a war that has 
cost $525 billion dollars, or $4,681 per household. 
Imagine if he had gone to the American people to 
request that. What would have happened? I think we 
know the answer to that question. And those are 
government figures; the actual cost of this war will be 
far higher—perhaps $20,000 per household. 

Now, when left-liberals talk about these figures, they 
like to compare them with what the state might have 
done with these resources in terms of funding health 
care, public schools, head-start centers, or food 
stamps. This is a mistake because it demonstrates that 
the left isn't really providing an alternative to the 
right. It merely has a different set of priorities in how 
it would use the resources raised by the inflation 
machine. It's true that public schools are less costly in 
terms of lives and property than war itself. But the 
inflation-funded welfare state also has a corrosive 
effect on society. The pipe dream that the inflation 
monster can be used to promote good instead of evil 
illustrates a certain naïveté about the nature of the 
state itself. If the state has the power and is asked to 
choose between doing good and waging war, what 
will it choose? Certainly in the American context the 
choice has always been for war.  

It is equally naïve for the right to talk about 
restraining the government while wishing for global 
war. So long as the state has unlimited access to the 
printing press, it can ignore the pleas of ideological 
groups concerning how the money will be raised. It is 
also very silly for the right to believe that it can have 
its wars, its militarism, its nationalism and 
belligerence, without depending on the power of the 
Federal Reserve. This institution is the very 
mechanism by which the dreams of both the fanatical 
right and the fanatical left come true.  

The effect of the money machine goes well beyond 
funding undesirable government programs. The Fed 
creates financial bubbles that lead to economic 
dislocation. Think of the technology bubble of the late 
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1990s or the housing bubble. Or the boom that 
preceded the current bust. These are all a result of the 
monopolization of money.  

These days, the American consumer has been hit very 
hard with rising prices in oil, clothing, food, and 
much else. For the first time in decades, people are 
feeling this and feeling it hard. And just as in every 
other inflation in world history, people are looking for 
the culprit and finding all the wrong ones. They 
believe it is the oil companies who are gouging us, or 
that foreign oil dealers are restricting supply, or that 
gas station owners are abusing a crisis to profit at our 
expense.  

I wouldn't entirely rule out the possibility that price 
controls are around the corner. When Nixon imposed 
them in 1971, neither he nor his advisors believed that 
they would actually result in controlling inflation. 
Rather, the purpose was to redirect the target of 
public anger from the government and its bank over 
to retailers, who would become scapegoats. In this 
sense, price controls do work. They make people 
believe that the government is trying to lower prices 
while the private sector is attempting to raise them. 
This is the real political dynamic at work with price 
controls.  

The question is whether you will be taken in by these 
tactics. It is long past time for us to take note that the 
cause of the real trouble here is not the manufacturers 
or even the war as such but the agency that has been 
granted a legal right to counterfeit at will and lower 
the value of the currency while fueling every manner 
of statist scheme, whether welfare or warfare. We 
need to look at the Fed and say: this is the enemy.  

Note that the Federal Reserve is not a political party. 
It is not a recognized interest group. It is not a famed 
lobby in Washington. It is not really even a sector of 
public opinion. It seems completely shielded off from 
vigorous public debate. If we truly believe in liberty 
and decry the leviathan state, this situation cannot be 
tolerated.  

I say to the sincere right, if you really want to limit 
the state, you will have to give up your dreams of 
remaking the world at the point of a gun. Wars and 

limited government are impossible. Moreover, you 
must stop ignoring the role of monetary policy. It is a 
technical subject, to be sure, but one that we must all 
look into and understand if we expect to restore 
something that resembles the American liberty of the 
founders.  

I say to the sincere left, if you really want to stop war 
and stop the spying state, and put an end to the 
persecution of political dissidents and the 
Guantánamo camps for foreign peoples, and put a 
stop to the culture of nationalism and militarism, you 
must join us in turning attention to the role of 
monetary policy. The printing presses must be 
unplugged. It's true that this will also hit programs 
that are beloved by the left, such as socialized health 
care and federalized education programs. But so long 
as you expect the state to fund your dreams, you 
cannot expect that the state will not also fund the 
dreams of people you hate.  

And let me say a few words to libertarians, who 
dream of a world with limited government under the 
rule of law, a world in which free enterprise reigns 
and where the state has no power to interfere in our 
lives so long as we behave peacefully. It is 
completely absurd to believe that this can be achieved 
without fundamental monetary reform. And yet, until 
the most recent Ron Paul campaign, and aside from 
Murray Rothbard and the 26-year-long work of the 
Mises Institute, I don't recall that libertarians 
themselves have cared much about this issue at all.  

In 1983, the Mises Institute held a large academic 
conference on the gold standard, and we held it in 
Washington, D.C. (There were scholarly papers and 
Ron Paul debated a Fed governor. Ron won.) Even 
back then, I recall that D.C. libertarians ridiculed us 
for holding such a meeting to talk about the Fed and 
its replacement with sound money. They said that this 
would make the Mises Institute look ridiculous, that 
we would be tarred with the brush of gold bugs and 
crazies. We did it anyway. And all these years later, 
the book that came out of that conference remains a 
main source for understanding the role of money in 
the advance of despotism or resistance to it, and a 
blueprint for the future.  
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Of course the Austrian tradition fought paper money 
and central banking from the beginning. Menger was 
an advocate of the gold standard. Böhm-Bawerk 
actually established it as finance minister to the 
Habsburg monarchy. Mises's book on the topic from 
1912 was the first to show the role of money in the 
business cycle, and he issued dire warnings about 
central banking. Hayek wrote powerfully against the 
abandonment of gold in the 1930s. Hazlitt warned of 
the inevitable breakdown of Bretton Woods, and 
advocated a real gold standard instead. And Rothbard 
was a champion of sound money and the greatest 
enemy the Fed has ever had. But generally, I've long 
detected a tendency in libertarian circles to ignore this 
issue, in part for precisely the reasons cited above: it 
is not respectable.  

Well, I will tell you why this issue is not considered 
respectable: it is the most important priority of the 
state to keep its money machine hidden behind a 
curtain. Anyone who dares pull the curtain back is 
accused of every manner of intellectual crime. This is 
precisely the reason we must talk about it at every 
occasion. We must end the conspiracy of silence on 
this issue.  

I was intrigued at how Ron Paul, during his 
campaign, would constantly bring up the subject. 
Most politicians are out to play up to their audiences, 
so they say things that people want to hear. I promise 
you that early in the campaign, no one wanted to hear 
him talk about the Federal Reserve. But he did it 
anyway. He worked to educate his audiences about 
the need for monetary reform. And it worked. For the 
first time in my life, there is a large and very public 
movement in this country to take this topic seriously. 

Monetary economist Joseph Salerno was called the 
other day by C-Span, which wanted to interview him 
on television on the need to restore gold as the basis 
of our currency. As I watched this excellent 
interview, I was struck by what a great triumph it 
truly is for liberty that this topic is again part of the 
national debate. In the 19th century, this was a topic 
on everybody's minds. It can be again today, provided 
we do not eschew the truth in the formation of our 
message.  

It might be said that advocating privatization is 
politically unrealistic, and therefore a waste of time. 
What's more, we might say that by continuing to harp 
on the issue, we only marginalize ourselves, proving 
that we are on the fringe. I submit that there is no 
better way to ensure that an issue will always be off 
the table than to stop talking about it.  

Far from being an arcane and anachronistic issue, 
then, the gold standard and the issues it raises gets 
right to the heart of the current debate concerning the 
future of war and the world economy. Why do the 
government and its partisans dislike the gold 
standard? It removes the discretionary power of the 
Fed by placing severe limits on the ability of the 
central bank to inflate the money supply. Without that 
discretionary power, the government has far fewer 
tools of central planning at its disposal. Government 
can regulate, which is a function of the police power. 
It can tax, which involves taking people's property. 
And it can spend, which means redistributing other 
people's property. But its activities in the financial 
area are radically curbed.  

Think of your local and state governments. They tax 
and spend. They manipulate and intervene. As with 
all governments from the beginning of time, they 
generally retard social progress and muck things up as 
much as possible. What they do not do, however, is 
wage massive global wars, run huge deficits, 
accumulate trillions in debt, reduce the value of 
money, bail out foreign governments, provide endless 
credits to failing enterprises, administer hugely 
expensive and destructive social insurance schemes, 
or bring about immense swings in business activity.  

State and local governments are awful and they must 
be relentlessly checked, but they are not anything like 
the threat of the federal government. Neither are they 
as arrogant and convinced of their own infallibility 
and indispensability. They lack the aura of 
invincibility that the central government enjoys.  

It is the central bank, and only the central bank, that 
works as the government's money machine, and this 
makes all the difference. Now, it is not impossible 
that a central bank can exist alongside a gold 
standard, a lender of last resort that avoids the 
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temptation to destroy that which restrains it. In the 
same way, it is possible for someone with an 
insatiable appetite for wine to sit at a banquet table of 
delicious vintages and not take a sip.  

Let's just say that the existence of a central bank 
introduces an occasion of sin for the government. 
That is why under the best gold standard, there would 
be no central bank, gold coins would circulate as 
freely as their substitutes, and rules against fraud and 
theft would prohibit banks from pyramiding credit on 
top of demand deposits. So long as we are 
constructing the perfect system, all coinage would be 
private. Banks would be treated as businesses, no 
special privileges, no promises of bailout, no 
subsidized insurance, and no connection to 
government at any level. 

This is the free-market system of monetary 
management, which means turning over the 
institution of money entirely to the market economy. 
As with any institution in a free society, it is not 
imposed from above, and dictated by a group of 
experts, but is the de facto result that comes about in a 
society that consistently respects private-property 
rights, encourages enterprise, and promotes peace.  

It comes down to this. If you hate war, oppose the 
Fed. If you hate violations of your liberties, oppose 
the Fed. If you want to restrain despotism, restrain the 
Fed. If you want to secure freedom for yourself and 
your descendants, abolish the Fed.  

June 9, 2008 
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