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Private gov’t bad

________PRIVATIZING GOVERNANCE WOULD BE BAD
Steve KANGAS editor of Liberalism Resurgent 1993
http://home.att.net/~Resurgence/L-governmentsize.html

Public goods are best provided by public institutions like government. The government requires citizens to pay for the good by law; citizens then become forced riders, or compelled taxpayers. This "coercion" is justified because the majority of voters prefer it to the alternative, which is defeat and enslavement by the Hitlers and Stalins of the world.

Examples of public goods include environmental protection, public parks, law and order, standardizing weights and measures, a common education, a common language, public health, printing and controlling a national currency, and more. Examples of public goods provided by private merchants include fireworks displays and street musician performances — although getting paid for these services by all who enjoy them is impossible.

The ultimate public good: law and order

Imagine a land with no law and order. Everyone would be free to commit violence and aggression without worrying about police retaliation. Greed would spur individuals to rob, cheat and steal at every opportunity. Jealous lovers could kill with impunity. Nothing could stop your neighbor from driving you off your land and taking your property, except your own use of defensive force.

In such anarchy, only the fittest and luckiest would survive. But even after these survivors won their first battles, they would only find themselves in a new round of conflict, this time against proven and battle-tested survivors. The price of continual war isn’t worth it, even to the survivors. Society avoids this bleak scenario by agreeing to cooperate for survival, or at least limiting the competition to fairer and less harmful methods. This more stable and peaceful approach makes everyone richer in the long run.

But cooperation requires rules that everyone lives by. Unfortunately, private markets cannot provide such law and order. Take, for example, the law against murder. How could the market enforce such a law? With government, the answer is simple: the police enforce it. But how would the free market provide police protection? Some libertarians have proposed imaginative solutions, like having private police agencies compete on the free market. You might subscribe to Joe’s Security Forces, and I might subscribe to Bill's Police Agency. But suppose one day I steal your car. You could call your police agency to come and arrest me. But I could claim the car is rightfully mine, thanks to a bad business deal between us, and call my own police agency to defend against your theft of my property. The result is tribal warfare. What’s worse, the richest citizens would be able to afford the largest private armies, and use them to acquire yet more riches, which in turn would fund yet larger armies. Libertarian scholars have attempted to save their idea with even more imaginative arguments, but the exercise only proves the unworkability of the idea, and the vast majority of scholars reject the whole approach.

The folly of this exercise becomes even more apparent when you consider how the free market would provide the law itself. Again, some libertarians propose private legislative companies competing on the free market. By paying a legislative company a few hundred dollars a year, you could buy whatever slate of laws you would like to live by. Unfortunately, two people might claim sole ownership of the same property, and point to their different slate of laws awarding them ownership. In that case, the law is of no help in identifying the true owner, and the two parties are left to negotiate. These negotiations would occur under conditions of anarchy, and the side with the most power, influence or police force would win the negotiations. This would be a society of power politics, where might makes right.

True law and order can only be provided by a single entity covering the entire group in question. That is, law and order is a natural monopoly. A single private company can’t run this natural monopoly for two reasons. First, it would have no competition, unlike government, which could restore competition through voting. In other words, governments are democracies, but private companies are dictatorships, and if only one company provides law and order, you might as well have a monarchy. Second, true law and order is also a public good, much like national defense, but one that offers protection against internal enemies instead of external ones. Free riders could enjoy the benefit of the private company’s law and order without paying for it. Having democratic government provide law and order is the only way to solve these problems.
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________GOVERNMENT IS KEY TO AVERT ASTEROIDS, MINIMIZE THE IMPACTS OF DISASTERS, BUILD ROADS, DELIVER MAIL, AND CHECKING CORPORATE DESTRUCTION OF THE ENVIRONMENT

Steve KANGAS editor of Liberalism Resurgent 1993
http://home.att.net/~Resurgence/L-governmentsize.html

Another irreplaceable role of government is providing national infrastructure, which includes roads, electricity, telecommunications, postal systems, and other large-scale underpinnings of the national economy. Historically, private enterprise has been unable to afford building national infrastructure. Only government has the pockets deep enough to fund such huge projects. Almost always, these projects lay dormant or underdeveloped until the government takes them up, and then progress is rapid.

Nor would we want private companies so large that they could provide national infrastructure; any company that large would surely be a monopoly, for competitors of equal size would be a waste of the nation's resources.

The classic example is road building. Private companies tried building toll roads and turnpikes in the early 1800s, but the projects were not viable. Most companies lost money in the long run, and only a few made slim profits. As a result, America’s road system languished. But a dramatic boost in road building came with Eisenhower's Federal Aid Highway Act of 1956, which authorized the creation of over 40,000 miles of interstate highway. These highways expanded, interconnected and accelerated the U.S. economy, with profound results. They allowed the middle class to migrate from the cities to the suburbs, with an enormous increase in privacy and quality of life. They also breathed new life into commerce.

Another reason why governments are better at road building is eminent domain. This is the power to build roads where they are logically needed, by compelling land owners to sell their property at fair market values. Critics protest the coercive nature of eminent domain, but consider the alternative. If private road-building companies asked landowners to sell their property voluntarily, roads would either not be built at all, or they would zigzag crazily across the map.

Why? Because some property owners would not sell their land at any price, for reasons of sentimentality, convenience, stubbornness, or misjudgment. Others would jack up their price tenfold or a hundredfold, knowing how keenly, say, two cities would like to connect to each other. Some libertarians argue that such a high asking price would reflect the true value of the land between the two cities, if they were willing to pay it. But the problem with that argument is that if every individual landowner asked an astronomical sum, the total costs of the project would skyrocket. The costs might easily exceed the budget of the road-building company. And they would certainly make tolls skyrocket, reducing the potential economic benefit and activity between the two cities, and diverting it instead to the former landowners who do not produce anything more for their windfall. So eminent domain makes society richer in the long run.

Highways are but one example of how publicly funded infrastructure has increased commerce. Others include:

Settling the West: The U.S. government played a primary role in settling the West. It conducted massive land purchases like the Louisiana Purchase ($15 million), the Texas/California purchase ($25 million), and others. It then gave the land to American settlers for a song, thanks to the Homestead Act and other giveaways. Conquest, where it occurred, was done primarily by the U.S. Army, not gun-toting pioneers. The government also subsidized the Wells Fargo postal routes, agricultural colleges, rural electrification, telegraph wiring, road-building, irrigation, dam-building, farm subsidies, and farm foreclosure loans.

Funding Railroads: In the late 19th century, the government gave away 131 million acres in federal land grants, at enormous cost to itself, to railroad companies to build their railroads. Four of the five transcontinental railroads were built this way. To help them, Congress authorized loans of $16,000 to $48,000 per mile of railroad (depending on the terrain). 

Rural Electrification: In 1935, only 13 percent of all farms had electricity, because utility companies found it unprofitable to wire the countryside for service. Roosevelt's Rural Electrification Administration began correcting this market failure; by 1970, more than 95 percent of all farms would have electricity.

U.S. Mail: Many people think that the privately owned UPS, which delivered 3 billion pieces of mail in 1997, is America’s postal success story. But this figure pales in comparison to the U.S. Postal Service, which delivered 190 billion pieces of mail that same year. The U.S. Postal Service also achieves a 91 percent on-time delivery rate charging among the lowest rates in the 
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industrialized world. No private organization could hope to match these numbers. It is also interesting to note that the privately-funded Pony Express was a financial failure that lasted only a few years. The government subsidized the Wells Fargo Company, which succeeded delivering mail to California for rest of the 19th century.

The Internet: In the 1960s, the government created ARPANET, which was used and developed by the Defense Department, public universities and other research organizations. In 1985, the National Science Foundation created various supercomputing centers around the country, linking the five largest together to start the modern Internet we know today.

NASA: Thanks to America’s space program, today we have a fleet of satellites that conduct global telecommunications, weather observation and warning, ozone and global warming studies, intelligence missions, high-resolution and high-accuracy mapping, as well as detection of forest fires, oil spills, El Nino events, natural disasters and earth-threatening asteroids. Space exploration was so inherently difficult that it took decades and hundreds of billions of dollars before the practical benefits became possible. Private companies could not have possibly afforded such investment, or waited so long until it bore fruit.

The Treasury and Federal Reserve System: The Treasury prints the very money the economy runs on. And using Keynesian policies to expand or contract the money supply, the Fed has completely eliminated economic depressions in the last six decades.

Federal Emergency Management Agency: Today FEMA has won widespread praise for its response to natural disasters like earthquakes, hurricanes, floods and tornadoes. No private business could wait the long intervals between disasters like FEMA does, or bring relief to entire cities or states. 

Human Genome Project: The government provides the money and the organization for this 20-year project, which will give medical science a road map of the human genetic code. Researchers have already found genes that contribute to 50 diseases. 

Centers for Disease Control and Prevention: This legendary American organization, popularized by the movie Outbreak, isolates and wipes out entire plagues and diseases that strike anywhere in the world. "The CDC," says Dr. James Le Duc of the World Health Organization, "is the only ballgame in town."

Mass education: This is probably the most remarkable example where the government overcame a market failure. Prior to the 1840s, the vast majority of Americans were illiterate. What few schools existed were private schools that educated boys only from the richest families. However, during the 19th century, the government began funding mass education at both the elementary and high school level. Between 1900 and 1996, the percentage of teenagers who graduated from high school mushroomed from 6 to 85 percent. The government also began issuing grants and loans for college education, and college enrollees aged 18 to 24 mushroomed from 2 to 60 percent. In essence, the government is responsible for the educated workforce that causes today’s economy to excel.

Market Failures

Finally, government is useful for correcting market failures. Economists define market failure as "an imperfection in the price system that prevents the efficient allocation of resources." There are many types of market failure; here are the definitions of the most important ones:
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________SOCIAL CONTRACT IS BASED ON LAWS AND IF YOU DON’T LIKE IT YOU CAN MOVE

Steve KANGAS editor of Liberalism Resurgent 1993
http://home.att.net/~Resurgence/L-contract.htm

Our constitution and laws form our social contract. These are enforced by the government, on the grounds that it is the ultimate owner of all the nation's territory. The decision to live on its territory constitutes the agreement to abide by its social contract, much like boarding a train constitutes an agreement to pay the conductor when he comes around to collect. Those who refuse to abide by the social contract must not reside on its territory; they should avail themselves to the market of nations, which offers nearly 200 selections. Libertarians who object that they shouldn't have to move (for a number of reasons) are inconsistent, because their proposed society would recreate the market of nations on a smaller scale. That is, they would create a market of sovereign property owners, and would expect dissatisfied customers, renters and workers to simply go elsewhere on the market. 

Argument

The nation's constitution and laws comprise our social contract. In this contract, voters have agreed to exchange their money for the government's goods and services, and to abide by laws passed by their democratically elected legislators. Like any contract, refusal by either party to live up to its end of the deal is considered breach of contract, and justifies the appropriate law enforcement measures.

Most of the objections to the idea of a social contract stem from libertarians. They object that there cannot be a social contract because the government doesn't own anything to contract about. But, as argued in the previous section, the government is the ultimate owner of society's territory, because it is vested with the force (military, police) and control (legislative, judicial) to defend and maintain our system of property. Therefore, our social contract is an agreement between the owner of property (society, as represented by government) and a constituent who wants to make use of that property.

The decision to reside on U.S. territory is the fundamental agreement to abide by its social contract. If people refuse to accept this contract, then they must not reside. The situation is akin to owning a condominium. The condominium is yours, but it comes with a contract between you and the condominium association. In it, you agree to pay fees in exchange for specified services and to abide by the rules of the association. Of course, you have an equal vote with the other condominium owners concerning the budget and rules. However, if you have no intention of abiding by these rules, then you have no right to reside. Indeed, if the rules strike you as tyrannical, then you should move. There are many other places to live in the housing market.

Libertarians object that they should not have to move to another country if they wish not to abide by the social contract. Admittedly, this is a rather drastic and unappealing option; most people would be dismayed by a system that does not allow its members to solve their problems in place, but simply tells them to move elsewhere. Hold onto this dismay for a moment; we will show how libertarianism produces the same problem, only worse.

The libertarian objection to the social contract is inconsistent with their philosophy for two reasons. The first is that this is not an argument they would support concerning any other type of contract -- indeed, libertarians are spirited defenders of contracts in all other cases. The only difference between the contract of a condominium complex and that of a nation is the number of residents and level of complexity. Why, then, should one be honored, the other dishonored?

The second inconsistency is with their faith in markets. There is a market of nearly 200 nations to choose from, which is a very rich choice indeed, especially compared to domestic markets. (Can you name a brand of soup other than Campbell's or Lipton's?) Most people would have no trouble recognizing that the millions of foreigners trying to immigrate to the U.S. are the equivalent of customers making a selection on the market of social contracts. The same opportunities exist for libertarians. If they object to this market of contracts for any reason, then they must explain why recreating the same system on a smaller scale would prove any better.

Put another way, the objection to moving is inconsistent with the libertarian goal of awarding individuals sovereign rights to their property, since that would essentially recreate the market of nations on a smaller scale in our society. That is, landlords and business owners would become the rulers of their own pocket principalities, and renters and workers who disliked their conditions would simply be advised to look elsewhere on the market for jobs and apartments. Libertarians balk at the same principle on a larger scale, but they can't support a market of sovereign property owners only in those cases where it suits them.
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Libertarians also object that there is no libertarian country to emigrate to. But if libertarians cannot find exactly what they want on the market of nations, that's because no one realistically expects a market to supply customers with exactly what they want -- just as no market produces cars which let you travel at the speed of sound and get 2,000 miles per gallon. And although libertarians may not find their desired nation, they would in fact find many nations with greater libertarian features than the U.S. Many Third World countries, for example, have far smaller tax rates and public sectors than ours. Most are less burdened with business regulations. Chile, for example, underwent 17 years of radical free-market reform under the guidance of the University of Chicago, and reduced its government as much as was humanly possible. (The result was South America's worst income inequality and pollution problems.) Some, like Somalia, even practice pure anarchy and Social Darwinism. 

________SOCIAL CONTRACT IS IMPLICIT

Steve KANGAS editor of Liberalism Resurgent 1993
http://home.att.net/~Resurgence/L-contract.htm

Some libertarians protest that they have never signed the contract. But our society has long recognized the validity of implied contracts. For instance, eating dinner in a restaurant obligates you to pay for it, even though you haven't signed anything. Another example is boarding a train; passengers can often board without buying a ticket beforehand, but their mere presence on the train obligates them to buy one when the conductor comes around to collect. The train owner gets to set the method of agreement: he does not have to require any other proof of agreement than the passenger's boarding.
________AT: SOCIAL CONTRACT NOT LIKE OTHERS

Steve KANGAS editor of Liberalism Resurgent 1993
http://home.att.net/~Resurgence/L-contract.htm

Many libertarians criticize the social contract because it doesn't resemble other contracts. However, there are many different types of contracts, each with its own unique features, and just because they differ doesn't mean they are not contracts. Contracts come in many forms: written, oral and implied. Some rely on the courts or other third parties to correct breach of contract, others rely on their own enforcement mechanisms to primarily correct breach of contract (such as a landlord's stipulation of a cleaning deposit).

________AT: S CONTRACT CAN BE UNILATERALLY MODIFIED

Steve KANGAS editor of Liberalism Resurgent 1993
http://home.att.net/~Resurgence/L-contract.htm

Some criticize the social contract because it can be unilaterally modified by the government. But so can other types of contracts: condominiums are a prime example. If the condominium association creates rules you don't agree with, you can try to persuade the other voting residents to change them. Or you can move somewhere else. There are other examples of unilaterally modified contracts: insurance and utility companies both can change their rates without your permission, and the best you can do is vote with your feet. 

_______AT: S CONTRACT HAS 1 PARTY ALSO ENFORCE

Steve KANGAS editor of Liberalism Resurgent 1993
http://home.att.net/~Resurgence/L-contract.htm

Yet another objection is that it's unfair for one of the members of the contract to be its enforcer. But our government is separated into independent branches, creating a system of checks and balances to prevent abuses of power. Citizens also have the vote, which allows them to control how the enforcer enforces.

TAXATION IS GOOD

______IT’S THEFT NOT TO PAY TAXES, YOU ALREADY CONSUME THE PUBLIC GOODS

Steve KANGAS editor of Liberalism Resurgent 1993
http://home.att.net/~Resurgence/L-taxestheft.htm

Taxes are part of a social contract, an agreement between voters and government to exchange money for the government's goods and services. Even libertarians agree that breach of contract legitimates a police response. So the real question is not whether a crime should be met with "men with guns," but whether or not the social contract is valid, especially to those who don't agree with it or devote their allegiance to it. 

Liberals have two lines of argument against those who reject the idea of the social contract. The first is that if they reject it, they should not consume the government's goods and services. How they can avoid this when the very dollar bills that the economy runs on are printed by the government is a good question. Try to imagine participating in the economy without using public roads, publicly funded communication infrastructure, publicly educated employees, publicly funded electricity, water, gas, and other utilities, publicly funded information, technology, research and development -- it's absolutely impossible. The only way to avoid public goods and services is to move out of the country entirely, or at least become such a hermit, living off the fruits of your own labor, that you reduce your consumption of public goods and services to as little as possible. Although these alternatives may seem unpalatable, they are the only consistent ones in a person who truly wishes to reject the social contract. Any consumption of public goods, no matter how begrudgingly, is implicit agreement of the social contract, just as any consumption of food in a restaurant is implicit agreement to pay the bill. 

Many conservatives and libertarians concede the logic of this argument, but point out that taxes do not go exclusively to public goods and services. They also go for welfare payments to the poor who are allegedly doing nothing and getting a free ride from the system. That, they claim, is theft.

But this argument fails too. Welfare is a form of social insurance. In the private sector we freely accept the validity of life and property insurance. Obviously, the same validity goes for social insurance like unemployment and welfare. The tax money that goes to social insurance buys each one of us a private good: namely, the comfort of being protected in times of adversity. And it buys us a public good as well (although tax critics are loathe to admit this). If workers were allowed to unnecessarily starve or die in otherwise temporary setbacks, then our economy would be frequently disrupted. Social insurance allows workers to tide over the rough times, and this establishes a smooth-running economy that benefits us all.

TAXATION GOOD FOR GROWTH

________IF THEY MATTER AT ALL, TAXES MARGINALLY INCREASE GROWTH

Steve KANGAS editor of Liberalism Resurgent 1993
http://home.att.net/~Resurgence/L-taxgrowth.htm

Before examining the effect of tax cuts on growth, it should be pointed out that the very premise of this conservative myth -- that growth is good -- is false. The population explosion is adding approximately 1 billion people to this planet every decade. That's nearly the entire population of China. Under the attendant threats to the environment, including global warming and ozone depletion, economists and environmentalists today are increasingly calling for a sustainable economy. It is a sign of how backwards we actually have it that we consider an economy healthy only if it grows, and the faster the better. 

Even so, examining this issue is important, because conservatives see growth as an economic goal, and tax cuts as the best way to achieve that goal. So we should study tax cuts for their efficacy in achieving desirable outcomes. 

A review of American history makes the opposite case that conservatives would like it to make: high growth usually coincides with high taxes. During both world wars, taxes soared to record heights. And the supercharged economies that resulted produced high growth for decades afterwards. World War I was followed by the Roaring 20s; World War II was followed by the boom times of the 50s and 60s. The reason why wars are good for the economy is a matter of controversy -- one likely theory is that war compels government to invest heavily in manufacturing. Whatever the reason, the point is that these economic boosts occur during a period of unusually high taxation. Hate taxes though they may, people resort to them when their survival is on the line. 

GUNS ARE BAD

________THE GUNS DON’T KILL PEOPLE CLAIM MISSES THE POINT

Steve KANGAS editor of Liberalism Resurgent 1993
http://home.att.net/~Resurgence/L-gunskill.htm

This frequent pro-gun slogan is something that, upon reflection, seems entirely true. But it's not. 

In actuality, the first half of this slogan is demonstrably false; guns do indeed kill people. But the point that the gun lobby is surely trying to make is that they do not kill people by themselves; they require a human to pull the trigger. 

This argument is an attempt to divert attention away from the fact that guns make it much easier to kill people. Guns do this in two ways: enhanced ability and feasibility. We can see the enhanced ability from suicide statistics: the most successful suicide attempts are those that involve firearms. And this greater ability also makes murder feasible in a greater number of circumstances. To anyone entertaining murderous impulses, a gun makes it feasible to attack larger people, multiple people, people from a distance, from secrecy, etc. No one in their right mind would try to rob a bank with a knife. But a gun inspires confidence of success in a would-be bank robber, allowing a crime to occur when it wouldn't have otherwise.

Gun control advocates argue that a certain, extremely small percentage of the populace is actively contemplating murder at any given time, and would if they could. They argue the murder rate would drop if these would-be murderers did not possess the enhanced ability and feasibility provided by guns. The above pro-gun slogan responds to this argument illogically, by making an irrelevant point.

A wit once described this irrelevancy thus: "Fingers don't kill people, bullets do."

Capital punishment is bad

______CAPITAL PUNISHMENT IS BAAAAAAAAAD

Steve KANGAS editor of Liberalism Resurgent 1993
http://home.att.net/~Resurgence/L-murderersdeserve.htm

Most societies dispensed with the "eye for an eye" principle of punishment centuries ago; indeed, it is considered one of the great advances of civilization and criminal justice. 

We do not punish rapists by raping them, or arsonists by burning their houses down, or sadists by torturing them. Instead they are imprisoned, isolated from society where they can no longer do harm. There are three main reasons for doing so: 

1. Any criminal justice system is inherently imperfect, and the human beings within it are inevitably fallible. Courts have a rich history of mistaken convictions; the Stanford Law Review has uncovered 350 cases this century where clearly innocent people were sentenced to death, 75 of them since 1970. Only God or an omniscient being would truly know what another person "deserves." And that would apply not only to questions of guilt, but questions of justness of punishment. Imprisoning people allows us to reverse mistaken convictions with the minimum of damage. For those inmates not sentenced to life, it allows them to re-enter society without being bent on a terrible vengeance. 

2. Any society that responds to crime by committing more of the same teaches people that it is not the act itself which is reprehensible, but the enemy to whom you do it. But the classification of enemies is an intellectual exercise, one that changes with changing group identification. The result is the very moral relativism which conservatives and libertarians normally decry. 

3. A law based on revenge serves no purpose; the purpose of punishment should be to reform the reformable and quarantine the unreformable. For those who say revenge serves the purpose of satisfying the emotions of the victim's families, there are several responses: 1) Life in prison is a severe punishment in its own right, and should fulfill this need; 2) Revenge does not bring the loved one back; 3) Revenge may make things worse for innocent people -- not just the mistakenly convicted, but the future innocents who fall victim to the higher murder rates that follow executions -- which is surely not the family's intent; 4) Our laws should be based on logic, not emotion, as overwhelming as the emotion might be. Laws based on emotion lead to barbarism. Victim's families are superior to the criminal precisely because they are not barbarians. 

___________DEATH PENALTY IS MORE EXPENSIVE

Steve KANGAS editor of Liberalism Resurgent 1993
http://home.att.net/~Resurgence/L-murderersalive.htm

State studies show that it is far more expensive to execute someone than to give them life in prison, due to the lengthy appeals process designed to avoid executing the innocent. Even under the system of appeals, there have been at least 350 cases this century where people were given the death sentence and were later proven clearly innocent. Therefore, the appeals process cannot be shortened without increasing the percentage of innocent people executed. 

Argument 

The death penalty is not cheaper justice than life in prison. Many states have compared the costs, and found that keeping prisoners on death row is far more expensive than putting them away for life. In "The Case Against the Death Penalty," Hugo Adam Bedau writes: 

"A 1982 study showed that were the death penalty to be reintroduced in New York, the cost of the capital trial alone would be more than double the cost of a life term in prison. (1) In Maryland, a comparison of capital trial costs with and without the death penalty for the years 1979-1984 concluded that a death penalty case costs "approximately 42 percent more than a case resulting in a non-death sentence." (2) In 1988 and 1989 the Kansas legislature voted against reinstating the death penalty after it was informed that reintroduction would involve a first-year cost of "more than $11 million." (3) Florida, with one of the nation's largest death rows, has estimated that the true cost of each execution is approximately $3.2 million, or approximately six times the cost of a life-imprisonment sentence." (4) 

