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Abstract 

“Dr. Paul Cured my Apathy”: Ron Paul’s Libertarian Discourse 

Rhiannon Jade Goad, M.A.;M.Paff 

The University of Texas at Austin, 2013 

Supervisor:  Susan S Heizelman 

During the 2008 and 2012 presidential elections, many young white men found a 

political hero in the 77-year-old Republican Congressman from Texas, whose rallies 

often center on obscure, technical arguments concerning the Federal Reserve. It is 

because of the grassroots support of the young white men who adore him that Ron Paul 

has become a major figure in today’s political scene. What attracts young white men to 

Ron Paul? This paper explores the history and discourse of Libertarianism to better 

understand the political subjectivity and identity of Ron Paul supporters. In Chapter 2, I 

historically contextualize Paul’s libertarian discourse. I argue that the discourse of 

libertarianism is characterized by claims to an apolitical, ahistorical past in which 

Libertarian rhetoric naturalizes discourses of free market capitalism, “classical” 

liberalism, and “authentic” Americanism. In Chapter 3, I shift focus to Ron Paul’s career 

and policy positions and argue that Paul’s Libertarian discourse naturalizes existing 



 v 

hierarchies of race, class, and gender. In Chapter 4, I explain the interview methodology 

used for this project. Finally, in Chapters 5 and 6, I explore how libertarian discourse is 

(re)produced or disrupted through the personal political discourse of Ron Paul supporters.  
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

After Obama’s 2008 win, researchers found voters between the ages of 18 and 33 

are the most demographically diverse and politically progressive generation in American 

history. (Keeter, 2008)  Yet, despite what seems to be a tide change in American politics, 

young white men in particular have turned away from their peers’ progressive politics. 

(Fray, 2008). For instance, in the last Presidential election, young white voters supported 

Romney over Obama 52% to 41%. (Jones, 1), compared with young black voters’ 97% to 

2% preference for Obama and young Hispanic voters’ 69% to 23% preference for 

Obama. Likewise, Romney enjoyed 11% more support among young men than young 

women. (Jones, 11)  

Despite this support for Romney in the 2008 general election, another candidate 

managed to capture the support of more young men than any other Republican during the 

most recent presidential primaries—Ron Paul. (Saad, 2011) During the 2008 and 2012 

presidential elections, many young white men found a political hero in the 77-year-old 

Republican Congressman from Texas, whose rallies often center on obscure, technical 

arguments concerning the Federal Reserve. It is because of the grassroots support of the 

young white men who adore him that Ron Paul has become a major figure in today’s 

political scene. 

What attracts young white men to Ron Paul? This paper explores the history and 

discourse of Libertarianism to better understand the political subjectivity and identity of 

Ron Paul supporters. In Chapter 2, I historically contextualize Paul’s libertarian 
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discourse. I argue that the discourse of libertarianism is characterized by claims to an 

apolitical, ahistorical past in which Libertarian rhetoric naturalizes discourses of free 

market capitalism, “classical” liberalism, and “authentic” Americanism. In Chapter 3, I 

shift focus to Ron Paul’s career and policy positions and argue that Paul’s Libertarian 

discourse naturalizes existing hierarchies of race, class, and gender. In Chapter 4, I 

explain the interview methodology used for this project. Finally, in Chapters 5 and 6, I 

explore how libertarian discourse is (re)produced or disrupted through the personal 

political discourse of Ron Paul supporters.  
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Chapter 2: The Discourses of Libertarianism 

The year 1948 marked the first time the term “libertarianism” was used to refer to 

“a political philosophy advocating protection or expansion of individual rights, especially 

those connected with the operation of a free market, and minimization of the role of the 

state.” (“Libertarianism”, 2013) However, various self-described libertarian organizations 

do not trace their ideological histories back to 1948. Descriptions of the ideological 

origins of Libertarianism typically reach back much farther. For instance, Libertarian 

historian Ronald Hamowy has described libertarianism as a, "political phenomenon as 

old as modernity, if not older," (Harmony, xxv) and Libertarian journalist Brian Doherty 

has said the history of the political ideology of libertarianism "goes back forever." 

(Doherty, 23)  

Why do Libertarians make an effort to rewrite the history of their ideology? This 

chapter argues the discourse of libertarianism is characterized by claims to an apolitical, 

ahistorical past. In doing so, the libertarian movement attempts to portray itself as both 

historical and outside of history. These claims to Truth engage discourses of liberalism, 

the free market, and America’s founding. An analysis of those rhetorical moves reveals 

that libertarian discourse simultaneously originates from and confirms the existence of an 

imagined past. Further, combining these particular discourses allows Libertarians to make 

claims about the Truth of human nature in such a way that both naturalizes and justifies 

existing racial and gender hierarchies.  

To support this position, I trace the history of libertarianism throughout the 

twentieth century as libertarianism developed as an ideology and a political movement. 
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My purpose here is to illustrate how Libertarians have constructed their ideology in 

response to social conditions through a rhetoric that lays claim to ahistorical Truths. 

Access to Truth, for libertarians, relies on various assertions of legitimacy. Libertarian 

assertions of legitimacy arise from three intersecting discourses: (1) “classical 

economics,” (2) “classical liberalism,” and (3) American authenticity via the “Founding 

Fathers.” These discourses work simultaneously, producing and reproduce each other.  

Before proceeding, it is important to provide a brief note on the (re)production of 

“Truth.” Throughout this section, I explore this concept in the context of Libertarian 

rhetoric. Here, the capital “T” signifies the Platonic notion of Truth as complete, 

unchanging, and perpetual fact. (Ross, 79) Following Foucault, accounts of complete 

“Truths” regarding human nature reveal various regulatory discourses within a society. 

“Regulatory discourse” refers to “rules and practices that produce meaningful statements 

in different historical periods.” (Hall, 73) Thus, providing a critical account that traces the 

construction of meaning of a given “Truth” can expose the historical conditions of which 

a “Truth” is produced.  

As the following account demonstrates, the ideological discourse of libertarianism 

naturalizes hierarchical control through the free market by claiming that the free market 

reflects human nature and, therefore, justifies free market capitalism on natural and 

moralistic grounds. As Wendy Brown has observed, discourses naturalizing Classical 

Liberalism allow states to disguise and naturalize the distribution of wealth through 

various laws and policies that protect the present wealth distribution. According to 

Brown, the adaptation of classical liberal economic rhetoric provides the criteria for 
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productivity, efficiency, and profitability that operate as stand-ins for the juridical criteria 

that otherwise govern the sphere of politics. (Brown, 2006)  

This chapter’s analysis begins by discussing how Libertarians integrate the 

discourse of the free market to produce claims to Truth. Next, I explore how Libertarians 

utilize a claimed allegiance to liberalism to support their claims to Truth. Finally, I 

describe how Libertarians deploy a discourse of American authenticity, focusing on the 

“Founding Fathers,” to stake claim to Truth. In the examination of each of these 

discourses, I pay special attention to how libertarians modify the existing discourse 

despite emphasizing their originalism. One significant consequence of this emphasis on 

authenticity has been the libertarian movement’s strident rhetoric of non-compromise, 

which itself (re)produces assertions of Truth. To conclude, I examine tensions among 

libertarian thinkers during the 1970s involving gender and sexuality that reflect the state 

of Libertarianism at the time right before Ron Paul began his political career.    

DISCOURSES OF THE FREE MARKET  
As I show throughout this chapter, the ideology of libertarianism grew out of 

criticism of regulated markets. At the center of this ideology are claims that the radically 

unregulated free market is not only best, but also natural. Since the 17th century, 

economists have argued that a capitalist market is a reflection of man’s nature. However, 

the caveat of radically unregulated markets is a not 17th century idea. In this section, I 

describe how the rhetoric of “classical economics” came to falsely associate anti-

government intervention with 17th century economic thought. 
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The first to label 17th century economists as “classical” was Karl Marx. He used 

the term to set his economic theory apart from previous theories. (Darity, 506) According 

to Marx:  

Once and for all I may here state, that by classical Political Economy, I 
understand that economy which, since the time of W. Petty, has investigated the 
real relations of production in bourgeois society in contradistinction to vulgar 
economy, which deals with appearances only, ruminates without ceasing on the 
materials long since provided by scientific economy, and there seeks plausible 
explanations of the most obtrusive phenomena, for bourgeois daily use, but for the 
rest, confines itself to systematising in a pedantic way, and proclaiming for 
everlasting truths, the trite ideas held by the self-complacent bourgeoisie with 
regard to their own world, to them the best of all possible worlds. 

(Marx, 57)  

 
For Marx, there are two conditions for being a classical economist. First, classical 

economists existed between the mid-17th century, when Petty published, and the 18th 

century, when Marx published. Secondly, classical economists are those who used 

economic theory to justify capitalism.  

Throughout the late 1800s, Marx’s Capital increased in popularity throughout 

Europe. (Figes, 139) During those years, Austrian School economists began to refer to 

themselves as “neo-classical” in order to signify opposition to communism and support 

for capitalism. (Colander, 127) In the words of Austrian economist Thorstein Veblen:  

No attempt will here be made even to pass a verdict on the relative claims of the 
recognized two or three main "schools" of theory, beyond the somewhat obvious 
finding that, for the purpose in hand, the so-called Austrian school is scarcely 
distinguishable from the neo-classical, unless it be in the different distribution of 
emphasis. The divergence between the modernized classical views, on the one 
hand, and the historical and Marxist schools, on the other hand, is wider, so much 
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so, indeed, as to bar out a consideration of the postulates of the latter under the 
same head of inquiry with the former.  

(Veblen, 261)  

 
As this passage demonstrates, the use of the term “neo-classical” was used by 

Veblen to distance himself from Marx, just as Marx had used “classical” to distance 

himself from 17th century economists. Also evident is an attempt to de-emphasize 

differences between the Austrian School and 17th century economists. In Veblen’s view, 

the differences are negligible. But, significantly, he does not categorically reject any 

deviation from “classical” economists.  

From Veblen’s comparison of classical and the neo-classical economics, it 

follows that neo-classical economists were not categorized as such because they were 

entirely faithful to 17th century economic theory. For instance, classical economists 

William Petty, Adam Smith, and David Ricardo argued that natural costs represent a 

snapshot of various forces operating in a particular point in time and that market prices 

are a reflection of those natural prices. (Smith, 1955) Later, postwar Austrian School 

economists contributed the new concept of marginality. Marginality refers to the 

dependency of market prices on the number of goods a person already owns. (Jevons, 

1862) For example, a person is more likely to pay for a first dozen cookies than the 

second dozen cookies, because, from the buyer’s perspective, the second dozen is less 

desirable. By adding marginality, Austrian School economists fundamentally changed the 

method for deriving market costs from natural prices. (Schumpeter, 850)  
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Notably, however, not everyone who modified 17th century economic theory to 

advance capitalist economics referred to himself as “neo-classical.” During the postwar 

era, James Maynard Keynes would refer to “classical economists” as beginning with 17th 

century economist David Ricardo and ending with his own General Theory of 

Employment Interest and Money. (Keynes, 6) In the 1930s, Keynes revolutionized 

economic thought by arguing against the classical assumption that free markets naturally 

provide full employment when workers are flexible in terms of wage demands. 

According to David Ricardo, when a surplus of goods or services occurs, the price will 

always drop until the goods are consumed. Following Ricardo, Keynes asserted that, 

because we cannot guarantee that all goods will receive demand equal to their cost of 

production, unemployment is inevitable in a free market system. In other words, no 

economy will ever reach full employment, and government interventions like economic 

stimulation and social welfare are sometimes necessary. (Kenyes, 2011)  

Thus, the principal difference between neo-classical economists and Keynesians 

is related to the role of government in employment, and both Keynes and “neo-classical” 

economists modified so-called “classical” theory to reflect the realities they lived in. On 

one hand, neo-classical economists utilized the new concept of marginality to determine 

market price. On the other hand, Keynesians utilized new insights about the nature of 

unemployment.  

Nevertheless, despite general similarities in their faith in capitalism and 

modifications of classical theory, the two groups adopted very different rhetorical 

positions with regard to their 17th century forebears. Keynes characterized his differences 
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as contrasts to 17th century economics, while the neo-classical economists minimized 

their differences and emphasized their fidelity to classical theory. 

Perhaps most notably, this emphasis took the form of the Austrian School’s 

attacks on Keynesian government interventions. Both the earliest and most fierce 

opponents of Keynesian economics were from the Austrian School of economists who, 

by the postwar era, had taken a firm stance against any regulation of the market 

whatsoever. (Skidelsky, 530) By maintaining that opposition to government regulation 

was a tenant of 17th century economics, they framed their version of economic theory as 

more mathematically pure than Keynesian economics. (Fletcher, 88) However, to declare 

that Keynes is more opposed to 17th and 18th century economist because he favored 

some government regulation into the free market ignores 17th century economists’ views 

on government intervention.  

Ironically, disputes about some intervention versus no intervention better describe 

the conflict between and 17th century classical economists and neo-classical economists 

than it does and classical economists and Keynesians. For instance, according to Adam 

Smith, government regulation to promote the economy is sometimes okay: “Whenever 

the legislature attempts to regulate the differences between masters and their workmen, 

its counselors are always the masters. When the regulation, therefore, is in favor of the 

workmen, it is always just and equitable; but it is sometimes otherwise when in favor of 

the masters.” (168)  
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DISCOURSE OF CLASSICAL LIBERALISM 
Throughout the postwar era, Austrian economists would maintain that people are 

best left to themselves and that Federal invention into economics is harmful. (Hayek, 

270) Despite this universal claim, divisions began to emerge within the Austrian School 

over the extent to which neo-classical economists should compromise with Keynesians. 

In response, some of the uncompromising Austrian School economists would profess 

their authenticity under a claim of fidelity to “classical liberalism.” Embedded in this 

response was a historically edited form of liberalism called “classical liberalism.” Within 

this discourse of “classical liberalism,” the brand of libertarian thought we would 

recognize today began to develop. This section describes that process. 

By the 1940s, the Austrian School had spilt into two camps. On one hand, a group 

headed by Ludwig von Mises argued that government intervention into the market is 

unacceptable. Another group, headed by Friedrich Hayek, rejected government 

interference in general but was open to compromise. (Stalebrink, 2004) This period of 

conflict marked a significant change in Austrian economic rhetoric. Notable economists 

in the Mises camp began to refer to themselves as “classical liberals” to distinguish 

themselves from “neo-classical economists” like Hayek. Mises described “classical 

liberalism” as a total rejection of state intervention into the economy, ostensibly more 

faithful to 17th and 18th century liberalism. As Mises described in 1940:  

Classical liberalism regarded those laws best that afforded the least discretionary 
power to executive authorities, thus avoiding arbitrariness and abuse. The modern 
state seeks to expand its discretionary power where everything is to be left to the 
discretion of officials. 
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(Mises, 1940: 11)  

 
 In 1949, Mises published Human Action: a Treatise on Human Action. He 

argued that the free market economy, unlike a government-regulated system, serves as a 

foundation for civilization itself. To reach his conclusion, Mises relied on a methodology 

he referred to as “praxeology.” According to Mises:   

Praxeology is a theoretical and systematic, not a historical, science. Its scope is 
human action as such, irrespective of all environmental, accidental, and individual 
circumstances of the concrete acts. Its cognition is purely formal and general 
without reference to the material content and the particular features of the actual 
case. It aims at knowledge valid for all instances in which the conditions exactly 
correspond to those implied in its assumptions and inferences. Its statements and 
propositions are not derived from experience. They are, like those of logic and 
mathematics, a priori. They are not subject to verification or falsification on the 
ground of experience and facts.  

(Mises, 1996: 32) 
 

Although Hayek and Mises were united in their criticism of Keynesian 

economics, their differences in willingness to compromise translated into very different 

career outcomes. Hayek, the decidedly more compromising of the two regarding the 

government’s proper role in economic policy, rose to prominence throughout the first 

half of the 20th century. After winning the Nobel Prize for Economics in 1974, he 

worked closely with the US government. (Skarbek, 110) Mises, on the other hand, was 

far less famous. Although he successfully worked as a professor and authored numerous 

books in his lifetime, his work never gained the recognition that Hayek’s did. (Tucker, 

2010)  
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By the 1960s, the Austrian school had spawned a new generation of anti-

regulation economists. Hayek’s prominence allowed him to develop one of the most 

famous and influential economic schools of the time, the Chicago School. Trained by 

Hayek himself, the Chicago School was composed of a group of economists who heavily 

criticized the interventionist economic policies of the postwar era (Richardson, 34) and 

argued that individual freedom was inhibited by large systems of government. They 

characterized the idea of keeping government small as a “return” to older economic ideas 

(“neoclassical economics) as well as older political ideas (“liberalism”). (Richardson, 24) 

As a result, they named their ideology “Neo-Classical Liberalism.” 

Despite the prominence of the Chicago School in economic theory, 

Libertarianism as a political ideology grew from students who associated themselves with 

the work of Mises, not Hayek. Throughout the early 1950’s, free-market advocates in the 

US began conflate the names “libertarianism” with “classical liberalism” to describe a 

pro-free-market political identity and an ideology separate from liberalism. (Hunt, 123) 

The use of the term “libertarianism” as a political identity continued to develop in 

economic circles through the 1960s, particularly through the work of Austrian School 

economist Murray N. Rothbard. A student of Mises, Rothbard combined the principles of 

Chicago School economists with an anarchist ideology that stressed “absolutist views of 

human rights and rejection of the state.” (Blackwell, 290) Rothbard’s pivotal 1962 book, 

Man, Economy, and State: A Treatise on Economic Principles, was the first major 

economics text to use the term “Libertarian” to refer to a political identity that supported 

anarchistic and free market capitalism. (Gordon, 36)  
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Thus, the conflict between Hayek and Mises would live on in disputes between 

their students. For example, in 1971, Chicago School economist and Hayek protégé 

Milton Freedman1 supported the government control of money via the Federal Reserve in 

order to promote efficiency.2  (Frediman, 193)  After doing so, Freidman was the object 

of much derision from Rothbard, who referred to Freidman as “the Establishment's Court 

Libertarian.” (Rothbard, 1971: 2) According to Rothbard:   

The libertarian movement has coasted far too long on the intellectually lazy path 
of failing to make distinctions, or failing to discriminate, of failing to make a 
rigorous search to distinguish truth from error in the views of those who claim to 
be its members or allies. It is almost as if any passing joker who mumbles a few 
words about "freedom" is automatically clasped to our bosom as a member of the 
one, big, libertarian family. As our movement grows in influence, we can no 
longer afford the luxury of this intellectual sloth. It is high time to identify Milton 
Friedman for what he really is. It is high time to call a spade a spade, and a statist 
a statist. 

(Rothbard, 1971: 7)  

 
Of Rothbard’s remarks, Freidman once said, “the difference between me and 

people like Murray Rothbard is that, though I want to know what my ideal is, I think I 

also have to be willing to discuss changes that are less than ideal so long as they point me 

in that direction.” (Dorhety, 1995) 

The unwillingness to compromise reflects Rothbard’s assertion that he is free 

from “error” and on the path of pure intellectual soundness. Thus, at the core of 

Rothbard’s assertions against Freidman were claims to Truth. As Rothbard explains, this 

                                                
1 In a 1999 interview with Charlie Rose, Milton Friedman said, “I am a libertarian with a small ‘l’ and a 
Republican with a capital ‘R.’” 
2 Freidman retracted his support for the Federal Support in 1985. (Ebeling, 1999) 
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loyalty to Truth is the source of power for uncompromising Libertarians, without which 

even a “statist” could pose as a Libertarian. Implicitly, Rothbard’s investment in absolute 

Truth results in a radical dichotomy between Libertarianism and statism. Of course, to 

many, referring to a staunch free market advocate like Freidman as a statist is absurd. 

Paul Krugman, for instance, noted that, “It's extremely hard to find cases in which 

Friedman acknowledged the possibility that markets could go wrong, or that government 

intervention could serve a useful purpose.” (Krugman, 2007)  

In the face of Rothbard’s assertions concerning Freidman and loyality to Truth, it 

is important to consider the ways Rothbard himself obscured or ignored libertarianism’s 

own contradictory history regarding the free market. The earliest mentions of 

“libertarianism” refer to a person’s ability to possess free will, (Oxford English 

Dictionary, 2013) specifically referring to the issue of free will within Calvinism. For 

example, one writer posited that determinists and “libertarians” only differ from “from 

each other in their verbal statements only.” (Sparks, 205) Later, the first documented use 

of the term "libertarian" to signify a specific political ideology was by French anarcho-

communist Joseph Déjacque in the anarchist journal Le Libertaire in 1858. Thus, 

Déjacque became the first person ever documented as calling himself a “Libertarian.” 

(Avrich, 137 and Graham, 60) Shortly thereafter, Déjacque’s peers, a group of French 

Anarchist-Communist activists in the US, printed the French manifesto “Libertarian or 

Anarchist Communism. Their writing characterized Libertarians as those who supported 

the abolition of both the state and capitalism. (Nettlau, 5) The next recorded use of 

“Libertarian” was in 1880 by a French regional anarchist Congress at Le Havre, where 



 22 

French activists in New York referred to themselves as “Libertarian communists.” (Max, 

6) Only much later, during the postwar era, did the term “libertarian” gain popularity in 

America to refer to an ideology supportive of unregulated free market capitalism. 

Over the next several decades, in historical accounts of Libertarianism by 

Libertarians, the Anarchist-Communist roots of the 1880s were either omitted or revised 

as simply “anarchist.”  Whatever explicit references to Anarchist-Communism that 

occurred were typically rephrased to signify a new theoretical development, unlike 

Libertarianism, which was characterized as an ideology of timeless belief. For instance, 

in an essay arguing against anarchist-communism, Rothbard describes the anarchist-

communism as an ideology emerging from “youth culture”:  

Furthermore, scorning and detesting the free market, the profit and loss economy, 
private property, and material affluence—all of which are corollaries of each 
other—Anarcho-Communists wrongly identify anarchism with communal living, 
with tribal sharing, and with other aspects of our emerging drug-rock “youth 
culture.” 

(Rothbard, 200)  

 
Since Mises, Libertarian organizations frequently use the term “classical” to 

describe their political beliefs. In part, this rhetorical move is intended to distance 

Libertarians from the “liberal” Left. Lou Rockwell, chairman and founder of the Ludwig 

von Mises Institute, described “classical liberal” views as follows:  

In the 18th and 19th centuries, the term liberalism generally meant a philosophy 
of public life that affirmed the following principle: societies and all their 
component parts need no central management and control because societies 
generally manage themselves through the voluntary interaction of its members to 
their mutual benefit. Today we cannot call this philosophy liberalism because the 
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term has been appropriated by the democratic totalitarians. In an attempt to 
recover this philosophy for our own time, we give it a new name, classical 
liberalism.  

(Rockwell, 1996)  

 
Likewise, best-selling Libertarian author David Boaz has explained that 

contemporary references to “Classical Liberalism” are meant to denote a difference 

between libertarians and what is referred to as “liberal” in today’s American mainstream 

discourse. Boaz says, “In this era of historical illiteracy, if you call yourself a Classical 

Liberal, most people think you’re an admirer of Teddy Kennedy!" (1997: 22) 

In addition to distinguishing Libertarians from the political Left, references to 

“Classical Liberalism” afford Libertarians another rhetorical benefit. The term “classical” 

gives Libertarians an air of historical intellectualism that Boaz, for example, views as 

significantly absent in most political discourse. Merging libertarian thought and classical 

liberalism as synonymous, with each signifying a rejection of government intervention 

into the market, achieves this intellectual authority. 

Underlying each of these accounts of Libertarian pedigree is an assumption that 

“Classical Liberalism” is more true to the liberalism of the 17th and 18th centuries. 

However, today’s “classical libertarianism” is not simply a “recovery” of older 

philosophies. Instead, much like contemporary neoliberalism, the “classical liberalism” 

heralded by Libertarians represents a modification of older ideas. 

Most notably, today’s libertarians position unregulated markets at the core of their 

understanding of liberty. (Narveson and Sterba 2010) For example, Boaz defines 
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Libertarianism as real liberalism, which he identifies as the “philosophy of John Locke, 

Adam Smith, Thomas Jefferson, and John Stuart Mill.” (Boaz, 2013) However, in light of 

each of these men’s descriptions of liberty, we cannot conclude that they believed liberty 

begins or ends with freedom from interference in economic markets.  

According to Jefferson, liberty “is unobstructed action according to our will 

within limits drawn around us by the equal rights of others." (224) John Locke described 

liberty as the right of people to “(1) follow their own will in all things that the law has not 

prohibited and (2) not be subject to the inconstant, uncertain, unknown, and arbitrary 

wills of others.” (76) From Mill, “The only freedom which deserves the name is that of 

pursuing our own good in our own way, so long as we do not attempt to deprive others of 

theirs, or impede their efforts to obtain it.” (1999:7) As each of these descriptions of 

liberty suggest, none of the three Boaz cites as the founders of classical liberalism—and 

therefore of libertarianism—define liberty in terms of the negative. Each also seem to 

justify the coexistence of positive and negative rights.  

By defining liberty in purely economic terms and freedom as absence of 

interference from the government, Libertarians fundamentally change the definition of 

both. By defining liberty exclusively in negative terms, where freedom is the absence of 

interference from the government, libertarians have removed the concept of positive 

freedom, where liberty is insured through obligation of governments to intervene on the 

behalf of citizens.  

Moreover, the philosophies of all three of those whom Boaz cites do not indicate 

support for the unregulated market system Libertarians support. While each supported a 
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capitalist system, each made concessions for regulations that Libertarians opposed today. 

For example, both Mill and Jefferson argued that taxes should be proportionate to the 

level of income, (Mills 2011: 804, Jefferson 1785) but, according to the Libertarian party 

platform, progressive taxes, such as those on income, are unjust and constitute an assault 

on liberty. (“Libertarian Platform”, 2013)  

Of course, calling oneself a libertarian should not require one to follow the exact 

word of 17th and 18th century “liberal” philosophers any more than referring to oneself 

as a Socialist inspired by Marx requires one to wholly adopt Marxist theory. However, 

libertarians’ divergences from what they call the “classics,” as well as their selections of 

“classics,” has particular significance in light of their strident claims of perfect 

consistency with America’s Founding Fathers, classic liberalism, and classical 

economics. By using the word “classical,” radical free market liberalism is portrayed as 

the most authentic interpretation of liberalism. Here, “classical” connotes the authority of 

changeless values, unaffected by the politics of the day. Tracing the history of 

contemporary libertarianism back through “classical liberalism,” without examining the 

development “classical liberalism” as a concept, erases the history of libertarianism.  

Elucidating libertarian history is critical precisely because libertarians themselves 

highlight it as the foundation of their credibility. But, as this section has shown, the early 

ideological history of libertarianism was marked free market activists’ claims to Truth 

through edited versions of liberalism and 17th century economics. The following section 

examines how the Libertarian Party developed through these discourses of economics 

and liberalism, but also added the discourse of American authenticity.  
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THE BIRTH OF THE LIBERTARIAN PARTY AND DISCOURSE OF THE “FOUNDERS” 
Throughout the 1960s, one of the most robust college political groups for 

conservative students was the Young Americans for Freedom (YAF). With chapters in 

universities all across the nation, YAF’s major focus was to promote student 

demonstrations against communism. However, throughout the 1960s members were 

divided over whether or not to support the Republican Party. By the end of the 1960s, the 

“organization split into competing, irreconcilable factions.” (Heineman, 160) Former 

YAF members who opposed the Republican Party went on to form the Libertarian Party 

in 1971.  

The exodus from the Republican Party by the future Libertarian Party founders 

mirrored a more general discomfort with the Republican Party among youth throughout 

the 1960’s. However, as Rebecca E. Klatch has explained, those within the YAF also felt 

unease with a youth counterculture that promoted radical equity. (238)  

Those who left YAF for the Libertarian Party cited two major complaints that 

influenced their decision to leave the Republican Party, phrasing each in terms of a return 

to classical political and economic values. First, they argued that according to classical 

liberal political values, the YAF should take a non-interventionist stance and oppose the 

Vietnam War. (Klatch, 9) Second, they opposed Republican support for ending the gold 

standard, which canceled the direct convertibility of the United States dollar to gold, on 

the grounds that it constituted government interference with the free market. (Tuccille, 

104) In framing their disagreement as strict adherence to the constitution, they referred to 

pro-Republican YAF members as “reactionaries.” (Klatch, 234)  
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The Libertarian Party was officially formed in the Colorado home of former YAF 

member David Nolan at the end of 1971. Throughout the 1970s, Libertarianism would 

continue to institutionalize outside of academia and begin to draw in membership from 

far-right political organizations. Leading up to party formation, as young Libertarians left 

the YAF and the Republican Party, their rhetoric casted their party as consistent with 

conceptions of liberty from American’s origins. This allowed young Libertarians to move 

away from the unpopular Republican Party and reject identity politics.  

Similarly, Libertarians today frequently invoke the “Founding Fathers.” 

According to these libertarians, their political philosophy of unregulated-markets-as-

freedom is the key element of the philosophy of the “Founding Fathers.”  Ron Paul 

himself has said that, “The Founding Fathers were libertarians.” (YouTube, 2010) The 

formation of the Libertarian Party marks a claim to Truth through a professed adherence 

to the imagined values of America’s founding. For instance, the Cato Institute 

emphasizes its ideological origins as the time of the American Revolution:  

Founded in 1977, Cato owes its name to Cato’s Letters, a series of essays 
published in 18th- century England that presented a vision of society free from 
excessive government power. Those essays inspired the architects of the 
American Revolution. And the simple, timeless principles of that revolution — 
individual Liberty, limited government, and free markets – turn out to be even 
more powerful in today’s world of global markets and unprecedented access to 
information than Jefferson or Madison could have imagined. Social and economic 
freedom is not just the best policy for a free people; it is the indispensable 
framework for the future. 

(Cato, 2013)  
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Although the organization acknowledges its founding in 1977, they describe their 

ideological “principals” as “timeless.” This characterization demonstrates an attempt to 

distance libertarian history from 20th century politics. Instead of tracing the origins of 

libertarianism to those behind the Libertarian Party, Cato situates itself among the 

“Founding Fathers.”    

Likewise, the Libertarian Party describes libertarianism as belief in “in the 

American heritage of Liberty, enterprise, and personal responsibility” and libertarians as 

those who “recognize the responsibility we all share to preserve this precious heritage for 

our children and grandchildren.” (Libertarian Party, 2013) Again, the description evokes 

a calling back to America’s origins, identifying with the past rather than the beginnings 

of the Party. Even more boldly, the Libertarian organization Advocates for a Self 

Government credits Libertarianism for “virtually all the progress the human race has 

enjoyed during the past few centuries.” (The Advocates, 2013) 

The introduction of the “Founding Fathers” to the libertarian rhetorical 

framework—a framework that centers a foundational belief that the free market system is 

natural and just—works to naturalize the libertarian as the most authentically American. 

And, as the discourses of nationalism and free-market capitalism converge, each 

(re)produces the Truth of the other so that both are naturalized and the origins of each are 

obscured.   

Importantly, however, there are several instances in which philosophy of the 

“Founding Fathers” is omitted from the libertarian historical record. For instance, 

Benjamin Franklin argued in favor of printing money on his own presses to pay for 
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government expenses, foreshadowing a key component of Keynesian economic theory. 

(Brock, 2013) According to Franklin, “the supply of money determined the interest rate, 

and through the interest rate influenced the value of land, capital investment, and trade. 

Modern economists often associate these ideas with Keynes, although Keynes himself 

noted in the General Theory that many so-called mercantilists had advanced similar 

notions.” (Brock, 2013) In Franklin’s own words:  

A plentiful Currency will occasion Interest to be low: And this will be an 
Inducement to many to lay out their Money in Lands, rather than put it out to Use, 
by which means Land will begin to rise in Value and bear a better Price: And at 
the same Time it will tend to enliven Trade exceedingly, because People will find 
more Profit in employing their Money that Way than in Usury; and many that 
understand Business very well, but have not a Stock sufficient of their own, will 
be encouraged to borrow Money; to trade with, when they can have it at a 
moderate Interest. 

(Franklin, 1729) 

 
John Adams’ Act for the Relief of Sick and Disabled Seamen serves as another 

example. The Act established government funded and government operated hospitals for 

sailors and maritime health plan. (Fifth Congress, 605) Similarly, Thomas Paine 

supported socialized care for the elderly and the young to be paid for through taxes. 

(1791) Paine also argued against property rights of land in 1797:  

There could be no such thing as landed property originally. Man did not make the 
earth, and, though he had a natural right to occupy it, he had no right to locate as 
his property in perpetuity any part of it. 

(Paine, 2013)  
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Though invoking the “Founding Fathers” is not an unusual tactic in American 

political rhetoric, it is particularly significant in the context of libertarianism for at least 

two reasons. First, it erases the more recent history of libertarianism, obscuring the 

constructed nature of the ideology. Second, it injects libertarianism with a fantasy of 

greatness that, via the “Founding Fathers,” links rationality with white masculinity.  

As Libertarianism grew out of Republicanism in the 1970s, some libertarian 

thinkers sought to distance themselves from the Libertarian Party. However, others saw 

the Libertarian Party as an opportunity to organize. The following section demonstrates 

this division was most often articulated at sites where libertarian thinkers diverged 

regarding the nature of social hierarchies.  

ONGOING CONFLICTS AND CLAIMS TO TRUTH  
Two of the most famous Libertarian texts, Anarchy, State, and Utopia by Robert 

Nozick and Egalitarianism as a Revolt Against Nature and Other Essays by Murray 

Rothbard, were published in 1973. Both reflect a desire to establish Libertarianism as 

political ideology rooted in nature. However, tensions between the texts’ authors mirror 

tensions surrounding Libertarianism’s institutionalization. This section first examines 

Nozick’s text and his unease about the Libertarian Party. Next, I examine Rothbard’s 

text, playing close attention to the ways he discussed gender and sexuality. The section 

concludes by considering, in light of these two works, the state of Libertarianism just 

before Ron Paul’s first run for political office. 

Robert Nozick and Murray Rothbard are both, indisputably, heavyweights in 

libertarian thought. Nozick received the National Book Award in 1975 for Anarchy, 
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State, and Utopia. Today, he is credited as “one of the late 20th century’s most influential 

thinkers” (Gewertz, 2002) and regarded as “the philosophical father of libertarianism.” 

(Metcalf, 2011) Murray Rothbard has been described by the Libertarian think tank the 

Mises Institute as “an indefatigable political activist [who] played a principal role in 

founding the contemporary libertarian movement.” (Gordon, 2013) Of his 1974 

collection of essays, Egalitarianism as a Revolt Against Nature and Other Essays, 

Libertarian R.A. Childs wrote, “For until Rothbard's work is carefully studied by every 

advocate of liberty, the value of his contributions to the libertarian system cannot be fully 

appreciated and, moreover, the unity and true historical context of libertarianism will not 

even be fully grasped.” (Childs, xxv) 

In Anarchy, State, and Utopia, Nozick argued that a “dominant protective agency” 

naturally emerges from a state of nature, creating a “state-like entity.” (Blackwell, 291) 

According to Nozick, if formed properly this state-like entity would fail to violate 

anyone's individual rights insofar that it lacks the power of taxation. Moreover, Nozick 

argued that a state has no legitimate powers beyond the functions of protection, justice, 

and defense. Any attempt by the state to redistribute property constitutes a violation of 

personal liberty, and any attempt to interfere with individual liberty disrupts the natural 

order. Finally, Nozick argued that a state based on these principles—a truly Libertarian 

society—is the most possible utopian state, because it provides persons with the means to 

establish life.  (Nozick, 1974) 

While Nozick’s work would significantly influence Libertarians for the next 

several decades, (Boaz, 2011) Nozick himself would remain absent from Libertarian 
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politics. The increasing alliance between Libertarians and Republicans caused Nozick 

discomfort with so-called libertarian politics. As he told New York Magazine in 1978, 

“Right-wing people like the pro-free-market argument, but don't like the arguments for 

individual liberty in cases like gay rights—although I view them as an interconnecting 

whole.” (Bailey, 312)  

One such Libertarian Nozick discreetly disparaged in his comment might have 

been Murray Rothbard. As previously mentioned, Rothbard was a self-proclaimed 

capitalist-anarchist. However, in the 1970s he supported libertarianism’s attempt to 

formalize into the Libertarian Party, in which he was active. (New Banner Institute, 1972)  

Rothbard himself did not directly address Nozick. However, in 1970 he produced 

his own an account arguing in favor of libertarianism, entitled Egalitarianism as a Revolt 

Against Nature and Other Essays. In a volume aiming to trace liberalism back through a 

state of nature, Rothbard argued governments that aim to promote equity inevitably result 

in failure, because people are naturally predisposed to reject equality. Thus, a state based 

on egalitarian principals opposes the ontological nature of humans and must fail. 

Conversely, a libertarian system of governance that prioritizes the free market over 

equality is the fairest and the most successful because it mirrors the ontological structure 

and nature of humans. (Rothbard, 1974) 

In Egalitarianism, Rothbard justified existing inequalities within free market 

capitalism, specifically including women’s inequality to men. Rothbard, unlike Nozick, 

was entirely comfortable with gender inequalities and sexual discrimination. He 

contended that women, not men, are the cause for gender inequality, because they are 
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naturally unable to compete on the same level as men in the market. According to 

Rothbard, “the unisex dreams of radical feminists contravene nature and must be 

rejected,” (xxi) as women should accept that “their marginal productivity tends to be 

lower than men.” Rothbard further characterized himself as a victim of women, noting 

that, “It has become impossible to avoid being assaulted, day in and day out, by the noisy 

blather of the women’s movement.” Although Rothbard held women’s own nature 

responsible for their inability to compete with men in the market, he instead blamed 

“scared,” “spineless liberal men,” for the surge of “noisy” women who assault him. 

Rather than “acting like guilt-ridden rabbits,” he argued men should step in assert control 

over women. (158)  

 Likewise, Rothbard used nature to explain his opposition to gay rights. 

Rothbard argued, “Biology stands like a rock in the face of the egalitarians fantasie” of 

the “supposedly oppressed homosexual.” According to Rothbard, non-heteronormative 

sexuality is due to leftist “brainwashing” in misguided attempts to breakdown social 

barriers through transgressions of nature. In other words, according to Rothbard, 

homosexuality and bisexuality are merely means to a political end by weak-minded, 

leftist heterosexuals. (15-16) 

As these influential texts demonstrate, the rhetoric of Libertarianism in the early 

1970s was concerned with naturalizing the political ideology, but not all libertarian 

thought was concerned with naturalizing inequality based on identity. However, theorists 

like Rothbard, who actively attempted to justify inequality, became some of the strongest 

voices in the Libertarian Party.  
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By the time of the party's founding in 1971, a Nozick-influenced faction of 

anarcho-capitalists was active in Libertarian circles. At the time of the party’s 

development, these radical Libertarians condemned the Libertarian Party for their 

increasing institutionalization, which they understood as an acceptance of government. 

As Jennifer Burns describes:  

Throughout the 1970s, the decade in which the party was most active, the 
Libertarian Party helped members of the Libertarian movement mature and 
grapple with the realities of social change in a democracy. By the end of the 
decade, key operatives within the party had traded in an emphasis on converting 
the population to "end state" Libertarianism, focusing instead on a "general 
direction" strategy. They had also left the Libertarian Party, but not the 
Libertarian movement. Ensconced in Washington think tanks, business careers, or 
the Republican Party, Libertarians went on to spread their ideas through more 
durable political vehicles, leaving the Libertarian Party to its fate as a small band 
of fiercely warring ideologues.  

(Burns, 433)  

 
As the 1970s ended, many libertarians waded somewhere between libertarianism 

and Republicanism. Although libertarianism was less politically active in general, much 

of libertarian thought was carried through to the Republican Party by those who affiliated 

with both groups. One of those who often waded in the middle was Ron Paul. Paul would 

continue to deploy the discourses of “classical liberalism,” “classical economics,” and the 

“Founding Fathers” to (re)produce the Truths of the free market and to naturalize racial 

and gender hierarchies. The following chapter explores the interplay among the 

discourses of American authenticity, free market capitalism, and classical liberalism 

throughout Ron Paul’s career.  
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Chapter 3: Ron Paul’s Career and Political Positions 

Best-selling author and former Republican Congressman from Texas Ron Paul is 

one of, if not the most famous Libertarian in America. Throughout his career, Paul has 

been referred to as both a Libertarian and a Republican. (Caldwell, 2007) During his time 

as a U.S. Representative, Paul maintained a very conservative voting record, holding the 

record for most conservative from 1987 until 2002. (Poole, 2003)  Despite that 

conservative record, Paul is sometimes regarded as progressive in terms of social issues. 

(Kirchick, 2012) As Rothbard himself describes in the preface of Ron Paul’s 1981 Gold, 

Peace and Prosperity:  

Ron Paul, in short, is that rare American, and still rarer politician, who deeply 
understands and battles for the principles of liberty that were fought for and 
established by the Founding Fathers of this country. He understands that sound 
economics, moral principles, and individual freedom all go together, like a 
seamless web. They cannot be separated, and they stand or fall together. 

(Rothbard, 1981: xiv) 
Rothbard’s words exemplify how the regulatory discourses of American authenticity  

(“Founding Fathers”), classical liberty (“principals of liberty”), and free market 

capitalism (“economics) converge with Ron Paul at the center. Together, these discourses 

work “like a seamless web.” These discourses converge in a way that conceals the 

constructed origin of each. As Anne McClintock has described:  

Formative categories of imperial modernity are articulated categories in the sense 
that they come into being in historical relation to each other and emerge only in 
dynamic shifting and intimate interdependence . . . these categories converge, 
merge, and over determine each other in intricate and often contradictory ways. 

(McClintock, 61) 
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This chapter explores how the discourses of classical liberalism, classical 

economics, and authentic Americanism “converge, merge and over determine each other” 

in the context of Ron Paul’s libertarian rhetoric.  

AN INSPIRED RON PAUL TAKES OFFICE 
As the Libertarian Party and libertarian identity developed in the 1960s, Ron Paul 

served as a doctor for the military. By the early 1970s, he opened his own private practice 

in obstetrics and gynecology in Texas. During his time as a medical student, Paul was 

inspired by Ayn Rand’s fiction. Heavily influenced by her work, Paul began to read about 

Austrian economics and became particularly interested in what she saw as the importance 

of the gold standard. According to Paul, he decided to enter politics in 1971 when 

President Nixon “closed the gold window” by cancelling the direct convertibility of the 

United States dollar to gold (Stevo, 2012).  

In his early 30s, Ron Paul ran in his first election. According to the New York 

Times, “Under the banner of ‘Freedom, Honesty and Sound Money,’ Paul ran for 

Congress in 1974. He lost but took the seat in a special election in April 1976. He lost 

again in November of that year, then won in 1978.” (Caldwell, 2007) 

During the early phases of his political career, Ron Paul sought to create a 

national base of libertarian support. In 1976, he founded the Foundation for Rational 

Economics and Education (FREE), a nonprofit organized “to increase understanding of 

the economic principles of a free-market society.” Through the publication of various 
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newsletters, FREE worked to increase the awareness of Ron Paul’s Libertarian ideology 

among Republicans. (Kirchick, 2008)  

Paul served three terms in Congress until 1984, when Tom DeLay took his seat. 

(Caldwell, 2007) After losing his seat in the House, Paul took time to develop a private 

organization and business based on his image and political convictions. Under the name 

of Ron Paul & Associates, Inc., Paul worked with Lou Rockwell to produce the Ron Paul 

Freedom Report and the Ron Paul Survival Report, two politically oriented newsletters 

that formerly had been produced by FREE. During this time, Paul also co-owned Ron 

Paul Coins, a mail-order coin dealership. Of Ron Paul Coins Paul said, "It fit into my 

philosophy of monetary history. If you're buying an ounce of gold, you understand why 

gold is money. The gold market is a way to evaluate the health of the dollar." (Doyle, 

2007) This private venture reflects Ron Paul’s deep devotion to the free market, his initial 

inspiration to enter politics.  

RON PAUL ON ECONOMIC POLICY 
The focus on monetary policy throughout Paul’s career demonstrates the 

importance of free-market capitalism to his ideology. Economics was the driving force 

inspiring Paul to take office, and he centered economics in his political speeches, 

publications, and campaign materials throughout his career. He proudly credits his 

economic ideology and understanding of the market to the Austrian School. As Paul 

described in 2008 during a speech before the House of Representatives:  

Although it is obvious that the Keynesians were all wrong and interventionism 
and central economic planning don’t work, whom are we listening to for advice 
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on getting us out of this mess? Unfortunately, it’s the Keynesians, the socialists, 
and big-government proponents. Who’s being ignored? The Austrian free-market 
economists — the very ones who predicted not only the Great Depression, but the 
calamity we’re dealing with today. If the crisis was predictable and is explainable, 
why did no one listen? It’s because too many politicians believed that a free lunch 
was possible and a new economic paradigm had arrived. But we’ve heard that one 
before — like the philosopher’s stone that could turn lead into gold. Prosperity 
without work is a dream of the ages. 

(Paul, 2008)   

 
Throughout his career, Paul has pledged never to raise taxes or approve a budget 

deficit. Paul believes that the country could abolish the individual income tax by scaling 

back federal spending, and he proposes financing government operations primarily with 

excise taxes and non-protectionist tariffs. Further, he favors eliminating most government 

agencies in order to save money. Paul contends that the expansion of the money supply is 

the reason nations suffer through business cycles, arguing in favor of legal tender laws 

and the removal of the sales taxes on gold and silver, which he contends would allow the 

market to determine the appropriate standard. (“Ron Paul on the Issues”, 2013)   

Paul presents his understanding of the free market system as based in natural law, 

frequently defending his stance on economic policies by invoking the nature of the 

market. For example, in his 1981 book Gold, Peace and Prosperity, Paul advocates a 

return to the gold standard. His thesis was that “[m]oney of real value, gold or silver, was 

clearly intended by the Founding Fathers, as evidenced in their writings and in the 

Constitution,” (56) which, in turn, is aligned with “nature of economics.” (32) Thus, the 

discourse of the market is the discourse of the Founders and vice versa.  
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RUNNING ON A LIBERTARIAN TICKET AS A PROLIFE CANDIDATE 
In 1988, invigorated by his Libertarian business ventures, Paul ran on the 

Libertarian Party ticket for president. However, despite his ideology, he did not receive 

the nomination from the Libertarian Party easily that year. Paul’s ties to the Republican 

Party made many Libertarians—who advocated against social and economic 

interference—uneasy. Among those detractors, Paul faced tremendous criticism in 

particular for his pro-life stance on abortion. (Turner, 1987)  

Perhaps more than any others, Paul’s policy positions on abortion have been 

criticized by Libertarians, Democrats, and Republicans alike. For Paul, abortion is a 

“moral” issue. He refers to abortion as an act of killing and claims, “Scientifically, there’s 

no debate over whether or not a fetus is alive and human.” Further, Paul has declared that 

abortions will not stop if they are outlawed, but only when the US is “a truly moral 

society.” (Paul, 2008: 6) Nevertheless, he also links the availability of abortion to an 

overall decline in moral standards that “actually increases unwanted pregnancies.” (Paul, 

2008: 4)  

Paul refers to himself as a “pro-life, Libertarian physician” who developed his 

position on abortion during medical school. When introducing the topic of abortion, he 

commonly retells a story his days as a medical student:  

One day I walked into an operating room without knowing what I was walking 
into, and the doctors were in the middle of performing a C-section. It was actually 
an abortion by hysterectomy. The woman was probably six months along in her 
pregnancy, and the child she was carrying weighed over two pounds. At the time 
doctors were not especially sophisticated, for lack of a better term, when it came 
to killing the baby prior to delivery, so they went ahead with delivery and put the 
baby in a bucket in the corner of the room. The baby tried to breathe, and tried to 
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cry, and everyone in the room pretended the baby wasn’t there. I was deeply 
shaken by this experience, and it hit me at that moment how important the issue of 
life was.  

(Paul, 2006: 59, 2008: 1) 

 
Paul’s general criticisms of both pro-life and of pro-choice advocates centers on 

what he refers to as inconsistencies. For pro-choice advocates, he notes two. First, he 

argues that pro-choice advocates are not in favor of late term abortions, which he 

contends is inconsistent because there is no difference between an early term and late 

term abortion: life is life. Secondly, he argues that pro-choice advocates typically do not 

care about government regulation outside of the realm of abortion, and, therefore, are not 

truly pro-choice. Because pro-choice advocates are seemingly less concerned by “laws 

against smoking” and “mandatory seat belts,” they are inconsistent and should be 

dismissed. Paul declares, “It’s amazing to me that many people I have spoken to in the 

pro-choice group rarely care about choice in other circumstances.” (Paul, 2011: 3) 

On the other hand, Paul clashes with pro-life advocates because he believes that 

abortion should not be federally outlawed. Instead, he would support state-law bans on 

abortions. To pro-life advocates who disagree, Paul again charges inconsistency. He 

contends that some pro-life organizations only care about the lives of fetuses and should 

care more about the lives of other people. For example, he argues that opposing capital 

punishment and some wars is consistent with being pro-life, stating "It's strange to me 

that those who champion best the rights of pre-born are generally the strongest supporters 

of the death penalty and preventive, that is, aggressive, war.” (Paul, 2011: 156) Despite 
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asserting a relationship between moral decay and abortion, Paul is not in favor of federal 

laws banning abortion. He argues that promoting the true intentions of the constitution is 

the only way to improve America’s moral character.  

Paul argues that, because the true intention of the Constitution relevant to abortion 

is the Tenth Amendment, abortion should be legislated at the state level. This approach 

is, according to Paul, not “right morally and constitutionally” (Paul, 2008: 56) but moral 

because it’s constitutionally right. According to Paul, violating the Constitution, and in 

particular the Tenth Amendment, violates Liberty. Thus, according to Paul, to make 

federal law regarding abortion is to establish the ultimate evil—tyranny. According to 

Paul, “just as we should reject empire abroad, we should reject it at home.” (Paul, 2008: 

56)  

But Paul himself has faced criticism for inconsistency on the issue of abortion 

among Libertarians who argue against government regulation of the body and market. 

(Turner, 1987) For example, although Paul is a firm believer that life begins at 

fertilization, meaning that an egg and sperm constitute a life that the government should 

protect without restrictions for rape and life of the mother, Paul has supported access to 

the morning-after pill in cases of “honest rape.” (Ryan, 2012) 

Further, Paul sometimes references his positions on international issues in order to 

bolster his consistency on abortion. For Paul, opposition to abortion is founded on what 

he refers to the Non-Aggression Principal (“NAP”). As defined by Rothbard in 1974, 

who had become close friends with Paul, NAP is the libertarian principal permitting 

people to use force only in an instance where there is physical violence against his person 
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or property. (Rothbard, xviii) To defend this concept, Rothbard frequently cites a priori 

concepts like “natural law” and “higher law” as his evidence. (Rothbard, 25) 

Paul’s confusing stance on abortion illustrates his fluctuating position between 

Republican and libertarian. In the national election, he took only 2% of the votes. He said 

his campaign was not intended to win the presidency, but instead that he was running to 

build a libertarian movement. ''We're building the Libertarian Party and we're just as 

interested in the future generation as this election. These kids will vote eventually, and 

maybe, just maybe, they'll go home and talk to their parents,'' explained Paul. (Rosenthal, 

1988) 

Paul’s stance on abortion is only one in an array of social policy positions in 

which, as a libertarian, he does not support federal bans but as a Republican supports 

state government restrictions. This is also true for gay marriage3 and gay adoption.4  

BACK TO THE HOUSE  
In 1996, Paul was re-elected to Congress as a Republican. However, his turn to 

the Libertarian Party and criticism of the GOP during the 1988 presidential election left 

many Republicans wary about Paul’s loyalty. In 1996, the Republican National 

Committee endorsed incumbent Greg Laughlin in the primary—not Paul. However, years 

of outreach to Republicans through newsletters and his presidential campaign had made 

                                                
3 In an interview with Christianity Today Paul said, "Biblically and historically, the government was very 
uninvolved in marriage. I like that. I don't know why we should register our marriage to the federal 
government. I think it's a sacrament." When asked how he would vote on something like California's 
Proposition 8, he responded, 'Well, I believe marriage is between one man and one woman." (Bailey, 2011) 
4 Paul voted in favor of “an amendment banning adoptions in the District of Columbia by gays or other 
individuals who are not related by blood or marriage.” (On the Issues, 2013) 
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Paul rather famous. Enlisting the help of his celebrity friends, including Hall of Fame 

baseball player Nolan Ryan and publisher Steve Forbes, alongside his new reputation an 

outsider politician, Paul was able to win the Republican Primary. He then went on to win 

the 1997 general election against Paul Charles “Lefty” Morris. (Caldwell, 2013) 

However, during the general election “Lefty” brought several of Paul’s 

newsletters printed throughout the late 1980’s and early 1990’s, which haunt Paul’s 

career onto today. 

PAUL’S UNEASY RELATIONSHIP WITH RACE 
Throughout his career, Paul has faced charges of racism. For example, he openly 

opposes Civil Rights Act of 1964:  

The rights of all private property owners, even those whose actions decent people 
find abhorrent, must be respected if we are to maintain a free society... Federal 
bureaucrats and judges cannot read minds to see if actions are motivated by 
racism. Therefore, the only way the federal government could ensure an employer 
was not violating the Civil Rights Act of 1964 was to ensure that the racial 
composition of a business's workforce matched the racial composition of a 
bureaucrat or judge's defined body of potential employees... Racial quotas have 
not contributed to racial harmony or advanced the goal of a color-blind society. 
Instead, these quotas encouraged racial balkanization, and fostered racial strife... 
Relations between the races have improved despite, not because of, the 1964 Civil 
Rights Act. 

(Paul, 2004)  

In addition to his objections to civil rights laws, Paul’s newsletters (i.e., Ron 

Paul’s Freedom Report, the Ron Paul Political Report, the Ron Paul Survival Report, and 

the Ron Paul Investment Letter) printed racially charged statements throughout the mid-

1980s and mid-1990s. In these publications, Ron Paul was rarely listed as the author in 
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the byline, but articles were frequently listed without a byline at all and written in first 

person. As a result, various commentators have surmised that he was the author. (New 

Republic, 2011) 

Paul’s newsletters frequently described the criminality of Black people, and 

specifically men. A 1992 newsletter entitled “A Special Issue on Racial Terrorism” 

declared, "Racial violence will fill our cities" as "mostly black welfare recipients will feel 

justified in stealing from mostly white ‘haves.’” The same issue addressed race riots in 

Los Angeles, stating, “Order was only restored in L.A. when it came time for the blacks 

to pick up their welfare checks three days after rioting began.” A separate issue of the 

Ron Paul Survival Report reads, “If you have ever been robbed by a black teenaged male, 

you know how unbelievably fleet-footed they can be.” (1992) Likewise, another 

newsletter states, “I’ve urged everyone in my family to know how to use a gun in self 

defense . . . [T]he animals are coming."(Kirchick, 2012) One newsletter referred to 

Barbara Jordan as "the archetypal half-educated victimologist," and yet another 

recommended that black activists who wanted to rename New York City after Martin 

Luther King Jr. rename it "Welfaria," "Zoovile," "Rapetown," "Dirtburg," or 

"Lazyopolis.” (Trumbull, 2011) 

Paul did not address the newsletters until 1996, when Dallas Morning News 

confronted him about comments from a 1992 issue of the Ron Paul Report. Paul partially 

defended the newsletters, claiming that some of the comments about Black men arose 

from a report by the National Center on Incarceration and Alternatives, a criminal justice 

think tank in Virginia. (Camia, 1996) 
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Years later, in an interview with CNN, Paul took a different approach. Instead of 

defending the newsletters, he claimed ignorance. He said, “I never read that stuff. I never 

— I would never — I came — I was probably aware of it 10 years after it was written . . . 

Well, you know, we talked about [the newsletters] twice yesterday at CNN. Why don’t 

you go back and look at what I said yesterday on CNN, and what I’ve said for 20-some 

years. It was 22 years ago. I didn’t write them. I disavow them and that’s it.” (Legum, 

2011)   

Undeniably, the newsletters increased Paul’s nationwide exposure. The financial 

success of the newsletters speaks to their reach. From the New York Times:  

The publishing operation was lucrative. A tax document from June 1993—
wrapping up the year in which the Political Report had published the "welfare 
checks" comment on the L.A. riots—reported an annual income of $940,000 for 
Ron Paul & Associates, listing four employees in Texas (Paul's family and 
Rockwell) and seven more employees around the country. If Paul didn't know 
who was writing his newsletters, he knew they were a crucial source of income 
and a successful tool for building his fundraising base for a political comeback.  

(Sanchez, 2009)  
 

As of 2012, several of Paul’s former associates have come forward to say that 

Paul was very involved in the production of controversial newsletters. His former 

secretary, Renae Hathway, said that Paul was a "hands-on boss" who would come into 

the Houston office, about 50 miles from his home, about once a week. Three other 

associates working on the newsletters during the early 1990s stated they did not know 

with certainty whether Paul had personally written racist comments, but that Paul 

deliberately included the inflammatory remarks to boost circulation. As one associate 
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described, “It was playing on a growing racial tension, economic tension, fear of 

government. I’m not saying Ron believed this stuff. It was good copy. Ron Paul is a 

shrewd businessman.’’ (Markon, 2012) 

Similarly, Cato Institute founder Edward Crane has stated that he and Paul created 

a mailing list targeting those with “extreme views” for fundraising in the early 1980s, 

including notable Holocaust denier Willis A. Carto. Paul says he does not specifically 

recall discussing such a list with Crane, but concedes he has no problem using such a list. 

“I’ll go to anybody who I think I can convert to change their viewpoints—so that would 

be to me incidental. I’m always looking at converting people to look at liberty the way I 

do.” (Rutenberg, 2011)  

Regardless of whether or not Paul’s newsletters reflect his own personal views, it 

is significant that racist discourse would attract libertarians, or vice versa. The seeming 

mutual attraction suggests that the naturalization of racial prejudice and hierarchy may 

harmonize easily with the rhetoric of free market capitalism as Truth and authentic 

Americanism. At a minimum, each retelling of history fails to recognize America’s racist 

origins. 

Paul decried racism in the years following the newsletter scandal, as he gained 

popularity. One part of this effort was to highlight policy positions that would benefit 

people of color. For example, Paul began to oppose the War on Drugs, stating that it has 

“racist origins.” (Grim, 2011) Likewise, Paul changed his position on the death penalty, 

because he felt it disproportionately harmed people of color. In a speech given at a 

historically Black university he said,  
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You know over the years, I’ve held pretty rigid to all my beliefs but I’ve changed 
my opinion about the death penalty. For federal purposes, I no longer believe in 
the death penalty. I believed it has been issued unjustly. If you are rich you get 
away with it. If you’re poor and you’re from the inner city, you’re more likely to 
be prosecuted and convicted. And today, with the DNA evidence, there’s been too 
many mistakes, so I am now opposed to the federal death penalty. 

 

(Paul, 2007) 

Paul has also countered charges of racism by arguing that he cannot possibly be 

racist, because “[l]ibertarianism is the enemy of all racism.” As a libertarian, Paul 

contends that he does not see race, viewing people as individuals and not as groups. In his 

words, “Because racism is a collectivist idea that you put people in categories, you say, 

well blacks belong here, and whites here, and women and gays here. Libertarians don’t 

say, ‘you have rights because you’re a minority or majority’ . . . they say you have rights 

because you’re an individual!” (Paul, 2008) 

Paul’s defense of an ideology riddled with underlying racism, alongside a refusal 

to acknowledge race, epitomizes Eduardo Bonilla-Silva’s concept of colorblind racism. 

According to Bonilla-Silva, many white Americans assume that race no longer matters, 

despite the persistence of racism. But today’s racism (re)produces through covert and 

institutional frameworks that purport to be nonracial. (Bonilla-Silva, 15)  While overt 

examples like Paul’s newsletters are rare, more covert forms perpetuate systemic racial 

discrimination and stereotyping. Paul’s rhetorical shift, from the racist newsletters to the 

recent statements about drug incarceration, reflects a shift from overt to covert racism. 
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HEIGHT OF POPULARITY  
In 1998 and 2000, Paul easily defended his seat in the House. Following several 

consecutive terms in Congress, Ron Paul decided to run for the Republican presidential 

nomination. Although Paul's support among Republican voters lagged behind that of 

John McCain in 2007-2008, Paul’s showing was impressive. During the last quarter of 

2007, Paul raised more money than any of his opponents. By his campaign’s end, he held 

three impressive fund raising records: (1) the most money received from members of the 

armed services, (2) the most money raised in a single day than any other Republican 

candidate, (3) the most money raised in a single day via the Internet. (Jacoby, 2007) 

Paul's fundraising drew national attention to his strong base of young supporters, who 

began to identify as "Paulites." (Rainey 2007 and Vargas 2007)  

Paul ran for the Republican nomination again in 2012. During the Republican 

primary, Paul received the votes of a serious candidate, coming in third in the Iowa 

Caucus and second in the New Hampshire Primary. Although his performance declined 

over the primaries, by April 2012 the campaign had raised more than $38 million—$18 

million more than his record-breaking 2007-2008 effort. (RealClearPolitics, 2013) 

 Paul’s surge in popularity in the last two presidential election cycles coincided 

with a provocative effort to highlight his non-interventionist foreign policies. In 2009 

Paul released his best selling book, The Revolution: A Manifesto, which articulated his 

non-interventionist stance and related it to issues as diverse as abortion, economic policy, 

and military action. Throughout his 2011 campaign, Paul polled considerably well after 

debates with other candidates, thanks in large part to his foreign policy positions, and 
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especially on the Iraq war. Unlike other Republican candidates, Paul stressed the need for 

non-interventionist strategies and drew support from both the right and the left. Although 

this philosophy did not speak to the majority of Republican voters, his foreign policy 

positions garnered a sizable minority, notably among members of the armed services. As 

with the previous election, Paul received “more financial support from active duty 

members of the service than any other politician.” (Egan, 2011)  

Crediting Jefferson and the Constitution as the basis of his foreign policy 

positions, Paul often utilizes the rhetorical concept of common sense—even while 

outlining a complicated and multi-faceted reading of constitutional principals. For 

example, he quips, “The Constitution has much to say to us regarding foreign policy, if 

we only will listen” (2011: 50) To demonstrate the constitutional soundness of his 

suggested foreign policy, Paul turns to Jefferson. However, instead of citing the 

Constitution directly, he excerpts Jefferson’s inaugural address: “Peace, commerce, and 

honest friendship with all nations, entangling alliances with none.” (2011: 50)  

Paul argues in favor of “genuine free trade” with other nations. He opposes many 

free trade agreements such as the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) on 

the basis that those agreements are too regulated and restrictive. (2011:6) Further, Paul 

does not support any new or continuing foreign aid. According to Paul, “While free trade 

should be embraced, foreign aid should be absolutely rejected.” (99) Just as Paul argues 

against domestic welfare programs, he sees foreign aid as a contributor to, not relief 

from, global poverty. Furthermore, he credits an overall decline of in global poverty to 
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less restrictive trade agreements, rejecting arguments that declines are due to an increase 

in foreign aid. (101)  

RON PAUL SUPPORTERS 
To what extent Paul’s popularity over the last several years is due to his position 

on international issues is unknown. Still, Ron Paul supporters are often the topic for 

speculation on editorial pages of newspapers, magazines, and popular blogs. For instance, 

David Boaz notes, “[I]n the last five years, most people have found libertarianism by 

listening to Ron Paul.” (PBS, 2012) Jennifer Burns has observed “a faction of supporters 

supposedly attracted by Paul’s libertine stance on marijuana. Voters who have yet to 

establish firm voting patterns or party loyalty are also more open to Paul’s novel 

combination of fiscal conservatism and social liberalism, the very oddity that limits his 

appeal among those looking for a more conventional political candidate.” (Burns, 2012) 

And Katha Pollitt stresses that, “They love him over at Stormfront, a white-supremacist 

website with neo-Nazi tendencies.”  (Pollitt, 2012) Despite these claims, little academic 

attention has been paid to what Paul supporters say about themselves and their ideology. 

The following chapters examine the discourses of free market capitalism, American 

authenticity, and classical liberalism as articulated firsthand by Ron Paul supporters.  
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Chapter 4: Interview Methodology 

To explore how and why Ron Paul supporters use Paul’s libertarian political 

philosophy to articulate their own identity and experiences, I rely on data from five in-

depth interviews with Ron Paul supporters. Conceptually, my aim to is examine the 

rhetorical justification and (re)production of libertarian identity. I explore how Paul 

supporters describe their personal political ideology, the ways they feel personally 

connected to that ideology, and how their stances on a number of political questions 

relate to Ron Paul. 

I am as concerned with the reasons a subject adopts a particular political position 

as I am with the position itself. Instead of mere facts, I am interested in how ideas are 

justified or elaborated as facts. Because this project focuses on the stories supporters tell 

about themselves, rather than more fact-based life experiences, a semi-structured 

interview was most ideal method to gather data. Semi-structured interviews allow 

subjects to articulate their own experiences. Likewise, as this project is concerned with 

rhetorical justification, surveys were insufficient instruments. As Edward Bonilla-Silva 

explains, “Despite the gallant effort of some survey researchers to produce 

methodologically correct questionnaires, survey questions still restrict the free flow of 

ideas and unnecessarily constrain the range of possible answers for respondents.” 

(Bonilla-Silva, 11)  

Semi-structured interviews allowed me the flexibility to engage on a number of 

related subjects (e.g., political correctness, the economy) while allowing subjects to 

expand and elaborate on topics as they felt necessary. This semi-structured approach 
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allowed for a closer understanding of not only how subjects identify politically, but also 

how they rhetorically explain and justify their subjectivity. According to Wimmer and 

Dominick, flexible interviews and non-standardized questions are effective ways to 

breach sensitive or taboo topics. (Wimmer, 1997: 100) Flexibility encourages 

respondents’ openness when providing information about experiences and beliefs.  

(Wimmer, 1997: 158). To keep a coherent, yet flexible approach, interview questions 

were not entirely standardized. I utilized an interview guide (see appendix.), but beyond 

the first two questions on the interview guide there was no standard order for asking 

questions, nor did I ask all the same questions to every interviewee. Instead, participant 

responses determined the order of questions.  

For this project, I interviewed five self-identified Ron Paul supporters. Interviews 

lasted between 45 minutes and two hours, depending on the participant. Participants 

received no compensation for their generous participation in this project. To protect the 

participants’ privacy, identifying or potentially identifying information about the 

participants has been omitted. For example, if a participant mentioned his workplace, 

online forum handle, membership in a particular club or group, or the name of a friend 

during the interview, that information was omitted from both the transcript and excerpts. 

Likewise, the participants’ names have been changed. Each interview was audio recorded 

to allow the author to exchange with participants without having to take notes as they 

were speaking. Later, all interviews were fully transcribed. Participants learned about the 

study through emailed calls for participants sent to various political listservs. Some 

participants heard about the study through friends who saw the emails. Participants then 
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independently sought to participate in the study, at which point I arranged interviews. I 

interviewed everyone who contacted me, who agreed he was a Ron Paul supporter, and 

who agreed to sign a consent form to participate. The sample size reflects the low 

response rate.  

All participants identified as heterosexual white males, in their late twenties or 

early thirties, who have at least some college education, if not an advanced degree. A 

2011 study by the Pew Center found that vast majority (67%) of Libertarians are male, 

white (83%), and have had some college (70%). However, while these characteristics 

may demographically describe the majority of Ron Paul supporters, it does not describe 

all Ron Paul supporters or libertarians. Thus, it is important that these interviews not be 

used to overgeneralize about Ron Paul supporters or libertarians. 

The intention of this project is not, of course, to mock, assume, or generalize 

about Ron Paul supporters. Interview subjects were extremely generous to extend their 

time and experiences for this project, and I strive to extend the same goodwill in my 

analysis.   
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Chapter 5: Ex-Republicans 

This chapter explores the common narrative among participants describing a 

transition from Republican to libertarian at the time they became Ron Paul supporters. 

Each participant described leaving Republicanism and in favor of libertarianism, which 

they concluded was more consistent with their beliefs. 

My argument in this chapter is that the discourse of Republican libertarianism 

permits a path from traditional Republicanism to Libertarianism without the sacrifice of 

privilege and promotes the (re)production of deeply held personal ideology as Truth. 

First, I discuss the complicated ways each participant described his ideology and how his 

upbringing as a Republican contributed to the ideology he has today. I review how each 

participant described how he found Ron Paul’s libertarianism at a time when he felt 

uncomfortable as a Republican. I then show how each participant described his transition 

from Republican to libertarian as a move closer to what he already believed—even 

though he had to change his mind on several issues. Then, I proceed to show how the 

participants believe other Republicans might be able to make the same transition they did. 

Following that, I touch on how the participants describe economic class as an obstacle for 

transitioning from Republican to libertarian. To conclude, I summarize how these 

supporters may see themselves in relation to the axiom of American exceptionalism. In 

each of these sections, I highlight areas where participants enlisted concepts of Truth, 

nature, and history within their responses.  
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“HOW WOULD YOU DESCRIBE YOURSELF, POLITICALLY?” 
I began interviews by asking participants, “How would you describe yourself 

politically,” “What label would you give yourself,” or both. To these questions, 

participants provided a variety of answers. Responses reflect the complicated ideological 

history of the libertarianism—no participant simply answered “libertarian” or 

“conservative.” No one mentioned “Republican” at all. However, each participant 

discussed how his views developed through his adolescence as a conservative 

Republican. 

Three participants also articulated an alignment of their current political views 

with those of a distant past, e.g., by using the moniker “classical liberal” rather than 

simply “libertarian” or “liberal.” Ben, for example, said, “I’m very classical liberal, 

libertarian, libertarianism is a reprising of classical liberalism, individualist—those are 

the quick jump-to terms I use.” By using the word “reprising,” Ben indicates his views’ 

historical pedigree and credibility—an authentic ideology applied to modern times. 

Both Cory and Dan responded similarly, but in addition “classical” beliefs they 

explicitly cited American history. Cory described his beliefs as, “I would say libertarian, 

classical liberalism,” adding, “I want to identify more with the ideas of the Founding 

Fathers.” Likewise, Dan’s response conflated “classical” and “Jeffersonian” beliefs:  

The way I describe myself is probably common to what you’ll hear from a lot of 
Ron Paul supporters. They’ll say they’re classical liberals, Jeffersonian liberals. I 
say they, we. We identify this way, classical liberal, Jeffersonian liberal. 
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Here, Ben’s subjectivity is interesting in that he perceives a “we” alongside an identity 

borne from Thomas Jefferson. From both Dan and Ben, a self-identification through 

political ideology flows from a personal identification with (1) mythologized white male 

historical figures and (2) a vague group (“we” or “Founding Fathers”) that they perceive 

as like them. Explicitly or implicitly, these answers suggest that the political identity of 

some Ron Paul supporters includes ties to a history that mythologizes white men.  

Two participants did not reference the concept of “classical.” Andrew, for 

example, referenced the postwar era specifically to describe his views, describing himself 

as, “paleo-conservative,” which he explained as “Libertarian and conservative mixed. It's 

kind of old-school conservative. Like, pre-Reagan, 1950ish.” Later, he elaborated on the 

difference between his conservatism and today’s conservatism:  

In our age group5, in the 90s, the Republican Party was hijacked by Religious 
extremists who were really focused. Now they only care about abortion and gay 
marriage, and it doesn't really affect my life, so it's not the thing I'm concerned 
with. 
Unlike Dan and Cory, Andrew’s response did not recall the “Founding Fathers.” 

However, as his response still calls back to a romanticized time in US history, Andrew’s 

response may still demonstrate an attempt to express an association with “real” American 

values.  

Edgar was an outlier on this question. When he was asked to describe his views 

he responded, “Specifically, I would describe myself as a Libertarian. That would be the 

general overarching label. I definitely have views that are not plumb line, you might say 

                                                
5 Late twenties 
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ancillary to, Libertarian, per se.”  When I asked him to elaborate, he described 

libertarianism as a way he aligns himself with anarchism and Christianity: 

Well, for one thing, libertarianism has a general consensus on if government 
should exist at all it should be extraordinarily limited. Perhaps more limited 
than, say, what conservatives would call, what the Founders would call, 
limited government. However, I would go even further and say I generally 
consider myself anarchist, not the bomb-throwing kind or anything like that, but 
that we don’t need government rulers to have a functioning and prosperous 
society. One way I would describe my political views is that, based on my 
views on Christianity, I would use my faith in the same sense as supporter in 
my libertarian and anarchist views.  

 
Unlike any other participant, Edgar distanced himself from American history, 

instead aligning himself with libertarianism’s radical origins. Recalling Nozick and 

Rothbard, Edgar’s support of Ron Paul is interesting. Given his later responses, which 

indicated conservative views on, for instance, abortion, alongside his support for Ron 

Paul, Edgar’s response here may indicate that anarchist-libertarianism a la Rothbard is 

present among Ron Paul supporters.  

Additionally, like the other participants, Edgar invoked claims to Truth to 

describe his views. He did this by connecting his libertarianism with his Christianity. As 

Edgar explained, “Libertarianism, in my view, is the only consistent political ideology 

with Christianity.” The mention of religious faith as a basis for Libertarianism suggests 

that Libertarianism is God-given and aligned with immutable Truth.  

“I GREW UP IN A VERY CONSERVATIVE HOME.” 
One of the most striking similarities in all the interviews was that each participant 

described himself as a former Republican. Everyone either shared a specific story of 
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growing up Republican or referenced his youth as a Republican. As Andrew explained, “I 

grew up in a pretty conservative home. Pretty Republican. Like hardcore, I'm from Texas, 

so you know, very hardcore Republican Party.” In this regard, participant responses were 

strikingly similar.  

All participants, to some degree, saw themselves as former Republicans who 

outgrew the ideology they grew up with. Likewise, they understand their general 

worldviews as a sort of Republican mindset carried over from adolescence.   

Edgar described his views by explaining the ideology of his parents. He explained how 

his Republican parents provided a somewhat atypical upbringing, which he credits with 

shaping the views he holds today. As he described:  

I grew up in a very conservative home. However, it was not your typical 
conservative household. We were never one to accept, say, public schooling, for 
instance. I’ve never been in a public school outside of a university. I started out in 
a private school in Austin and when we moved away to Missouri we started 
homeschooling. I was 11 at the time. I actually think I would have been much 
better off, personally and professionally, if we had home schooled the entire time. 
I personally don’t think the private school really did nurture me in the way that 
would have been best. Whereas my parents knew what to do with me and 
taught me how to be the person I am today. 

 
Ben and Cory did not mention their families specifically but noted that they were 

Republicans, not libertarians, growing up. Dan also mentioned that he too grew up 

conservative, noting that he was a Republican until his late 20s. In Ben’s words, his turn 

from Republican to libertarian was a part of growing older:  

When I was a younger, I definitely fell under the Republican branch. I was in 
high school when September 11th happened, and I definitely fell within the more 
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on the Republican side of the spectrum. As I got older, I definitely didn’t agree 
with a lot was going on with the Republican mainstream, with conservative views. 
I wasn’t really happy with the Republican Party, and I had started to drift away.  

 
Cory’s response to the question, “How have your views changed over time?” reflected a 

similar sentiment. He also felt that as he got older his political belief no longer aligned 

with the “Republican” label he grew up with. Cory’s movement from Republicanism to 

libertarianism reflects dissatisfaction with the lack of critical analysis among 

Republicans. In his words:  

I wanted to distinguish myself from, I guess, what I grew up with. Which was 
more of the, kind of someone who would go along with whatever the Republican 
party would say was okay. 

 

These narratives reflect a general attractiveness of libertarianism among young 

Republicans. When I asked participants to describe their transition from Republican to 

libertarian, they suggested that, over time, they realized that libertarianism was more in 

line with the political philosophy or principals that they already had. Or, as Cory 

described, libertarianism is “a more holistic idea, not just a compartment of myself. It fits 

in more with a worldview, a way of life.” As Edgar describes:  

I actually discovered Ron Paul in 2002, but only in a rather limited capacity. What 
I found out in 2002 is that he was a supporter of the gold standard and fiat money. 
But I really didn’t know what that meant at the time, but I was very favorable 
towards that view early on… My history, personally, is in more conservative 
circles. So I understand how they think and how they feel about certain 
things. As such, I think that understanding helps me interacting with them more 
readily.  
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Thus, participants identified as having a set of core foundational principals that, 

over time, they realized were inconsistent with the policies they supported within the 

Republican Party. As they transitioned from Republican to libertarian, they developed 

political positions more consistent with the ideology they already believed in. Thus, 

according to the participants, the change in their belief systems (from “conservative” to 

“classical liberalism) or party affiliations (from Republican to Libertarian) should not be 

interpreted as a change in what they understand as foundational principals, but instead as 

a reflection of the Truth to which they already had access.  

 “WHAT I BELIEVE IS ACCEPTABLE” 
As the participants described how libertarianism, rather than Republicanism, 

matched their “worldviews,” they also described how leaving behind Republicanism 

forced them to critically evaluate their positions on several issues. Specifically, 

identifying as libertarian sparked chain reactions that affected their positions on some 

social and international policies. However, before they changed many of their policy 

positions, participants explained first began to develop awareness that their views were 

inconsistent with Republican policy.  For some, this built upon general unease with the 

Republican Party that had already been mounting.  

This general narrative often began with participants describing a general 

discomfort with a Republican Party that was not adhering to the principals it espoused. 

Andrew recalled feelings of discomfort with the Republican Party when he was younger. 

He described his discomfort as follows:  



 61 

I remember being a kid, and my dad was a hardcore Rush Limbaugh Republican, 
and I remember thinking that doesn't make sense to me. Or maybe I didn't feel 
as strongly about all the things they do.  

 
 Participants also described a kind of domino effect in positions on a range of 

issues once they accepted the libertarian ideology generally. For Edgar, the transition 

from Republican to libertarian grew from his ideas about economic policies. For him, 

Republican economic polices did not reflect his “moral” framework. When he could 

articulate that, he soon changed this position other issues:  

The moral element of it was incredibly important to me at the time. My Christian 
faith has always been a big influence upon everything I do, and the morality 
of capitalism, the free market, not crony capitalism or any of that state stuff, you 
know real market freedom clearly shows to me, at least as I understood it, as 
inherently moral. I had to adjust some of my prior beliefs as well.  

 
Likewise, Dan explained that when he accepted a libertarian “perspective,” he 

became supportive of some social causes that he had opposed as a Republican. In Dan’s 

words,  

Marijuana, gay marriage, and things like that—those are issues that I tacked 
from the perspective of a Ron Paul supporter so that I’ve embraced this 
notion of preeminent Liberty before everything else. From that stance, those 
were not hard issues for me. Those were like, oh duh. Marijuana should definitely 
be legal and the state should not be involved in marriage at all.  

 
Interestingly, for all but one participant,6 the aftermath of the Iraq war was the 

trigger that moved them from Republicans to libertarians. Specifically, participants 

                                                
6 Edgar said he was triggered by economic policy, not international policy, but explained that the non-
intervention policy element is “central” to him now: “I discovered Ron Paul before his anti-war views 
became more prominent. The anti-war views are of pivotal importance to me now.” 



 62 

described how they “started seeing” how the war was not making America a safer place. 

For Cory, Ron Paul’s anti-interventionist stance was “refreshing”:  

I really liked his ideas on foreign policy, it was a refreshing policy to me to see 
we could hold conservative views and still be nonintervention. You know, we 
should not intervene like we have so often. There would be more people, more 
peace. I felt like, you know, I liked how you could have that view along with 
more limited government. I think his views are more consistent with the idea 
of treating another person with inherent dignity that everyone has. 

 
Likewise, Dan also came to Ron Paul—and libertarianism more generally—after learning 

about Paul’s foreign policy positions:  

This is a fairly recent development for me. Last two or three years, up until then 
when I changed my political thought I would have identified as a typical 
Republican, conservative. You know, feeling very strongly about fiscal 
responsibility and limited governance. But over the last few years I have been 
working with a number of individuals who introduced me to Ron Paul, let me 
read some of his book that exposed me to his thought. That, and through extensive 
political conversation I came to the point where I now believe most 
conservatives—most Republicans—have not dug deep down enough into their 
political ideologies to find the inconsistencies. Really, we talked about overseas 
militarism. Most libertarians will agree that defense is necessary on some level, 
but I believe that most Republicans have become defensive to the point of 
aggression and calling it something else. But I believe that extensive 
militarization across the globe, and came to believe through these extensive 
conversations, the stances I had been defending in the name of patriotism and 
liberty, create much more of a threat and much more bloodshed than what I 
believe is acceptable.  

 
 Ben’s response reflects the sentiment of Dan’s and Cory’s responses. His response 

describes how the war made him realize that the Republican—and, at one time, his—

approach to international relations resulted in unfavorable consequences. According to 

Ben:   
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A big thing for me was, originally when I was in high school I supported the Iraq 
war not for the same reason a lot of Republicans supported the war. We were told 
there were weapons of mass destruction and all that stuff, which you know, was 
less of a focus for me. I was more interested in the humanitarian aspect of the war. 
Seeing that afterward a lot of those effects, we didn’t get a lot of the effects we 
wanted to out of that . . . Republicans, historically, have more often done 
things to get us out of war than to entangle us. A lot of the lives that a more 
traditional conservative view, it’s only recently that the Republican Party has 
become like this war-hawk party. I identify much more personally with the 
point of view that I don’t want to be engaged in all these unnecessary conflict. I 
don’t want us to nation-build. I want us to influence those places through trade 
and diplomacy than try to overthrow their government to keep somebody we 
might like better in power.  

 For Andrew, the transition from Republican to libertarian was more complicated. 

Already “uncomfortable” with the Republican Party, Andrew decided to step away from 

the Republican Party after his experience in the military, which include with two 

deployments in Iraq. In Andrew’s words,  

I was in the military. I did four years. I was deployed to Iraq twice. I think that's 
really the first hard, you know— [pause] It took me from being like a hardcore 
Bush youth Texas conservative to the military. It's like the classic Republican 
Party story line, you know. I think from there seeing the war with the reasons 
for the war being shady at best, I think that really made me look at we 
should have different options than what we're given.  

 
In the 2008 presidential election, Andrew said he voted for Obama, marking the 

first time he voted against a Republican candidate for president. However, he said his 

support for Obama was a “protest vote” against McCain, not a vote for Obama. Andrew 

never felt satisfied with Obama’s policy positions. During the 2012 presidential, election, 

however, he found comfort with Ron Paul.  
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Thus, for all participants, Ron Paul was the inspiration to leave behind a 

Republican identity in favor of a libertarian identity. For most participants, the war in 

Iraq was the catalyst for following Ron Paul out of the Republican mainstream. 

Responses reflected a deep discomfort with the aftermath of the Iraq War. 

However, for everyone but Andrew, it wasn’t until Ron Paul provided a space to oppose 

the war within conservative, free-market discourse that the participants fully embraced 

that anti-war view. For all participants, Ron Paul was a kind of gatekeeper for adopting 

libertarianism as an ideological identity. For these participants, social issues are 

secondary to their core views on economics, which they brought with them from their 

youth as Republicans, and foreign policy, which they gained through Ron Paul. 

TENSIONS AMONG FRIENDS 
As the participants switched from Republican to libertarian Ron Paul supporter, 

there were conflicts with their Republican peers. These tensions manifested in 

disagreements over international and social policies.  

Edgar and Cory both expressed how disagreements play out in their religious 

communities. Cory described how his acceptance of Ron Paul’s less socially conservative 

policies put him at odds with his Evangelical friends: 

In my circles, I still have a lot of friends that consider themselves conservative 
Christians and Evangelicals. I consider myself a follower of Christ. So a lot of 
my friends would seek the government to force their views as far as 
homosexual lifestyles go, and I disagree. I don’t think we should be using 
government force to make people behave in a certain way. That’s probably the 
main disagreement I have with people I tend to be around. 
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Edgar, on the other hand, mentioned that it is his anti-war position that makes him 

a target for disagreement in his church. Specifically, he said, “I take a lot of heat, 

especially in the church, for my stance that I’ve taken on this issue. I get hate mail 

regularly.” However, according to Edgar, Ron Paul has made the libertarian identity more 

palatable over time, and people have become more accepting of his views:  

When I sort of came out, even to just my family, there was definitely a big 
hullabaloo at first. Especially since I was going against what generations had 
basically followed. Over time, however, what we’ve seen is not only has the idea 
of being a libertarian more accepted, and it’s a real thing and not totally insane, 
people are actually beginning to ascribe to these views in various ways . . . It used 
to be that “I’m a libertarian,” and the response was, “What? So you vote for the 
green party or something?” That has been said to me before. But now it’s a 
rather understandable thing, especially thanks to the work that Ron Paul has 
done to bring the ideas of liberty to the foreground to the discourse of 
American politics. 

 
Thus, there are tensions among Ron Paul supporters and Republicans that arise from 

stances on social and international issues. However, Ron Paul has made it easier for some 

supporters to get along with Republicans—a group with whom they formerly affiliated. 

 Participants also expressed concerns about being seen as “crazy” by Republicans. 

Namely, they discussed how supporting Ron Paul led others to dismiss their views. As 

Dan explained, 

“Libertarian-minded” is something that you’ll hear, because if you say you’re 
“Libertarian” what I’ve experienced in political discourse is that as soon as you 
say, “I’m Libertarian”, capital “L” Libertarian, it’s end the conversation. They’ll 
assume you’re the on the fringe . . . and they say, “Well you’re crazy and I’m 
not going to listen to anything you say.” That’s why I think I and a lot of people 
try to avoid a label, because we want to have a discourse on the merits what we’re 
saying and not the titles that we have. 
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Some of the participants lamented that certain Ron Paul supporters are 

embarrassing to the group as a whole. Moreover, according to Andrew, those supporters 

tend to be overrepresented in the media:  

They’re really vocal, but they’re a really small group. It’s like the local news if 
there’s a tornado in the town. They’re never going to get a normal person. 
They’re going to get the white trash with a wife beater who’s unshaven and says 
something funny. The Alex Jones7 types get the microphone when they really 
shouldn’t.  

 
Andrew’s response does something interesting regarding economic class. This 

statement is illustrative of an implied discomfort with their Ron Paul identity in general; 

an identity that could be seen as less intelligent than the mainstream.  

“THOSE GREAT LEARNED MEN” 
I asked participants whether there is anything else that keeps Republicans from 

accepting Ron Paul and libertarianism, such as personality differences between Ron Paul 

supporters and Republicans. In comparison with non-libertarian Republicans, respondents 

stressed their intellectualism and their ability to “dig deep” as compared with 

Republicans.  

Participants generally suggested that Ron Paul supporters tend to be more 

analytical and more intellectual than mainstream Republicans. For example, when I asked 

Andrew to compare Ron Paul supporters and mainstream Republican supporters, he 

described Ron Paul supporters as, “Smart, but critical. Analytical. They want to find their 
                                                
7 Alex Jones is an American radio host and Ron Paul supporter. He is best known for his outlandish 
conspiracy theories, including positing that September 11th attacks on the World Trade Center and Pentago 
was an “inside job,” which spurred the “9/11 Truth movement,” and arguing that the Federal Reserve is 
running the world. (Hagen, 2011) He was mentioned in interviews with Dan, Ben, and Andrew, all of 
whom expressed strong disdain for Alex Jones. 
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answer rather than be told the answer.” Likewise, Dan told me that most Republicans are 

not Ron Paul supporters because they “have not dug deep down enough into their 

political ideologies to find the inconsistencies.” Dan related this more critical nature with 

a better respect for “the Founding Fathers” and added,  

People on the right side will at least give lip service and say, “Yes, the Founding 
Fathers knew best. Those great-learned men understood foundational governance 
and liberty and the human condition.” But, in my view it’s people like Ron Paul 
and his supporters that believe that in practice and say, “Okay, the Founding 
Fathers taught these things, these are the principals they exposed, the values 
they held.”  

 
Dan further suggested that Republicans who do not support Ron Paul exhibit an 

inability to look at their own religion: “I feel like what conservative Republicans need to 

analyze is, what I want to say is their own theology.” 

Significantly, for these libertarians Truth lies within Republican thinking. 

Particularly, Republicans understand the fundamental Truths of natural law and the free 

market. However, the practice of their ideology is inconsistent and, in some cases, 

harmful. These young libertarians, then, see themselves as particularly authentic in terms 

of America’s “Founders” because they both talk the talk as Republicans do, and walk the 

walk, as Republicans do not. Recalling Rothbard and the YAF in the 1970s, the tensions 

described by these young libertarians between themselves and Republicans may be a 

defining element of contemporary libertarianism. Likewise, the derision toward Alex 

Jones and other “embarrassing” members of the libertarian party suggest the possibility 

of other important divisions within the Libertarian Party or other libertarian circles.  
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Chapter 6: “Not a part of my identity—not a part of my worldview” 

Fascinatingly, in their interviews the participants were much quicker to offer 

critiques of the political Right than of the Left. In light of the previous section, this may 

be due, in part, to their relative familiarity and proximity to conservatives compared with 

people on the Left. In this section, I review statements made about people the participants 

referred to as  “progressives,” “leftists,” or “the l-word… meaning liberals,” as well as 

women and people of color. To the participants, these people represent groups they 

understand to be, generally, in fundamental disagreement with Ron Paul’s free-market 

libertarianism.  

In this chapter, I argue that the participants’ perceptions of their capacity for 

objectivity are symptomatic of their particular understanding of their subjectivity in 

relation to a constructed Other, who are incapable of understanding or accepting the 

Truth of libertarianism. Because they are better equipped than the Other to apply reason 

objectively, they perceive themselves as better equipped to understand human nature and, 

consequently, governance than people who have suffered from institutional oppression. I 

posit that the participants see their relatively privileged societal positions as the source of 

their capacity for objectivity and attendant access to Truth. 

In the first section of this chapter, I discuss the role of “objectivity” within 

Republican libertarian discourse. Then, I describe the role of “objectivity” in the 

production of Truth. Next, I describe three ways supporters constructed the Other as foil 

to their objective, truth-holding selves. Following that, I discuss how, as a result of their 

reflexive perception of objectivity and assignment of reactionary subjectivity to the 
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Other, Ron Paul supporters view themselves as victims burdened to illuminate the Truth. 

In each example, I play close attention to the ways the Other is marked by socio-

economic class so that race and gender work as signifiers of the Other.  

OBJECTIVISM, LIBERTARIANISM, OBJECTIVITY 
Although she did not refer to herself as a libertarian, instead favoring objectivism, 

Ayn Rand’s ideological presence is monumental among libertarians. Ron Paul himself 

credits Rand as a major influence, naming his son, U.S. Senator Rand Paul, after the late 

novelist. (Burns, 2012) Rand’s objectivism holds that the free market is the only moral 

kind of governance. Likewise, the belief that the free market is best for society because it 

is the most compatible with human nature is a core principle in American libertarianism.  

To help define her theory of objectivism, Rand contrasts it with relativism:  

Consider the catch phrase: “It may be true for you, but it’s not true for me.” What 
is the meaning of the concept “truth”? Truth is the recognition of reality. (This is 
known as the correspondence theory of truth.) The same thing cannot be true and 
untrue at the same time and in the same respect. That catch phrase, therefore, 
means: a. that the Law of Identity is invalid; b. that there is no objectively 
perceivable reality, only some indeterminate flux which is nothing in particular, 
i.e., that there is no reality (in which case, there can be no such thing as truth); or 
c. that the two debaters perceive two different universes (in which case, no debate 
is possible). (The purpose of the catch phrase is the destruction of objectivity.). 
(Rand, 14)  

 
The basis for Rand’s objectivism, like its name, is telling. Much like Rothbard, 

Rand assumes an a priori access to Truth that is reflective of the free-market and human 

psychology. Her theory also assumes that, because not everyone shares this belief, some 

people are aware of this Truth, and some are not. In other words, some people act 
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objectively—in line with Truth—while others do not, and those who do not transgress 

nature.  

Without using the word “objectivism,” the Ron Paul supporters interviewed for 

this project expressed beliefs similar to Rand’s and Rothbard’s conception of Truth.  

CLAIMS TO NATURE, PROOF OF HISTORY 
When asked to explain their ideologies, or what they would say if they had to 

defend their ideologies, participants often invoked the concept of nature. Usually, nature 

referred to the way the world really works—the Truth. The participants believe their 

understanding of the Truth of nature is reliable because it is tested by history. 

According to some participants, historical evidence of “prosperous” or 

“successful” free market societies evidence the Truth that a free market society is natural 

and, therefore, best. For instance, when asked about what he wishes people knew about 

Ron Paul that they do not know already, Cory explained how Paul’s ideology has been 

tested by history and, therefore, is true:  

He’s more in line that in views that have been tested throughout history, have 
been found to be very successful and flourishing, as far as prosperity goes. I think 
if they held his views up to the test of history they would be pretty solid. I 
don’t think many people believe or realize that. I think that if they would 
find out that it’s true. It’s something people have to be educated about.  

 
Dan also posited that historical economic prosperity in free market societies 

proves that a libertarian ideology is best suited to producing a “successful” society. 

However, in his description of history, he commented on the role of human nature. 

According to Dan, human nature inhibits the ability to survive in a communal society. As 
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evidence, he made vague references to historical failures of “communal societies” 

alongside hypothetical anecdotes that, he contended, explain the truth about human 

nature: 

People are going to act in their own self-interest, that’s inevitable. That is part of 
human behavior, a part of human history. We have example upon example of 
these communal societies that say, “We’re going to work exclusively for the 
betterment of our greater society.” I feel like those cultures fail every time, they 
ultimately collapse. Because if I’m starving, and you’re telling me to do these 
things for the greater good, I’m going to say screw you and go get some bread.  

 
Dan also explained how human nature inhibits the long-term sustainability of 

centralized governance. Thus, he uses a reference to human nature to explain why the 

current system of regulated capitalism is unsustainable:  

But the more and more we distance that from the individual, the more we say 
Washington DC should help, the less responsibility each individual will feel to 
help. I feel that’s the natural outgrowth in human behavior, human 
psychology.  

 
Thus, participants argued that the free market is the best system of governance though 

vague references to the failed communal. 

As such, participants indirectly and directly made claims to Truths about the 

world that are at odds with what politically Left and/or Democrats want from governance. 

“This way of thinking,” according to participants, is something people must conquer 

before they can accept the libertarian Truth. As Edgar explained,  

What a lot of people believe about the government, the state, war and economies, 
it’s an error in judgment . . . What I try to do in my work as an activist 
libertarian is show people how what they think they believe not what they 
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really believe or they’re making these errors about the nature of the state or 
the nature of economics and try to get them over to a better way of thinking.  

 
According to Edgar, although libertarianism reflects Truths about human nature, it is not 

necessarily an automatic way of thinking. Often, people must overcome obstacles before 

they gain access to this “natural” way of thinking and accept libertarianism. 

 Edgar’s comments about overcoming erroneous thinking foreshadowed a 

significant rhetorical move by the participants. While the participants would use the 

concept of nature as evidence for why Libertarianism is, Ben’s words, “true,” they also 

relied on arguments rooted in nature to describe why it is difficult to get support for 

libertarianism. That is, although libertarianism speaks to truth and the operation of nature, 

nature was simultaneously used to explain why some people disagree with libertarianism. 

For Ben, nature is something people must overcome before they can accept an anti-

authoritarian libertarian political philosophy:  

A lot of it is, you know, we have as people a nature to trust an authority 
figure. That’s what the majority of our authorities say, ‘You can trust me I’m 
going to fix this problem, and I’m going to take care of things.’ And it feels good 
to be reassured.  

 
When I asked Ben how he overcame his nature and came to reject authority, he 

first described various situations in which he was a witness to the oppression of others. 

Then, he went on to discuss how his own critical examination of politics played a role in 

overcoming his nature to trust authority. I asked Ben, “What helped you overcome the 

nature to trust authority?” He replied,  
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Seeing a lot of the negative consequence of government interference, like the Iraq 
war. Looking at our prison system, how we have 75% of prisoners are there for 
some victimless crime where no one was hurt, seeing how those problems are 
only getting worse the more our system expands. Looking at the accountability of 
people, the general power at top, how many decisions are made not in the interests 
of people, how both Bush and Obama and Clinton and Reagan—all presidents for 
the past 100 years—have been very flawed and how they shouldn’t have been 
making a lot of decisions in the first place. Seeing that stuff was a big factor for 
me.  

 
According to the participants, nature can be an obstacle to accepting 

libertarianism. However, that nature is not necessarily unalterable. Given the right 

education, and exposure to other people’s oppression, people can overcome their natural 

inclination towards submission. Ben’s response indicates a belief that although everyone 

may have the capacity to access Truth, it comes easier for some than others. More 

specifically, it comes easier to those who can see the world in the right way. But what 

accounts for such divergent capacities for truthful vision? Part of the answer involves 

race, gender, and economic class.   

THE (UNEDUCATED) OTHER 
Cory explained that the difference between a non-Ron Paul supporter and a Ron 

Paul supporter is “a lack of education, lack of education about his views.” Implicitly, 

then, if people really knew better they would support Ron Paul. Other participants echoed 

the idea that, while difficult at first to understand, libertarian ideology requires the 

acceptance of the nature of the market. Once that understanding is in place, the logic of 

libertarianism is “intuitive” and follows naturally. Edgar explained,  

We are frequently taught, and I can’t say this because I’ve had personal 
experience in the public school system, but I have had experience in the public 
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University system, but my students will confirm this, what is called the “public 
school mentality.” We aren’t taught to value the market economy very well. What 
we’re taught to believe that it is the state that makes all these things possible, and 
their organization from a top down point of view, that makes the marketplace 
even possible. Whereas, what is not intuitive off the top but is understandable 
with some reflective thinking that it is actually liberty from the bottom up 
that organizes society and makes things work, that it’s voluntary interaction 
that makes us prosper . . . So it’s the fault of education, the fault of not being 
reflective, the fault of not having the knowledge to understand economics at a 
reasonable level.  

 
Thus, these participants either explicitly or implicitly responded that 

libertarianism is not intuitive, and people are not naturally inclined to accept 

libertarianism. For Ben, this is because human beings are naturally inclined to trust 

authority. For Edgar, it is because human beings are inclined to trust what they are told. 

Thus, when someone is told not to believe in the market it is difficult—but not 

impossible—to overcome that nature. However, both believe education about the 

“nature” or “truth” of the market is key to overcoming the predisposition against 

libertarian ideology.  

When asked why people may choose to support Barack Obama over Ron Paul, 

Andrew remarked that Obama is a “good orator.” He suggested that people who support 

Obama over Paul are easily seduced by “rhetoric” inconsistent with “reality.” He 

explained, 

People watch TV, they hear a 10 second little clip. They don't actually think out 
the effects of different positions, different policies. It's really easy to have 
rhetorical flourishes, but that's not reality.  
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I then asked Andrew how he would describe these supporters demographically, and he 

further described people on the political Left as “undereducated.” He said, 

Liberal. Young. Fairly undereducated in politics. Women. Monitories because 
they are told racist old man or whatever about Ron Paul.  

 
The participants were in agreement on the central idea that the key difference between a 

Ron Paul supporter and a non-supporter is knowledge. According to the participants, 

those who lack basic economics education are less likely to “get” Ron Paul. However, 

lack of economics education did not fully account for the differences for every 

participant. 

Ben explained to me that those whose lives are most interfered with by the state 

are those who are the most likely to support Ron Paul. This response is particularly 

interesting because it followed an admission that most Ron Paul supporters are white 

men. To account for the lack of diversity, Ben discussed how most people who do not 

support Ron Paul are those who have not felt “encroached upon” by the government. 

According to Ben, white men most acutely feel “direct interference” from the 

government. Moreover, there is an educational prerequisite to understanding or 

recognizing one’s own “interference.” Ben elaborated, 

I think right now we’re seeing a lot of that trust breakdown with Obama, with the 
AP situation,8 where he’s been doing a lot of the same actions throughout his 
entire actions where his policies didn’t really change Bush’s policies, especially 
with spying. I think there are a lot of people who would trust Obama because they 

                                                
8 From a news story published the week of my interview with Ben: “The Justice Department secretly 
obtained two months of telephone records of reporters and editors for the Associated Press in what the 
news cooperative's top executive called a ‘massive and unprecedented intrusion’ into how news 
organizations gather the news.” (Sherman, 2013)  
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didn’t feel violated, they didn’t feel encroached upon. But now the press has 
turned on Obama because they feel violated for the first time.  
 
Andrew additionally noted that, between Democrats and Republicans, a 

Republicans are more likely to support Ron Paul because they are better able to grasp his 

ideas. Of Democrats, on the other hand, he remarked that their “collectiveness mindset” 

created “irreconcilable differences” that made them unable to accept Ron Paul’s policies. 

This is especially true regarding Paul’s “economic policies,” Andrew said, because they 

are from “an older era.” 

Ben’s response demonstrates a belief that “most people” do not know oppression. 

He mentions the government’s spying on news organizations as a way liberals are 

becoming newly acquainted with government oppression. His assumption that those 

members of the press are being “violated for the first time” shows that he may incorrectly 

conflate support with Obama with a lack of oppression. This is particularly interesting in 

the context of his explanation for why women and people of color, historically oppressed 

groups, do not support Ron Paul. He continued, 

They now feel that encroachment. They feel they weren’t let to stand on their 
own and not have to government spy on them. I think that’s a big change there, 
where people see the cause and effects. The majority of people don’t have a lot 
of government interference in their lives. All my friends that are drug users—
and I don’t use drugs, I never have and don’t encourage it—they are heavily 
against government interference into drugs because they see how the government 
interferes with their lives in that regard. When you don’t have a lot of direct 
interference you tend to not care as much about the negative consequences of 
that experience. When government limits you and you have that negative 
experience, you are much more likely to support libertarians. You see this theme 
with gay rights. The gays of course, and people who are heavily involved in 
relationships with homosexuals, are much more likely to support that cause than 
people who have nothing to do with it or their culture tells them it’s bad anyways. 
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A lot of people business people, people who take economics, are a lot more 
likely to support economic libertarian positions. It’s not experiencing those 
things, that’s the big thing, it’s being held back in that regard that causes 
people to support it.  

  
Interestingly, Ben contrasts “business people, people who take economics” from 

groups who, as he describes, favor identity politics (e.g., “the gays”). According to Ben, 

those who support Ron Paul—those who see the “truth” of the world—are concentrated 

in areas of economic advantage because they bear the brunt of the government’s 

encroachment. In his view, that oppression results in disproportionate access to truth 

among the economically advantaged. Notably, in Ben’s articulation, the victims of 

“government encroachment” are not groups that have historically faced state-perpetrated 

or state-ratified violence and discrimination. Instead, Ben’s description of victimization 

allows him to occupy the space of victim.  

THE (SUBJECTIVE) OTHER 
When I asked Dan, “Why might someone on the Left disagree with Ron Paul?” 

He compared himself to a friend, whom he considers “a very smart guy” with “good 

intentions.” According to Dan, despite these intentions and intellectual prowess, his 

friend is unable to take a “broader view” because of the way he grew up. In his words,  

But because [he] is from completely different circumstances, I think our 
worldview is quite a bit different. I think that some of the stances that he 
stands behind would have totally benefited him in his upbringing, and 
probably did. But then I believe, broad view—broad cultural aspects of those 
policies—they are ultimately bad. They are definitely policies that might benefit 
one group or a large group but they are policies that not constructive.  



 78 

Later in the interview, when Dan was talking about why the bulk of Ron Paul supporters 

are white men, he again invoked the concept of “different worldviews.” I asked him to 

give me an example, and he replied,  

We talked about worldviews before, and how that’s largely a part of your 
upbringing and experience. White guys are certainly not a very oppressed group. 
Males, and at least in modern history, white people have not really been 
oppressed in any formal form or fashion, and, so I don’t feel threatened. It’s not 
part of my worldview, it’s not part of my experience that I’m a threatened 
individual—it’s not a part of my identity. So, I’m more apt to believe that 
freedom—liberty should be our guiding principal, because there’s not a lot that’s 
going to threaten those things for me. 

 
Dan immediately recognized racial and gender-based privileges that have 

benefitted him. However, as he went on to explain, his privilege does not obscure his 

view of the world. Rather, in enables it:  

Historically, other groups have been oppressed in a formal fashion in one 
way or another, whether that’s women, or ethnic minorities, or national 
groups. And the impulse that’s triggered by oppression is to seek protection from 
somebody who’s more powerful than the self. If I’m threatened, and I feel like I 
can’t defend myself, I’m going to seek some sort of strength from some other 
group to defend me. So, I think that might be why there are fewer people of ethnic 
identity or female identity or even other national identity [among Ron Paul 
supporters]. But I think there’s a flaw in that thinking.  
 

Here, Dan contrasts the thinking of oppressed persons with his own thinking and 

concludes that oppressed people have a “flaw” in the way they see the world. Implicitly, 

his thinking is relatively unflawed. As Dan further explained, 

While it makes sense that someone might think that way, I think the flaw is that 
if I’m a group that feels threatened, and I’m seeking strength from a more 
powerful group to defend me, in our present discussion that would be the 
state in one form or another, I feel my group is oppressed and doesn’t get 
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jobs or opportunities or pay or what-have-you, I’m going to seek that the 
state defend me by force and ensure that I have those things by equal force. I 
think the flaw is that the threat that that person is facing is, more often than 
not, is from the state or rooted in state action. And even when it’s not, I feel 
like as long as people are not using force—as long as people are not using 
physical force or the threat of physical force they haven’t violated your liberties. 
Nobody’s entitled to a certain job, a certain wage. They may worthy of it, but in a 
free market where free exchange takes place there has to be a mutual agreement.  

 
Dan’s description of people who do not support Ron Paul provides several 

insights to the relationship between subjectivity and objectivity. First, he notes that as a 

non-oppressed person he has access to unflawed knowledge that is unavailable to a 

person subject to systemic race- or gender-based oppression. Second, as he describes the 

thought processes that he believes stem from such flawed knowledge, he places himself 

in the point of view of the victim. From that vantage, he can both adopt and disparage the 

logic of a hypothetical victim of identity-based oppression. Amazingly, his uncorrupted 

worldview not only allows him to access the Truth of human nature and the Liberty, but 

also permits him to stand simultaneously within and outside the position of institutional 

oppression to reflexively evaluate the reasoning of the oppressed Other. 

 More broadly, Dan’s response demonstrates something very peculiar about his 

understanding of Truth and oppression. According to Dan, oppression obscures Truth. 

Although Dan recognizes oppressed persons are victims of formal (i.e., state) oppression, 

that intimate relationship with the state turns out to be a corrupting force. The personal 

experience of institutional oppression does not speak truth to power. Rather, it limits 

one’s intellect and obscures one’s vision, inhibiting a person from thinking about how 
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sound policies would benefit people in a society at large—in Dan’s words, taking a 

“broad view” of the world. 

 THE (LESS CAPABLE) OTHER 
When I asked the participants why they believed women and people of color are 

less likely to support Ron Paul than white men, both Andrew and Ben mentioned that the 

problem is “marketing.” In other words, the reason that women and people of color do 

not like Ron Paul is that he is not presented very well. Unable to look past the exterior, 

these participants contended, women and people of color refuse to buy what Ron Paul is 

selling.  

 As Andrew described, this “marketing” problem boils down to one’s ability to 

understand concepts. If Ron Paul were to simplify his language and concepts, he could 

appeal to a broader audience that would include more women and people of color. In his 

Andrew’s words,  

A lot of what Paul talks about is difficult to follow if you’re not interested in 
economic policy. He's talking about the gold standard, 99% of people don't know 
what that is—they just turn off. You'd think minorities would be supportive of 
Ron Paul, if anything, more than conservatives for sure. I think it's just marketing, 
I guess. 
 

Andrew failed to mention how Paul’s policy positions might discourage a woman or 

person of color from voting for Ron Paul, but Ben addressed that problem. However, the 

problem still amounted to “marketing” for Ben. He said, 

There are more white supporters than non-white supporters. But there are 
people that break that mold that I know. A part of the problem is that we don’t do 
a lot of reaching out to other groups . . . I have a lot women friends who are, I 
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would say, pretty libertarian in every other regard but they don’t like Ron or 
Rand Paul9 because they are prolife, and so there’s a gap there. It’s a few key 
issues, marketing, that keeps Paul from dominating in those groups. But I 
definitely think it is more men, probably more white men than not.  

 
Thus, according to Ben, women may reasonably hesitate to support Ron Paul, but 

their reason—their reproductive autonomy—is overvalued by women and keeps them 

from accepting the broader Truth of libertarianism. Ben’s belief that women are less 

likely to support Ron Paul because of his pro-life position—a “key issue” that could be 

resolved with “marketing”—reflects Dan’s sentiments about the inability of oppressed 

persons to inhabit a broader worldview. Presumably, because men are not repelled from 

“marketing” in the same way as women, their worldview is not as corrupted by identity 

politics. Following these participants, without the immediate distraction of a uterus, men 

as a group are better equipped to take a “broad view.”  

 Likewise, while Edgar noted that white men are not inherently superior to people 

of color or women, de facto domination by white men is not necessarily a “bad thing.” 

When I asked Edgar, “What do you make of the observation that most Ron Paul 

supporters are young, white men?” He replied, 

Overall, I think that’s a misnomer. Maybe we could say that, in the past, it was 
dominated by white males or whatever. Although, not to sound like a 
misogynistic jerk, but I don’t see how that’s an inherently bad thing. It’s not 
that we’re superior for doing it. How do you put that? I don’t really believe that 
having some sort of homogeneity is automatically a bad thing, or that it 
automatically disparages a belief, or something like that. But, it’s always a 
good sign when you can be more diverse. It’s a good sign that you have greater 

                                                
9 Republican Randal Howard "Rand" Paul is the junior United States Senator for Kentucky and son of Ron 
Paul. He is pro-life.  
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reach, that you can reach a variety of people from different backgrounds. No 
problem with that.  

 
 In this sense, participants utilized a position of objectivity to describe Paul as 

post-discrimination. That is, because they believe in the nature of the market, they cannot 

be oppressive. If things are unequal, and some groups are disadvantaged, that is because 

the market is not free enough or politics not libertarian enough. Libertarians, burdened by 

their access to Truth, cannot afford to be distracted by issues that are uniquely important 

to women and people of color.  

OBJECTIVITY AND COLOR BLINDNESS 
Both Ron Paul and the supporters I interviewed ultimately believe that refusing to 

acknowledge race is the best way to fight racism. When I asked the participants, “Ron 

Paul has said that ‘Libertarianism is the enemy of all racism.’ Do you agree,” they all 

enthusiastically agreed. In his answer, Andrew included that because libertarianism does 

not “care” about race it enables people too see beyond race. In doing so, Andrew said 

libertarianism disables racial prejudice:  

That’s right. Libertarianism cares about each individual’s merits, your ability. It 
has no bearing on if your black, white, or purple—it doesn’t matter. It’s not a 
collectivist idea, like when you put people into groups like you’re men, women, 
Canadian, or whatever. Race is saying an entire group of people are this—a 
certain trait, a certain type. You’ve probably met people yourself, like two Black 
people or whatever, and they probably have nothing in common. Totally different 
people 

 
Likewise, Ben said that refusing to intervene and refusing to condone is the best way to 

fight racism: 
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I agree. I mean, because Libertarianism is based on the idea that all people are 
equal. A lot of people call [libertarians] racist, because we don’t want to make it 
illegal to be racist, but that’s part of being part of a free society. It doesn’t 
condone any message or way of life inherently. And, in letting people be free, if 
people want to be jerks or racists or whatever, they have the legal right to do so. 
But the principal is that everyone is equal. If you don’t allow people to do 
physical violence, racism itself will die out, because it’s less advantageous to be a 
racist. A lot of times when you give everyone equal rights and equal legal 
standing, it’s more advantageous in society for everyone to participate anyway. 
So as long as you don’t have certain social classes have more rights than 
others, or take away rights of others—which is very libertarian—racism 
won’t flourish, racism will die out.  

 
 I also asked participants if they agreed with Ron Paul when he says, “The 

obsession with political correctness is an epidemic. Many public figures are persecuted 

for speaking incorrectly according to the PC police.” (Paul, 2011: 222) Every participant 

agreed. “Political correctness” is a pejorative concept referring to rhetoric that seeks to 

minimize damage to a traditionally discriminated group. Some of the participants 

acknowledged how speech can cause harm. However, Andrew said,  

I agree 100 percent. It’s one of the greatest problem’s we have. Anything that’s 
critical in nature or goes against the grain—you see it in education—if it’s 
not within the group, within the herd, people won’t react very well at all. The 
whole political correctness thing is trying to promise that you won’t be offended 
in life and that’s not what free speech is. I think free speech includes unpopular 
speech. People won’t talk about anything to do with race because it’s such a 
hot issue. Even if you remotely address it people will label you as racist so, 
then, it’s better not even to address it—same with poverty . . . For example, if 
you’re religious and you say that gay people shouldn’t get married, that’s not an 
okay thing to say. I think people should absolutely feel okay saying that on 
campus. I’m not talking about me, per se. But in my head, supporting gay 
marriage is the default. But if someone for whatever personal reason does 
not they get labeled as hateful or backwards. But what if that’s simply their 
belief? I think people have different worldviews, if someone thinks 
differently that should be okay. The whole thing with political correctness is 
that people should share one morality, I don’t think that’s realistic . . . Especially 
now, people won’t talk about Muslims when we talk about terrorism, because 
people will say that you’re profiling, generalizing people, putting them in one 
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category. I don’t think you can, but people are too afraid to say that Islamic 
extremism exists because they don’t want to offend the regular, everyday 
Muslims.  

 
Andrew’s response demonstrates unease with political correctness and a feeling that it 

prevents him from talking about race and ethnicity in ways he would like to. Andrew still 

feels that he is policed in what he can say on a variety of topics, because some people 

might mistake him for a racist. Here, the victim of political correctness is the privileged 

person speaking about a vulnerable group. He makes no mention of how speech can harm 

a marginalized person, but expresses considerable concern for the speaker. 

 Cory expressed similar concerns. Like Andrew, he brought up gay rights and 

concerns that he would personally be the victim of PC criticism. Cory’s said,  

I think it’s a problem. I definitely think it’s a problem. I guess, the debate 
around gay rights has gotten pretty, a lot of vitriol has been thrown around, 
a lot of hate. If anyone expresses an idea that’s contrary to what our 
entertainment and media leads us to believe they get, uh, people get taken 
pretty hard down on. I think that’s one example of being, of abusing the idea of 
political correctness. On the other side Ron Paul, as far as trying to appeal to 
conservatives, when he questions certain views about our military, and said 
maybe we haven’t been right in certain circumstances, people come have 
come down pretty hard on the Right on him because, I guess, it’s not 
politically correct to question these things. You know, being booed at, he takes 
the Golden Rule and I think that shows how far we’ve gone as far as making 
people to toe the line as far as what people should be allowed to believe in.  

 
Cory’s response shows sympathy for people on the political Right, opposed to what he 

sees as leftist groups. He also perceives Ron Paul as a victim when opposing mainstream 

Republicans. Again, the victim of political correctness is the speaker who is deemed 

offensive. Dan’s expressed similar concerns during the following exchange:  

Dan: It becomes a problem in any situation of political discourse, civil 
discourse, where there’s not a relationship of mutual respect beforehand. I 
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think oftentimes we can get into these political discussions where the other side 
has it out for us, that they’re stupid or that they’re wrong. To whatever extent that 
view exists, if you come into a discussion believing the other side is wrong, 
you’re going to be talking down to them pejoratively, using all kinds of language 
demeaning to them, and you will perceive insult at pretty much everything they 
say. I don’t think civil discourse is possible without a relationship of mutual 
respect for each other. The state of political discourse is not respecting each 
other’s intentions or sincerity.   

 
Interviewer: Can you give me an example? 
 
Dan: I’m not sure I can think of one— [pause] 
 
Interviewer: OK. Let’s say someone were to take offense to the phrase 
“homosexual lifestyle” in a conversation.  

 
Dan: So, that’s a great example. I do not know if that phrase is acceptable. I’m a 
straight man, most of my peer group is straight, I don’t interact with a great 
deal of homosexual men or women. I don’t know how that phrase is perceived. 
So, if we were having a discussion on this issue with someone who was 
homosexual or sensitive to the legal ramifications of the homosexual 
community, I would not know what vocabulary to use! But my earnestness 
and sincerity is very real. I want to communicate. But if that person doesn’t 
buy my sincerity and my fundamental desire for goodness that I’m not trying to 
attack them, that I’m not trying to hurt, if we don’t already have that situation 
of mutual respect, and I use a phrase that is hurtful or offensive to them, that 
person can either choose to overlook it or educate me and say that phrase is 
very hurtful and here’s why, or they can just say you’re a bigoted horrible 
homophobic wretched monster and never speak to me again.  

 
Dan’s response echoes other participants’ concerns about the victimization of the 

offensive speaker. But, unlike Cory, Dan does not emphasize that a person taking a 

position contrary to an oppressed person should be treated with kindness. Rather, he 

discusses how people with genuine concern and desire to communicate should be granted 

some leeway when discussing unfamiliar topics. Nevertheless, placing that expectation 

and responsibility on that oppressed group shows an unwillingness to concede power and, 

more fundamentally, an assumption that his subjective position permits him to assign 
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responsibilities to others. He feels that an audience should accept him, regardless of his 

privileged position. If they want to have a conversation, he surmises, then those 

identifying with an oppressed group have the duty to educate or overlook his comments. 

Failing that, he is the victim. 

 Ben, who also perceives himself as a victim of political correctness, takes a 

different approach. He sees himself as a victim because he is a Ron Paul supporter. Ben 

responded,  

Yes. Absolutely on that. If you look at, typically, anyone who says that the 
drug war is bad, they’re suddenly weak on crime or something like that. If 
it’s an unpopular opinion according to the status quo—even if it’s right, even if 
they have fact to back up their statements—they’re attacked, driven into thinking 
the way the mainstream has taught us to think. And that’s very dangerous 
because a lot of times the mainstream, the main idea, is not right. We should be 
free to think outside the box and contrary to public opinion. But we can’t, and so 
we don’t get a lot of discourse happening . . . A lot of times I question things. A 
situation happened recently, I questioned the government’s decision to keep 
state secrets. But you discuss that and people dismiss you as a conspiracy 
theorist.  

 
Some of the participants’ responses, especially Ben’s, suggest an understanding of 

political correctness as “right-wing political correctness.” Paul Krugman has described 

right-wing political correctness as follows: “The big threat to our discourse is right-wing 

political correctness, which—unlike the Liberal version—has lots of power and money 

behind it. And the goal is very much the kind of thing Orwell tried to convey with his 

notion of Newspeak: to make it impossible to talk, and possibly even think, about ideas 

that challenge the established order.” (2011) Thus, the PC police are not just concerned 

with speech deemed offensive to marginalized groups, but also speech that goes against 

the Republican Party, of which they also see themselves as victims.   
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Chapter 7: Conclusion 

 After September 11th, the participants concluded that the Iraq war an unjust war. 

However, instead of rejecting many Republican values, these supporters articulated an 

inconsistency between the war and their core beliefs. In doing so, they positioned 

themselves as more authentic to the discourses of the free market, classical liberalism, 

and the “Founding Fathers” than their Republican counterparts. Emphasizing their 

willingness to engage in more critical reasoning than most Republicans operates to 

reinforce their authenticity. Simultaneously, and as a consequence, these young 

libertarians effect an Othering of Americans who are perceived as not aligned with the 

“Founding Fathers.”  

The operation of “Othering” people with a “different worldview” is similar, in 

framework, to Orientalism. Here, Orientalism refers to “a political doctrine willed over 

the Orient because the Orient was weaker than the West, which elided the Orient’s 

difference with its weakness.” (Said, 2000: 204.) 

In the particular context of American libertarian Ron Paul supporters, the 

supporters’ construction of American authenticity perpetrates an Othering such that the 

Other is not only embodied by those outside of America’s borders, but also—perhaps 

principally—non-libertarian Americans.  Libertarian constructions of the Other as 

subjective, incapable, and unintelligent operate to (re)produce the notion that the 

libertarian subject holds exclusive access to Truth. Of course, this is not to say this is the 

case with all Libertarians. Rather, these interviews indicate that libertarianism has this 

discursive effect.  
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Significantly, an effect of libertarian (re)production of Truth and objectivity is 

that libertarianism, as a political identity and through its rhetoric, also reinforces and 

reshapes regulative discourses of gender and racial hierarchies. The discourse elides 

constructions of those who ostensibly do not understand libertarian principles due to their 

“collectivist mindset” as compulsory victims (Brown, 2000: 5) with constructions of 

people outside of libertarian political communities as inherently weak and ignorant. 

(Said, 204). Although the Other is a compulsory victim, it is the burden of the libertarian 

to offer the uncorrupted, objective critique of society. In doing so, libertarians occupy and 

displace the Other from the space of victimization. 

As Jared A. Goldstein has argued, couching foreign policy in terms of America’s 

“Founders” allows Republican supporters backed politicians to reiterate the belief that 

“the Founders established a core set of principles to which the nation must return. 

Prominent among those principles is an emphatic version of American Exceptionalism.”  

Goldstein continues: “Commitment to the mythological Founders’ Constitution 

represents the dividing line between true patriotic Americans and others, including, most 

prominently President Obama, who seeks to foist un-American ideas on the American 

people and who must be defeated to save America.” (Goldstein, 293)  
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Appendix (or Appendices) 

Interview Guide  

Hello, my name is Rhiannon and I am a graduate student with the LBJ School of Public 
Affairs. As you read in your informed consent form, this interview will last anywhere 
from 30 to 90 minutes. You may refuse to answer any questions and you can leave at any 
time. Your name will not be attached to this project. I encourage you to speak freely. If 
you feel you cannot speak freely to a question, please let me know. 
 
Do you have any questions? 
 
During our interview, would like to discuss the following topics: economic and social 
policy, government’s role in people’s life, political ideology, your personal background, 
and Ron Paul. With these topics in mind… 
 
How active are you politically?  
Could you describe for me your political views?  
Have you always had these political views?  
What would you say has influenced your views the most?  
On a scale of 1 to 10, how politically savvy would you say you are?  
Most people your age do not support Ron Paul. Why do you think this is?  
How would you describe the average person who does not support Ron Paul? 
On what issues do you tend to disagree with people the most?  
Do people who do not support Ron Paul understand his political philosophy?  
What about yourself, background, personal experiences or something else, helped you 
understand political philosophy?  
When you tell people that you support Ron Paul, how do they typically react? 
What personal life events or experiences have most shaped the political views you hold 
today?  
Can you tell me about the first time you became aware of Ron Paul? 
Do you socialize with people you’ve met through Ron Paul events?  
How would you describe Ron Paul’s supporters?  
What sorts of people or social groups do you believe are most inclined NOT to support 
Ron Paul? 
What common values do Ron Paul supporters share?  
Some journalists have posited the majority of Paul supporters are young, white men. 
What do you make of this observation?  
Why aren’t more people of color attracted to Ron Paul’s message?  
What should the general public learn from Ron Paul that they probably do not already 
know?  
On a scale of 1 to 10, how well does the average person understand Ron Paul’s political 
views? 



 91 

Do any of your friends, classmates, family or coworkers misunderstand Ron Paul’s 
message? 
To what extent to you believe Ron Paul to be an important figure in American politics?  
For the next several questions, I will read a quote of Ron Paul’s. Please explain (1) to 
what extent you agree with the quote, (2) why you agree or disagree, and (3) what factors 
you believe would cause someone to feel differently than you about the issue. This is not 
a test of political knowledge nor are any questions designed to “trick” you. There are no 
right or wrong answers. Are you ready to begin?  
1. “Taxes and the power to tax have been destructive to civilization and all progress.” 
(Liberty Defined, 280) 
2. “In recent years, especially since 9/11, a majority of the American people have been 
brainwashed into believing that our national security depends on torture and it’s been 
effective.” (Liberty Defined, 290)  
3. “Protectionist measures don’t solve problems; they protect the status quo that keeps us 
from being competitive.” (Liberty Defined, 300)  
4. “Ignorance in economics contributes to blind acceptance of government regulations 
over the free market.” (Liberty Defined, 312)  
5. “In the end, there is no substitute for clear thinking, logic, and common sense. The 
more you swim in an ocean of government-generated data, the more confused and 
disoriented you can become. A better path to enlightenment involves reading and 
thinking for yourself.” (Liberty Defined, 276) 
6. “Today’s events are reminiscent of the Old Testament story of how the Israelites 
demanded a king over God’s objection. They believed that a king would give them peace 
and security. The results proved otherwise.” (Revolution)  
7. “It’s amazing that people don’t understand that the more the market is involved and the 
smaller the government, the lower the price, the better the distribution, and the higher the 
quality.” (Revolutions)  
8. “When the goal of political action is no longer the defense of liberty, no word other 
than demagoguery can describe the despicable nature of politics.” (Revolution)  
9. “There are those who condemn noninterventionists for being insufficiently ambitious, 
for their unwillingness to embrace “national greatness” [...] These critics should have the 
honesty to condemn the Founding Fathers for the same defect. They wouldn’t dare.” 
10. “Our country was established on the greatest ideals and respect for individual 
freedom ever known.” (Liberty Defined, xiv)  
11. “My argument is that the abortion problem is more of a social and moral issue than it 
is a legal one. If we are ever to have fewer abortions, society must change. The law will 
not accomplish that. However, that does not mean that the states shouldn't be allowed to 
write laws dealing with abortion.” (Liberty Defined, 7)  
12. “The obsession with political correctness is an epidemic. Many public figures are 
persecuted for speaking incorrectly according to the PC police.” (Liberty Defined, 222)  
13. “Libertarianism is the enemy of all racism.” (YouTube)  
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14. “Simply put, freedom is the absence of government coercion. Our Founding Fathers 
understood this, and created the least coercive government in the history of the world.” 
(Democracy is not Freedom)  
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