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ing the civil-disobedience wing that blockades abortion
clinics, recognizes these distinctions. Randall Terry,
the founder of Operation Rescue, now serving a fivemonth sentence in federal prison, wrote: "Has God authorized one person to be policeman, judge, jury, and
executioner? Is it logical to leap from non-violent lifesaving activities to lethal force?" That has not prevented the pro-life movement from being assailed as
accessories to the Brookline murders, by the same
moralists who think nothing of consigning a million
and a half fetuses a year to the dumpsters. The Republican Party can partly redeem the debacle, as it redeemed Brown's, by pursuing the pro-life fight to eventual victory through political means.

Murray Rothbard, RIP

M

URRAY ROTHBARD, age 68, died on January 7. We extend condolences to his family,
but not to the movement he inspired.
The academic and journalistic achievements of Professor Murray Rothbard of the University of Nevada
were prodigious--25 boob, including Man, EcoTlQmy,
and State, and a four-volume history of economic
thought, the final two volumes of which will appear in
the spring. He was the primary influence in founding
the Libertarian Party, whose godfather he continued
to be until he broke with it a few years ago.
What reason, then, not to regret the end ofhis influence on the conservative-libertarian movement?
Murray Rothbard had defective judgment. It pains
even to recall it, but in 1959 when Khrushchev arrived
in New York, with much of America stunned by the
visit of the butcher of Budapest-the Soviet protege of
Stalin who was threatening a world war over BerlinRothbard physically applauded Khrushchev in his limousine as it passed by on the street. He gave as his
reason for this that, after all, Khrushchev had killed
fewer people than General Eisenhower, his host.
Murray couldn't handle moral priorities. In 1991 he
decried the Cold War, which had just ended by liberating three hundred million people while maintaining
our own independence. AB president of the John
Randolph Society, he spoke jubilantly at its convention
in 1991 of his fancy, that we should "think the unthinkable and restore the good old Articles of
Confederation." In recent years he disavowed Milton
Friedman on the grounds that in endorsing the idea of
school vouchers, Professor Friedman had sold out to
the enemy, the State. James Burnham, the noble
strategist and philosopher, he attacked bitterly in
1968 ("I can see Burnham now, helping the slavemasters of the South round up the slave rebels under Nat
Turner"). In 1957, reviewing in NR a book by Murray
Rothbard, Henry Hazlitt observed that he suffered
from "extreme apriorism." Indeed he did, Rothbard re-

torted in an essay that defended categorical positions,
leaving no room for qualifications however critical. We
have not read his economic history, but if it is as reliable as his contemporary history, we warn against it a
generation of scholars which, from all appearances, is
paying it the attention it deserves. In his speech to the
John Randolph Society Rothbard gave this rendition of
the history of NATIONAL REVIEW: "And so the purges began. One after another, Buckley and NATIONAL REVIEW
purged and excommunicated all the radicals, all the
nonrespectables. Consider the roll call: isolationists
(such as John T. Flynn), anti-Zionists, libertarians,
Ayn Randians, the John Birch Society, and all those
who continued, like the early NATIONAL REVIEW, to dare
to oppose Martin Luther King and the civil-rights revolution." Anybody who could decipher this magazine's
history as above, could also conclude that Khrushchev
was morally preferable to Eisenhower.
Murray Rothbard was a wonderfully pleasant social
companion. He had been a friend and colleague-he
did the research for the passages in Up from
Liberalism that dealt with economics. But in 1962, at
an lSI-sponsored seminar at Yale, I spoke derisively, if
with good humor, about Murray's proposal to privatize
the lighthouses, suggesting that such a platform would
persuade listeners less of the advantages of the private
sector than of the disadvantages of knowing nothing
about lighthouses. Rothbard was outraged and noisily
denounced this journal, vowing never again to contribute to it.
We muddled through without him, and he got on
with his own work, though the influence of the Libertarian Party did not correspond with its valuable insights-the American people, during the Cold War,
were not going to welcome in large numbers a political
party whose leader thought the defense of freedom
through containment was a travesty.
It was a great pity, but his problem ought not to be
thought of as tracing to the seamless integrity of libertarian principles. In Murray's case, much of what
drove him was a contrarian spirit, the deranging
scrupulosity that caused him to disdain such as
Herbert Hoover, Ronald Reagan, Milton Friedman,

The Real Comeback Kid
Pete Wilson, who had cast a pall
Like Saul before he switched to Paul,
Attacks illegals and those who
Use welfare as they use the 100,
A change that blew Kathleen away
And could, when cherries bloom in May,
Blow such a storm that Gramm grabs Dole
And Baker seeks "a better hole."
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and-yes-Newt Gingrich, while huffing and puffing
in the little cloister whose walls he labored so strenuously to contract, leaving him, in the end, not as the father of a swelling movement that "rous{edJ the masses
from their slumber," as he once stated his ambition,
but with about as many disciples as David Koresh had
in his little redoubt in Waco. Yes, Murray Rothbard
believed in freedom, and yes, David Koresh believed in
God.
-WFB

Notes & Asides
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• Memo to: WFB
From: Florence King

• Memo to: WFB
From: McF.
I

i

I liked your entry in the anniversary issue of American
Heritage ("What in your opinion is the most important
development of the last years?"). Why not let our readers see it?
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Memo to: McF.
From: Bill
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Jim, no sooner said than done ...
I hate to say it, but feel the need to acknowledge the
quiet triumph of secularism in the past thirty years.
This is not an invitation to admire my sibylline powers, but in fact, I did venture in my first book that it
was unreasonable to expect that there wouldn't be consequences from the assault in the university on religious faith. In my day lusty agnostics would on the
least invitation happily engage in trench warfare
against Christianity. Okay. But it is worse now, or
such is my reading. The evangelists of agnosticism no
longer feel the need to move their armies against
what, in their judgment, is nowadays only a derelict
defense force. It isn't that, of course, but the indifference to religion, reflected in the life of the university,
is a development of great social consequence. If one
listens, for instance as I recently did on the relevant
anniversary, to the message by FDR when he communicated to the American people that D-Day had
happened and the reconquest of Europe was in
prospect, one is starkly reminded of how our leaders
then addressed us. "Almighty God: Our sons, pride of
our nation, this day have set upon a mighty endeavor.
... They will need Thy blessings ... we know that by
Thy grace, and by the I-ighteousness of our cause, our
sons will triumph. _ .. Thy will be done, Almighty
God." That was common currency from the aristocratic
and the ruling classes, in FDR's case conjoined. He
spoke language that suggested the ultimate dimension
of the human experience, and this was the foundation
of American idealism, liberty under God, as we came
to phrase it. I cannot imagine a modern President
speaking so, even though the incumbent and his pre20
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decessors are Christians by formal understanding.
What all of it means is that the great regulator of days
gone by is no longer vibrant, and the consequences
hardly need to be enumerated. In other ages it was all
there: crime, libertinism, self-centeredness, infidelity. But it was viewed as departure from the correct
standards. Now we get such as the Surg~n General,
whose answer to the question Is it wrong to conceive
out ofwedlock? was "No. Everyone has different moral
standards." That would include Pol Pot.
-Wm. F. Buckley Jr.
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When the libertarian economist Murray Rothbard died
of a heart attack in New York City on January 7, he
and I had just met for the first time after several years
of penpalship. He and his wife came by for drinks the
day after Christmas when they passed through en
route to Manhattan.
They wanted to take me out to dinner, but when I
explained that as a heavy smoker I felt uncomfortable
in all restaurants, Murray delivered a ringing defense
of individual rights that sounded just like one of his
vigorous columns in The Free Market.
We had a delightful cocktail party of three, and the
first real conversation rve had for a long time. In retrospect, I suppose he looked a little frail, but everybody
I know is an indoor type and a nightowl, so I really
didn't register it. He was full of mental energy.
I called him "the midnight faxer." As I write this I
have just learned that his letter to me dated January
6, which arrived in the wee hours, was the last thing
he ever wrote. It was such a good letter, funny and
wonderfully opinionated, just the way he talked. I
shall cherish it.
I'm devastated, but at least I finally met him.
• Dear friends at NR:
This item is from page 263 of the 1994 edition of
Webster's New World Dictionary_
clin-to-nia (klin to' ne a) n. [ModL. after De Witt
Clinton] any of a genus (Clintonia) of hardy plants of
the lily family, with white or yellow flowers and blue
berries
I'm having trouble finding the appropriate punchline; thought you might want to take a crack at it.
All the best.
Daniel Katz, MD
Pembroke Pines, Fla.
Dear Dr. Katz: Yes, I see your point; I too feel the urge,
but there is a metaphorical obstacle I can't vault.
Maybe our readers will have an idea. If not we can always try Mrs. Gingrich. Cordially,
-WFB

