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Best use for community money 
'is educating present generation 
i Shades of Ayn Rand ! A. Stephan Kinsella's 
· vie\vs, printed in this column on Dec. 21 come 
1 across like the "me generationn in spades. His 
"one fundamental right" - to be left alone -

1 leads to anarchy, to despots, to a society bereft of 
fr. compassion, justice or the rights for which our 
~jcl1 forebearers fought the American Revolution and 
:+ then established the Constitution. 
\i I presume Mr. Kinsella financed -his own 

·education, paved his own street, dug his own well 
:· and hires his own bodyguard. He is fortunate to 
'be so well financed. 

The idea of community is that of cooperation, 

of joining together for the betterment of all the 
members of the community, rich and poor alike. 

This isn't always completely fair; some give 
more than others; others receive more than 
others. It has one advantage: We get to choose the 

1 

ones who make the decisions, and if we don't like 
the way they decided1 \Ve can get rid of them. 

Not everything is perfect; seldom in life is 
there perfection. Public education needs a lot of 
help; I happen to think that vouchers won't solve 
the probfom, but that's debatable. 

WeHare is a great problem. I'm not sure of the 
answers to the problems of welfare, but I am sure 
that we are, indeed, our brothers' keeper, despite 
Mr. Kinsella, who would just as soon see these 
people die of starvation. 

There is one good outcome possible: If we take 
the money, the intelligence and the will power to 
educate the current generation of children, if we 
train them to take part in commerce and 
industry, if we have the will to find them homes 
and employment, we may have eased the burden 
of all of us, and secured a prosperous generation • 
to follow ours. 

t 'L-'t J-~, te Richard R. Ryan 
If'-\~("',•~ f\v'1Mk 1237 Perkins Rd., Apt. 2 
• 0 Baton Rouge. 
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N, STEPHAN KINSELLA 
17104 Penn Blvd. 

Prairieville, LA 70769 

(504) 622-2148 

January 4, 1989 

Richard R. Ryan 
1237 Perkins Rd., Apt. 2 
Baton Rouge, LA 70806 

Dear Mr. Ryan, 

I would like to respond to your letter in the Dec. 28 Morning Advocate, in 
which you responded to my Dec. 21 letter concerning, among other things, a 
voucher system. 

You claim that the right to be left alone will lead to anarchy. But I did not 
support anarchy, nor is it true that such laissez-faire capitalism will lead to 
anarchy. In my letter, I clearly stated 11The government's job is to protect rights, 
not invade them." Thus it is clear that I was not advocating anarchy. So, only if 
anarchy is a necessary (or likely) result of a system of government which upholds 
individual rights does your comment have any merit. A state of anarchy, a despot, 
or II a society bereft of . . . justice or ... rights 11 [your words J all would violate 
individual rights, and thus would not be tolerated by a proper government. This 
cannot be too difficult to see, even for a liberal. 

There is no way you can point to history to support your position that an 
individual-rights-respecting society (which means: laissez-faire capitalism) would 
lead to anarchy or despotism. This is because such a society has never existed. 
America came closest roughly 100 years ago, but because of the lack of a 
philosophical base, it crumbled and resulted in your socialistic welfare-state. 

When you stated that such a society would lead to lack of compassion, I 
disagree, for I do not have such a low opinion of human nature; nor does history 
support your view. In a country where the government is not stealing vast 
amounts of everyone,s wealth and redistributing it, (1) people would have more to 
spend on charity, (2) would also feel more responsibility to do so since they would 
know that the government was not aiding the poor, and (3) not only would people 
have more money to give voluntarily, but that money would go much further, since 
the efficiency of private charities is much higher than that of public bureaucracies. 

Now you seem to think it a strike against me that I - an¢ advocate~ of 
rugged individualism - did not build my own roads, dig my own wells, and hire my 
own bodyguards. Well, of course I didn't, especially not in today's repressive 
economic atmosphere. When the government establishes a monopoly by force -
such as roads and utilities, I have no choice; no market to turn to. The private 
companies whose services would have filled the road- and electricity-void never 
had a chance because of the government's interference. Don,t blame me for not 
buying what the government has outlawed. But your comment a bout the bodyguard 
shows that you refuse to hear what I am saying. The function of government is to 
protect rights. This includes police (along with army and courts). So why would 



everyone need private bodyguards? I am not advocating anarchJ"• 

Your definition of community is vague and dangerous. The mere fact that we 
have some say-so in who is our jailer is not too consoling. Democracy is not such 
a great thing. Remember - and this is important - Adolf Hitler was elected. And 
this was after Mein Kampf was published and widely read in Germany, in which he 
explicitly showed his hostility towards the Jews and his willingness to sacrifice 
individuals for the good of the state. Plain democracy is simply a lynch mob. It 
does not matter to me if a thug kills me or if a majority votes to kill me. My rights 
have still been violated. In fact, the word "democracy" is not even mentioned in 
the Declaration of Independence nor in the Constitution. America is (was) a 
Republic, and this means that we (used to) respect individual rights. That is, there 
were certain fundamental, unalienable rights which even a majority could not vote 
away. 

Actually, as I mentioned, I do not believe in public-funded education. What 
may be debatable is whether or not it should be compulsory, on the grounds that 
depriving a child of education may be equivalent to child-abuse to not give him at 
least some minimum education, and thus is a violation of his rights (to not be 
abused). 

Also, I would most definitely not prefer to see the poor starve. I would 
prefer to create a free country in which almost all of the poor do not have to be 
poor; a country in which they have the opportunity to make their own livelihood. 
Where minimum wage laws, pro-labor-union legislation and tariffs do not force 
people out of work. Furthermore, I would give (and have given) to charity, if the 
person is destitute through no fault of his own. 

However, my own charitable instincts do not give me a right to force you to 
give your money away to charity. It is fine for you to believe that you have a 
responsibility to feed every grubbing hand that comes your way; but do not 
shoulder your duties on me. You cannot justify it. Your assertion is bare, and it 
cannot be justified (just try - I would be interested to comment). 

You claim that we are 'our brother's keeper.' But you know that this is soft 
language for what you are advocating. What you are saying is that B has a right 
to steal money from A, as long as B needs it. What this means is that you are 
declaring theft ( and presumably, murder too) to be moral as long as there is need 
behind it. Certainly it is you who are advocating anarchy. Ah, you say, but you 
aren't saying theft is OK on the individual level - only the government can do it. 
But, Mr. Ryan, if theft is immoral, why does it suddenly become moral when the 
majority appoints some spokesmen with guns (the government) to do it? 

I have attempted to address all of the points you raised in your letter. If 
you are honest with yourself, you will attempt to answer mine, for they do 
definitely conflict with your values. I do not expect you to be honest with 
yourself, however. For you were not in your letter. I was clearly not advocating 
anarchy, and simply because I do not want to steal from A and give to B does not 
mean I would 11just as soon II see B starve. Moreover, you did not specifically 
answer any of my points. You simply tossed them aside, and tried to appeal to 
emotionalism. 

Let me emphasize that I am not angry (not that it matters to you) with your 
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reply. I expected as much. I appreciate your concern with truth. But I truly 
believe (and I believe it can be proved, and has been) that pure capitalism (a 
system respecting individual rights) would lead to such good will among men, peace, 
and prosperity that I cannot help but be for it .. However, if you have read Ayn 
Rand, and are still not convinced, you probably never can be. Just in case, let me 
recommend Atlas Shrugged., The Virtue of Selfishness, and Capitalism: The 
Unknown Ideal, all by Ayn Rand. Also, you might enjoy a short, delightful book 
called Economics in One Lesson, by Henry Hazlitt. 

Sincerely yours, 

N. StephAn Kinsella 
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Honorable Buddy Roemer 
Gove_rnor 
State of Louisiana 
State Capitol 
Baton Rouge, LA 70801,. 

Dear Governor Roemer: 

N, STEPHAN KINSELLA 
17104 Penn Blvd. 

Prairieville, LA 70769 

(504) 622-2148 

Saturday, November 4, 1989 

I AM WRIT I NG to respectfully offer my views concerning an educational voucher 
system. I am a second-year law student at LSU, and also a gra.duate student 
pursuing my master of science in electrical engineering, and for years I have 
had d.n interest in (mostly free-market) economics and philosophy. I have 
(privately) extensively studied ideas concerning politics, economics, ethics, law, 
individual rights and freedom, as a. hobby and passion. (In fact, I wrote you a 
letter a few years ago, in 1987, concerning my vie,v s on Judge Robert Bork's 
rejection from the U.S. Supreme Court1 and you wrote me a very nice response 
[Dec. 1, 1987], for which I was grateful.) 

Because of my pro-freedom political/economic viewsj I favor a voucher 
system as a way to improve the diversity and quality of education, to decrease 
its costs, and to increase the choices available to taxpayers. I have been 
meaning to write to you for several months now, but I kept procrastinating. 
When I saw the recent articles in The l\forning Advocate, I decided to sit down 
and write this letter. 

I am not associated (yet) with the 11Right to Learn Committee, 11 which was 
recently featured in the Advocate. When I learned of their formation and 
existence, I was surprised1 yet pleased, since it appears that some people are 
actually starting to look for new solutions to old problems. I was also very 
pleased by the article in this morning's Advocate, which. explained that you had 
(possibly) backed off from your anti-voucher stand. I want to congratulate you 
and encourage you for taking a possibly dangerous, yet courageous, stand. 

Although, in my view, much of the underlying structure, function and 
purpose of government is fundamentally flawed today, I honestly believe that 
implementing a (full, complete) voucher system in education could be one of the 
most important things you could realistically help accomplish, as governor of this 
state. Reform of the educational system is not the only reform that needs to be 
made, of course; but, of the many governmental reforms needed, it is one of the 
few that ha.s a true chance of success. 



In this letter, I would like to explain to you my economic cmd political 
reasons for supporting a (full-fledged) voucher system. 1 

First., let me define v1hat I mean by a 11voucher system, n since there seem 
to be competing views. A "voucher system" would simply be a means of 
governmental financing of education, under which each student would receive a. 
tuition voucher, redeemable at any qualified school, public, private, or parochial; 
the voucher could be supplemented by the parent!s own income, for more 
expensive schools which cost more than the voucher a.mount. 

The way I look a.t the educational problems is to put them all in context. 
Given that the state (i.e., the government) wants to provide education (grades 
1 to 12) to all its citizens, regardless of their financial st.a.tus, we must first 
realize that this is nothing more than a welfare--transfer from richer to poorer. 
It appears, then, that the majority of taxpayers support this type of welfare 
benefit (free education for some). So let us suppose a society in which there 
is no publicly·-fundecl education, in which we wish to start it. What would be the 
best way to do it? If the answer is 11a voucher system, 11 then it seems to me 
that we ought to try to move that way nov.r, since we obviously t.ook a wrong 
turn somewhere in our educational-history. 

The proper question then, is, how do we accomplish 11free 11 education for 
all? (Of course, it 1 s not really 11free, 11 since taxpayers pay for it.) Our goal 
seems to be ensuring (good) education for all children. The government has a 
batch of education-earmarked money, so how does it best spend it to educate 
children? The most obvious wa.y would be to pay a. certain amount of cash (I a.m 
not certain what the actual per-student per-year amount the state spends is; for 
purposes of this letter, I will assume it is $1.500) directly to all parents, for them 
to spend on their childrenjs education. However, we can 1t do this, since some 
parents-especially the poor-might not spend all of the money on their 
ch.ildren)s education. Thus cash payments will not ensure all children"s 
education, which is one of our goals. Even if we have compulsory-attendance 
laws1 it would be an extreme administrative hassle to make sure all parents spend 
all their voucher-cash on their children rather than on, say, movie tickets. 

It seems to me that the next obvious choice would be a restricted type of 
money, which could be spent only at (qualified) schools. This is a voucher 
system. This would work better than the cash system approach, since, even 
though there is administrative red-tape costs here, as above, there will be less 
\!cheating" by parents because their temptation to cheat has been removed. The 
check they have cannot be spent on milk, or cigarettes, or cars; it can be spent 



only on (qut1lified) education. There are many advantages to this s:ystem, 
especially compared to the bureaucratic educational mess 1ve have today. 

The first way we thought of to accomplish our goal of education (cash 
payments), will not \\70rk7 so we came up with the second method (voucher 
checks). There may be a fev.r other alterna.tive ways, such as tuition tax-credits 1 

etc., but these are similar to the voucher system. No\\Ir if this second alternative 
WclS 9 lik.e the first idea, umvorkclble, muybe we would have to come up with 
another, third idea. However, as I will argue belmv, the voucher system is not 
unworkable; rather1 it will work beautifully. Thus, since a voucher system will 
work 1 there is simply no neecl to try to find a third way to accomplish our goa.l. 
In other words, if one looks at our present system of education, which 
institutiorn1iizes uniformit,y and lack of innovation and diversity, encourctges 
inefficiency, low quality teaching, red tape, and sticky-fingers, one should ask, 
""Why in the world did we let it get so complicated, when a simpler, cheaper, 
fairer method will vwrk so much better!? 11 

Now let me turn to the actual advantages of a. voucher system. 

First of all, the slctte would not lose total control of educational content, 
because a voucher could be spent only on a qualified school. Much as tb.e 
government certifies both public cmd private schools today, it could certify 
schools to make sure that the 11core curriculumn would be taught; but beyond 
this, it would be up to the schools and their customers to decide ,,vhat else would 
be taught. 

Now if the voucher check was the same amount as the government had 
previously been spending (say, $1500), then the quality of education would 
instantly rise for all. The reason is that families would have effectively more 
money to spend on education, and thus they could "purchase" better education. 
Why would parents ha.ve (effectively) more money? Because the current 
bureaucratic system and its red tape and sticky fingers siphons off a significant 
portion of the money that finally gets to the ctdual schools. I don 1t know the 
exact percentage, but it must be significant, since bureaucracies, like the one 
that administers and controls the public school system, are always large, slow, 
bulky, and inefficient. For example, suppose that, of the $1500 the government 
spends per student per year, only $1200 clctually makes it to the schools. Then, 
with a voucher system, parents would instantly have (almost) $300 extra doliars 
to spend on education. (I say 11 c1lmost 11 since we would still have some 
bureaucracy and administrative costs.) 

Alternatively, the stcJ.te could let parents spend effectively the same amount 
as before, by paying checks of $1200, and the sta.te could itself save $300 per 
student per year. And of course there could be some point in between which 
would save the state money and give parents extra (effective) money to spend 
on education. Thus, education would improve because (bureaucratic) overhead 
would be reduceA, freeing more money for books, buses, and teachers. 

Also, education would improve because of competition. Tb.is is such a well
known phenomenon that it is almost not necessary to argue it. Since schools 
vwuld not have guaranteed funds anymore, but would instead depend upon 
patronage by parents spending their vouchers there, school managers would have 
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a.n incentive to n shape up or ship out.!! Managers vrnuld ha.ve an incentive to 
improve the efficiency of schooling, lowering its costs and raising its quality, 
because extra profits could be earned (and also because competitor-schools could 
take custorners away). I don-'t know the technical details of what will be tried 
if this is implernented; only the free mc1rket!s actuaJ operation can answer this 
question. 

Another way education would be improved would be through diversity. 
NO\\' all schools are ver:y much the same. However, under the free market, 
schools would be free to try new teaching methods and techniques. The more 
successful methods invented would be adopted by other, competitor schools, again 
raising the overall level of teaching. 

Furthermore, speaking of diversity, some schools would specialize. One 
child may go to a general-education high school; another to an arts-oriented 
school; another to a.n engineering-oriented school. The benefit of diversity is 
itself a great benefit, since more students' cmd parentsj desires could be met 
more fully. Also, specia.lized sch.ools could be more economically efficient because 
of their diversity-the efficiencies associated with the division and specialization 
of labor would kick in. 

By allowing this diversity, many pro blerns will be removed. For example, 
today iNe have the perpetual debate of creationism vs. evolution; and which 
should be tnught in public schools, etc. And of course, both groups have valid 
complaints, since their (taxpayers) money is being used to support ideas that the 
taxpayers disagree with, which is hardly fair. Well, under the voucher system, 
we would not really have 11public 11 schools anymore. Even if the current public 
schools were still nominally owned by the state, they would be in direct 
competition with all the privE1te schools, so that the ones that survive are, 
effectively, the same as a private school. \Nhat a parent sees, when looking at 
possible schools to spend his voucher upon, is a group of schools, offering 
various services and qualities. He doesn't care v\lhether it's 11public 11 or 
11private n; to him, they 1re clll simply possible candidates for his money. Since 
there is obviously a demand in this country for both ltcreationist 11 and 
11evolutionist" type teaching, obviously a free-market in education would meet 
both demands. It wouldn't have to be lleither-orn any more. A fundc11nentalist 
could send his child to school Ai which taught creationism, and other parents 
could do the opposite. There need be no conflict. As long as each school taught 
the basic "core curriculum,." and was thus a qualified school, the school could 
teach v.rhatever else it \-vanted to. 

Now some might object that a voucher system would foster inequalities in 
teaching levels and also increase segregation. Hcn,,:-ever, the voucher system 
would not eliminate class distinctions in education, but would help to blur them 
and ameliorate them. For exarnplet today, a child's parents income usu.ally 
determines where he lives; which in turn determines where he goes to school. 
Quoting David Friedman, 

Under the voucher plan a ghetto parent who was deeply concerned clbou.t 
his child's education might be able to scrap up a thou.sand dollars a year, 
or get a small scholarship, add that to the value of his voucher, and so 
send the child to a good private school. Under the present. system he has 
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the choice of either paying $5000 a year for a good private school or 
buying a $200,000 house in a suburb with a good school system. 

Today a small elite goes to private prep schools, middle-class 
children go to moderately good suburban schools, and the inner-city poor 
gei: schools that are often little more than custodial institutions . 

. . . Low-income parents ,.•.;ho felt that they were being short-changed 
in the schooling provided to their children vwuld have the option of 
setting up their own schools, ... or persuading someone to set up private 
schools for them and financing them with vouchers. 

-The 1'1achinery of Freedom_. p. 59. 

Thus the poor (as well as the rich and rniddle class) would be much better 
off under a voucher system. Although inequalities would decrease, since 
everyone would be better off, I think it is wrong to focus on inequalities. We 
dorl''t want a poor, black child to get a merely compa.rativetv good education; we 
want him to get a good education. The fact that the rich children are getting 
better educations does not alter the fact that the black child is now getting a 
very good education. Our goal should not be equality, but good education. 
Todayi the rich already can afford good education; a voucher system will not 
help them nearly as much as it will help the poor (and middle class). 

Another way to look at the education of the poor is: now the state is 
spending about $1500 (or whatever the number is) per poor student per year. 
Certainly, a system which gave the money directly to the poor parents, for them 
to spend, whereby they could get roore education for their money, more choice, 
higher quality, etc., would result in an education that is at least as good as the 
public system's was. In short, a voucher plan cannot hurt anyone, ca.nnot lower 
anyone's level of education, since they now have even more money to spend on 
education; and because of the efficiency and diversity gains mentioned above, all 
children--especially the poor-would be better off. 

Another benefit to the poor of a voucher system is the very important idea 
of dignity. Today, poor parents have virtually no choice as to their child's 
education; and since the education is usually of low qualitys the parents have 
little incentive to have an interest in their child's education. But give the 
parents a check which they can take around, u shopping 11 for schools; and their 
interest in their child 1 s education will increase. Schools will treat them with 
respect, since the parents) voucher-money is desired; poor people will be able 
to shop for schools, and make a considerate, intelligent decision-just as rich 
white people can today. This removes inequalities, it doesnit foster them. 

Another complaint that may be raised about the voucher system is that it 
doesn tt provide for tra.nsportation, books 1 meals, etc. But that cost is included 
now in whatever amount the state is currently spending per student. So even 
if all schools stayed as inefficient as they are nov~,, t.he voucher check could 
cover food costs, etc. If, hov.Jever, costs decrease as I expect they vrnuld, it 
would probably turn out that each voucher check is actually overly-generous; 
most schools could offer a very good education-with all the fringes, such as 
transportation, meals, etc.-for the amount of the voucher. And of course this 
would be a new form o:E competition: a school may offer to drive up to 20 miles 
or so away just to get a new student-customer; it may be worth it to that school. 
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The voucher system as proposed applies only to grades 1 to 12. But if a 
student had pla.ns to go to college, I see no reason ,vhy he couldn't take the GED 
after 11th, or 10th, or even 7th grade, and go to coilege. And he ought to be 
able to keep using the vouchers~ even for college, until he would have finish.ed 
the 12th grade. This would give an opportunity to many poor students to get 
started in college, when they othen.vise coulcln 1t ha-ve. And it doesn Jt cost a.ny 
more money to the state, since the state would hffve paid him a voucher till the 
12th grade anyway. 

One further value promoted by the voucher system is freedom of choice. 
Rather them an educatial, bureaucratic board deciding who gets what type of 
education where, the parents can decide. Is not a society more desirable if the 
citizens are more free? Isn't it better v,rhen the people who are actually affected 
by a certain activity be the ones to decide Vlhat and where? Wouldn't the 
general quality of life as an American and Louisianif.m be improved by giving 
individuals more say-so as to how their lives should proceed? 

I hope you don 1t mind the length of this letter. As I am very concerned 
about education, and since this is a very, very important subject, and since you 
are obviously concerned with the problem yourself, I thought the length and 
detail was warranted. 

Thank you for taking the time to read and consider my thoughts. Needless 
to say, I would be more than happy to discuss an:y of them further. 

Best personal regards. 

Sincerely yours, 

Stephan Kinsella 
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~bde nf 1fiouisiana 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR 

70804-9004 

BUDDY ROEMER POST OFFICE BOX 94004 
GOVERNOR (504) 342-7015 

Mr. Stephan Kinsella 
17104 Penn Blvd. 
Prairieville, LA 70769 

Dear Mr. Kinsella: 

November 6, 1989 

Thank you for your recent correspondence concerning your proposal for an 
educational voucher system. 

Please be assured that I appreciate your sharing this information with 
me. As Governor, I have the responsibility for the welfare of all our 
citizens, and it is important for me to be aware of the needs, desires and 
suggestions of all Louisianians. 

By copy of this letter, I have taken the liberty of forwarding your 
correspondence to the appropriate member of my administration for further 
review and consideration. 

Thank you, again, for your ideas and interest. 

Sincerely, 

4vf:~ 
BR:dma 

c: Stephanie Desselle, Assistant Chief of Staff 



Fanny Godwin 
Right to Learn Committee 
c/o LABI 
P.O. Box 80258 
Baton Rouge, LA 70898 

Dear Ms. Godwin, 

N, STEPHAN KINSELLA 
17104 Penn Blvd. 

Prairieville, LA 70769 

(504) 622-2148 

Tuesday, November 7, 1989 

I WAS EXTREMELY pleased to learn of the formation of your committee. As a 
pro-free-market and pro-individual rights advocate, I have supported the 
voucher system for years. I am a second-year law student at LSU, and also a 
graduate student pursuing my master of science in electrical engineering, and 
over the past few years I have developed an intense interest in economics and 
political philosophy (which is one of the reasons I switched to law from 
engineering). 

I am writing to tell you of my interest in your committee, and to offer my 
encouragement. Because I am a students I ca.nnot help you financially 1 but I 
would appreciate knowing if there are any other ways I can help or possibly 
become involved; please send me information~ Additionally, I have included a 
copy of a letter I recently sent to Governor Roemer; I thought that the members 
of the committee would be interested in seeing it. 

I would like to make one comment concerning the name of your committee. 
As an advocate of individual rights and the free market, I am very wary of the 
misuse in today's society of the term tlrights. 11 In my opinion, there is no such 
thing as a state-guaranteed right to a job, to welfare-or to education. Such 
pseudo-rights only dilute the true rights men possess (life, liberty, property). 
I do not believe, ideally, in government-funded education. However, if the 
government is, nevertheless, going to subsidize education, it should do so in the 
most sensible, efficient and non-interventionist manner-which happens to be the 
voucher system. I wonder if, in the long-run, the concept of a "right to learn !l 

is implicitly supportive of the same type of ideas (i.e., pseudo-rights, which need 
to be "protected!! by a bigger and bigger government bureaucracy) V1lhich have 
led to the educational mess we have today. 

In closing, let me reiterate that I am very happy to hear of your formation 
and purposes. I am optimistic as to your prospects for success, and I am willing 
to help out and become involved in this project. I look forward to hearing from 
you soon. 

Sincerely yours, 

Stephan Kinsella 



Fanny Godwin 
Right to Learn Committee 
c/o LABI 
P .0. Box 80258 
Baton Rouge, LA 70898 

Dear Ms. Godwint 

Nr STEPHAN KINSELLA 
17104 Penn Blvd, 

Prairievillet LA 70769 

(504) 622-2148 

Wednesday, December 13, 1989 

I \..IJO U LD LIKE TO thank you for spending some time with me today, and for 
treating me to lunch. I enjoyed the conversation, and I am very excited about 
the Right to Learn Committee, and I am eager to finish reading the brochures 
and materials you gave me. 

I hope I did not offend you by expressing my extreme pro-liberty views; 
as you see, I a.m passionate and usually open about my views. Although I do 
lack somewhat in 'tact,' I am not short on honesty, conviction, and, I believe, on 
common-sense and logic (and, yes, even righteousness), I do agree with you that 
I should not express my owns non-voucher-related libertarian or personal views 
in such a way as to imply that the Committee shares those views. In my Jackson 
interview, I was very careful to disclaim the Committee's agreement with the more 
controversial things I said-such as my comments about evolution, and about the 
propriety of state funding of education. 

As an ad hoc type of organization, different supporters of the Committee 
fa.vor the Voucher System for different reasons. My own reason is that it will 
be cheaper, and more effective, and also because it furthers public appreciation 
of the merits of economic freedom. And one of the biggest reasons I am pro
voucher is because it reduces, albeit only a little, direct bureaucratic control 
over individuals~ private lives. I support the Voucher System because such a 
system \•vill move the state a little closer towards my ideal state-the libertarian, 
minimalist state. I am very happy to have a common goal with :_you and the 
others to work toward. 

Again, thank you for your time and for lunch. I'll get back to you soon, 
after I've finished the materials you gave me. And please feel free to contact 
me .at any time. Until then, have a happy holiday season! 

Sincerely yours, 

Stephan Kinsella 



Ni STEPHAN KINSELLA 
17104 Penn Blvd, 

Prairieville! LA 70769 

Thursday, December 14, 19£i9 

F army God\vi.n, Project Coordinator 
The Right to Learn Committee 
P.O .. Box 80782 
Baton Rouge; LA 70898-0782 

Dea.c I'-is. Godwin, 

I WO U l D LIKE TO thank you for spending sorne time with me last Vfodnesday 1 

a.nd for treating me to lunch. I am very excited about the Right to Learn 
Cornmittee, and I am eager to finish reading the brochures and rnateria.ls you 
gave me. I am happy to hctve a common goal with you and the others to work 
toward. 

Again, thank you for your time and for lunch. I'll get back to you soon, 
after I1ve finish.ed the rna.terials you gave me. And please feel free to contact 
me at any time. Until then, have a happy holiday season! 

Sincerel,y yours, 

Stephan Kinsella 
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