
Section 1 of the First Article of the Constitution
grants the legislative power unto Congress and divides that
body into the House of Representatives and the Senate.
Congress is referred to as a bicameral (two-chambered)
legislature due to this division.

Both chambers are Houses of Congress (as evidenced
in Sections 5-7 of Article I:  "Each House…either
House…neither House…two Houses…respective
Houses…other House…both Houses"), but only the
House of Representatives is routinely referred to as such.
The Senate is occasionally referred to as the Upper House
(due to its greater prestige with fewer Senators elected for
longer terms & advising and approving officers, justices,
and treaties) and the House of Representatives the Lower
House, but this terminology is inappropriate in that they
have generally co-equal powers.

Section 2 of the Article I, divided into 5 clauses,
covers the House of Representatives.  Clause 1 states:

"The House of Representatives shall be composed
of Members chosen every second Year by the People
of the several States, and the Electors in each State
shall have the Qualifications requisite for Electors of
the most numerous Branch of the State Legislature."

Representatives are chosen according to democratic
principles; the individual meeting the necessary
qualifications receiving the most votes wins.  It is also
democratic to the extent that when members vote while in
legislative session, they vote according to rule of the
majority.  The law voted on passes or fails by simple
majority vote (supermajority requirements will be
discussed when topics requiring this are covered) of the
members present in a quorum.  

While voting occurs according to democratic
principles, the Representatives operate within a structure
of a constituted federal republic.  The manner in which
Representatives operate is the determining factor in
assessing the type of American government; America is
therefore in strictest terms a Republic, rather than a
Democracy.

In a pure democracy, where anything and everything
is up for a vote, the 51% majority overrule the 49%
minority no matter the topic.  This is the principle of mob
rule.  It is against this concept of majority-rule
government that James Madison stated in The Federalist,
#10: 

"Democracies have ever been spectacles of
turbulence and contention; have ever been found
incompatible with personal security, or the rights of
property; and have in general been as short in their
lives, as they have been violent in their deaths."

In the American republic, the proposed resolutions
and laws on which Congressmen are allowed to vote are
strictly limited to items within their delegation of
authority.  By limiting the topics on which members are
allowed to vote, one has far more protections in the
republic rather than in a pure democracy.

The House of Representatives is the Branch of
Congress with more numerous members elected more
often.  The members of this group were meant to be closer
to the common man, to represent his interests (with
greater numbers of Representatives, relative to Senators, it
is easier for constituents to gain access to their
Representatives).  An election every second year was the
means used for ensuring that Representatives didn't
venture far from the voter's desires.  Those members that
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did were to face the potential wrath of their constituents
rather quickly (in this age of pork-barrel politics,
however, Congressmen are seldom judged on their strict
adherence to their constitutional oaths, but rather on
their ability to bring the most federal dollars back to
their District).

Given that Clause 1 of Section 2 pointedly declares
that Members shall be "chosen…by the People of the
several States", it would certainly seem logical to expect
that the People (i.e., nearly everyone) would elect
Representatives.

Reading the rest of the clause dispels such logic,
however, with it stating that:

"the Electors in each State shall have the
Qualifications requisite for Electors of the most
numerous Branch of the State Legislature."

Further reading therefore shows that there are
qualifications being imposed by the States as to which
People could qualify to vote — only those meeting the
qualifications necessary could become an Elector.  This
is yet another example of the general wording of a clause
being over-ruled by the actual process later detailed.
The general wording is used in a "feel-good" manner
and detracts from that process actually specified.

Each State individually decided the qualifications
necessary of its Citizens who were allowed to vote for
State Representatives.  This standard was then used
within that State to determine who could vote for
federal Representatives in Congress, negating the need
for a uniform federal qualification standard.

The practical qualifications for an Elector in the
1780's were that an Elector must be a (free) white, male
of at least 21 years of age, with property.  It is here that
one begins to understand that the literal wording of the
Preamble "We the People of the United States" may not
have initially included every person in the United States,
at least when push came to shove.

"The age of twenty-one was a qualification
universally required. So, too, was residence, except
that in Virginia and South Carolina it was enough to
own in the district or town a certain free-hold or 'lot'.
South Carolina required the electors to 'acknowledge
the being of a God, and to believe in a future state of
rewards or punishments.'  White men alone could
claim the franchise in Virginia, in South Carolina, and
in Georgia…the other ten states raised no question
of color. In Pennsylvania, in New Hampshire, and
partially in North Carolina, the right to vote belonged
to every resident tax-payer; Georgia extended to any
white inhabitant 'of any mechanic trade'; with this
exception, Georgia, and all the other colonies

required the possession of a freehold, or of property
variously valued, in Massachusetts at about two
hundred dollars, in Georgia at ten pounds."1

"The property requirement for voting was
removed among the original thirteen states in the
following order of time:

"In several cases, when the property-
ownership qualification on the right to vote was
abandoned, the payment of a small tax, on the
Pennsylvania model of 1776, was substituted or
continued; but in time that tax was also generally
abolished. By the middle of the nineteenth
century practically all white male citizens in the
original states could vote."2

Various barriers which limited voting of differing
groups were removed by the following constitutional
amendments:  the 15 th (1870) removed barriers due to
"race, color, or previous condition of servitude" (i.e.,
blacks allowed to vote).  The 19 th, ratified 50 years later,
removed barriers "on account of sex" (i.e., women
allowed to vote).  The 24 th, ratified in 1964, removed
barriers to vote in federal elections due to the failure to
"pay any poll tax" (i.e., the poor [or at least those not
paying direct Taxes] allowed to vote).  The 26 th, ratified
in 1971, removed barriers "on account of age" for
citizens of the United States, who are eighteen years of
age or older.

The electoral requirements set by early State
governments prior to the ratification of these
amendments will be rightly viewed today as
unnecessarily narrow, resulting in the denial of suffrage
(voting) rights of many responsible adults.

To concentrate on who happened to qualify as an
Elector at any given point in time and ignore the
process used to exclude certain groups, however, is to
ignore a fundamental lesson which is critical to
understand.  Sometimes it is more important to first
understand the means used to achieve a desired end
rather than to quarrel about which particular end should
be chosen at any given point in time.
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“1778 — South Carolina

1784 — New Hampshire

1789 — Georgia

1792 — Delaware

1810 — Maryland

1818 — Connecticut

1821 — Massachusetts

1821 — New York

1842 — Rhode Island

1844 — New Jersey

1850 — Virginia

1856 — North Carolina

Electors

1.  George Bancroft, History of the United States of America from the
Discovery of the Continent, Volume V (Port Washington, NY: Kennikat
Press, Inc., 1967 [Reprint of 1885 Edition]), pp 114 - 115.

2.  Charles A. Beard and Mary R. Beard, A Basic History of the United
States (New York:  Doubleday, Doran & Company, 1944) p. 213.



Article I, Section 2, Clause 1 uses the word People
with broad meaning and is actually quite inclusive.  The
word Electors is then used to denote a specific sub-
group of People with differing rights.  Only certain
members of the general class of People were allowed to
vote; these People being called Electors.  To limit who
was capable of voting was as simple as defining who
was an Elector — making the qualifications as loose or
as restrictive as desired for the effect sought.

Specifically-defining words in exacting fashion is a
fundamental aspect of law.  Unfortunately, such fine
print provides powerful leverage to the group
understanding it against those who do not.  As an old
adage goes; "what the large print giveth, the small print
taketh away".  People understanding only the general
wording form unrealistic expectations based on their
(mis)perception of the actual wording.

This provides persons understanding these laws (or
contracts) a distinct advantage over those people that do
not understand these legally-limited words.  People get
easily confused as to what is going on when law appears
to declare one thing, but actually supports another.
They jump to the incorrect conclusion that words have
no meaning when in truth these words only have a
meaning that is unbeknownst to them.

Various laws have been enacted to
attempt to remedy this to a certain
extent in private contracts (truth-in-
lending clauses and full-disclosure laws are
examples of this).  Unfortunately, other
than various criminal protections, minor
civil rights protections and some
campaign financing disclosure, there are
few "truth-in-government" protections.

The only instance of a truly hands-
off, Laissez-faire type of action remaining
today lies in the interaction between
government and Citizen, where the
protection is actually most needed (and
most abused).

Government, being but a delegation of authority,
operates through law.  Where general law permits
government action, regulations are enacted to set
parameters for government action to carry out that
primary law.  While the writers of law are unable to
contradict law, they can certainly make law difficult to
understand if that is within their intention by writing
the various codes and regulations in a more ambiguous
manner than may be otherwise necessary.

Essentially, everywhere the government appears to
operate outside the strict legal confines of the common
principles of the Constitution it does so by defining
words in exacting legal fashion outside their normal
meanings.  This is the first rule of government operating
in apparent excess of constitutional principles.

For example, the picture and story below of Harley,
a drug-sniffing “dog”, provides a humorous, if not
relatively harmless example of government-by-
expediency and using words with limited legal
definitions outside of their normal meanings.
Understanding this example provides appreciation in
other cases where the result is not-so-harmless.

The background to Harley's story is that illicit
drugs command high market prices due to the premium
necessary for providing an illegal substance in the
marketplace where it is (for reasons beyond this writer's
comprehension) desired — resulting in drug smuggling.
Dogs, besides being man's best friend, are easily-trained,
personable, highly mobile, and have a powerful sense of
smell.  It was thus inevitable to combine the police's
desire to patrol for smuggled drugs with a dog's keen
nose to search for those drugs.  With widespread use of
dogs for such purposes, federal funds are available for
training and using drug-sniffing dogs by local police.
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as simple as defining who was an Elector —
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Substituting Names for Things

Harley, the Drug-Sniffing Dog



Not normally considered man's best friend, nor as
mobile, but also with excellent olfactory capabilities, it
was possibly expected that someone would see if pigs
could be adequately trained to sniff out drugs.
Unfortunately, good training and handling would still
prove expensive.  Searching for federal help, the Portland
(Oregon) Police Bureau could only find such funds for
drug-sniffing dogs.  To modify all such laws to also pay
for drug-sniffing pigs proved more of a challenge than
the unproven pig was likely worth.

The political expedient of bestowing an Honorary
Title of Dog on Harley the Potbellied Pig by a Vice-
Presidential order provides an amusing example of
giving a limited legal definition to change the rules of
the game.  Simply calling a pig a dog does not magically
change this pig into a dog, but it does meet a political
purpose.3 This dog may now be treated as are other
dogs; specifically, the expenditure of government funds
reserved for drug-sniffing dogs can now be used for
drug-sniffing pigs as long as they are called dogs.

It is not the purpose of this example to question
the use of either pigs or dogs in looking for drugs, but
to understand that the definition of a word in a legal
setting can have a meaning even contrary to that which
is the universally-known definition.  The universal
definition need not even necessarily apply — one must
look up certain key definitions within every legal
document in which things appear to contradict known
laws or known facts.

The use of Harley as an example to initiate people
to the concept of substituting names for things is
valuable because people, being so familiar with pigs and
dogs, are not easily confused between the two, even
when someone in authority tells them one is the other.

If a Court ruled that Harley was a dog (which, due
to the proclamation below, it could), people seeing
Harley or his picture and hearing the Court’s ruling
would instantly know that something was “fishy”.  They
would know the pig could be considered as a dog only

in the most unusual of circumstances;
as in some made-up case as the
pertinent one because they have such a
certainty in their knowledge that pigs
are not (actually) dogs.

Change the case to some
constitutional principle, however, and
people waver with uncertainty.  A
ruling that some legislative act or
executive action which appeared to
directly contradict the Constitution
was permissible is treated as if it will
always be permissible.  Just because it
was ruled allowable (in the particular
specialized case — which is not
purposely disclosed), doesn’t mean it is
applicable in all other cases!

When things don’t register
correctly, one must turn detective to
find that one case which would make
the ruling correct.  Then one can

realize that in the vast majority of normal cases, the
ruling would not apply.

It is the principle of defining things outside of
their normal meanings for specific political purposes
that must be understood if one is to grasp understanding
how the government appears able to act outside of its
normal constitutional parameters.

Most people find it easier to believe that America
has become a fascist dictatorship than only that we have
been deceived.  Many people believe a government
official may do anything, and everything, he desires; that
the Constitution and the Bill of Rights are null and
void; that the supreme Law of the Land may be over-
ruled by any legislative act, Presidential order, judicial
decree, or bureaucratic regulation. The government that
deceives well has merely become quite adept at using
smoke and mirrors.
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The Honorary Title of

Dog
is hereby conferred upon

Harley the Potbellied Pig
and all future members of the Portland Potbellied Patrol

conferred with the Federal rights and privileges
reserved for drug sniffing dogs.

By order of

The Vice President of the
United States of America

December 5, 1994 Al Gore

Most people find it easier to believe that
America has become a fascist dictatorship

than only that we have been deceived.
3.  PETA (PPeople for the EEthical TTreatment of AAnimals) may challenge
this assertion, since their credo says that "A rat is a pig is a dog is
a boy".



No law passed by Congress can override the supreme
Law — the Constitution.  When the two are opposed,
the lesser one must fail (it is a contradiction at law and
an illogical absurdity to figure otherwise).

When the government does little, it is less capable of
causing harm through its actions (though not necessarily
due to its inactions).  Less interference means fewer
people are adversely affected.  All other things equal,
people unaffected by government are less likely to show
much political interest; fewer caring if they interact with
government since it does not interact harmfully with
them.  In such a setting, it may not necessarily matter
greatly, in relative terms, if the right to vote is restricted.

Only when one seeks to expand upon the roles
which government is to play in our society (and therefore
the potential to cause greater harm) is it mandatory to
seek moral justification through universal suffrage.  If
nearly everyone is able to vote, then those in power
obtain the moral authority that the outcome of every
vote was decided by a vote of all the interested parties.
Low voter turnout today, just as limited suffrage
yesterday, undercuts this moral authority.  The only thing
most all sides today agree upon (which may give clues as
to whether there are actually any opposing sides within
mainstream thought) is that no matter which way one
votes, just make sure one votes.

Any acknowledged failure in government or one's
efforts to cause change in government is always portrayed
as a failure of citizens to adequately become involved
with government.  The stated cure is always to become
more involved — more voting; more money given to
one's special-interest group, cause or candidate; more
time contacting politicians; more; more; more.

America was founded as the country AGAINST
which the government was at the center of everything; all
consuming; all encompassing; and all-powerful!

Many people who champion universal suffrage seem
to have difficulty with the concept of limiting the extent
of the vote.  The concept that many things should be off-
limits to others — that other people have no legal right
(although they may have a moral right) in one's affairs
essentially anyplace where there is no initiation of force
or fraud and when one does all one contracts to do — is
certainly not agreed to by more than a relative handful.

For example, if one was to put on the ballot what
type of single shoe could be manufactured and sold,
many interested parties would likely lobby on the issue to
promote their preferred type of shoe.

Athletes could lobby for athletic shoes; ballerinas  —
toe shoes; hikers — boots; fishermen — waders; industrial
safety specialists — shoes with steel-toes & models — high
heels.  Insurance companies could argue for the need due
to escalating costs & time loss from improper footware.

Too few people would successfully argue that the
debate should be outside the political process; that many
types of shoes should be made by any willing party and
sold to fit the specific needs of the individual consumer.

This example may sound extreme, but when was the
last time that any candidate who had any chance of
winning any election answered any question that the
question posed of him, no matter how ludicrous, was
outside the realm of responsible government?

The most glaring example of who did not initially
qualify as an Elector was the non-free, non-white, mostly
non-person (who was property) — the black slave.

The slavery issue confronts every reader of American
history.  The study of history cannot change that history;
but from it one may learn.

Slavery was common with all races in all ages.  For
thousands of years, war was a common source of slaves;
to the victors of war went the spoils, including people.  It
was considered an act of mercy to take the conquered
people as slaves, for the alternative was usually death.

Law in early America would not allow any free man
the ability to enslave himself; to sell or bind himself into
permanent and perpetual slavery (although it would
allow him to bind himself to certain duties for a period
of time).  American law today operates in similar fashion,
allowing man only the ability to obligate himself
contractually to certain duties for a period of time (today
it seems to be only 8 hours at a time for most).

American and British colonial law allowed a man
who was held to slavery by the laws of the country of his
origin to be held here also as a slave.  If a man was a slave
by the laws of his native country, he usually remained a
slave anywhere the slave was taken.

The fact that so many slaves of the 1700’s came from
one continent — Africa — says so much more about the
countries that still created them, than in America and
other countries that unfortunately yet allowed them (and
made the trading in them profitable commerce).

To concentrate on the evils which perpetuated slavery
is to ignore the far greater evil that originated slavery.
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Suffrage

Only when one seeks to expand upon
the roles which government is to play in
our society is it mandatory to seek moral
justification through universal suffrage.

The Slave



Slavery, once started, has always proved difficult to
eradicate other than by degrees as well as violence.

History can be looked at as a series of progressive
improvements in the living conditions and respect of all
people.  Those people last to see their living conditions
improve obviously don't have the same history as those
further up the ladder of freedom who saw their living
conditions improve first.

Before America, governments were instituted for the
benefit of Royalty and the wealthy.  America, in
throwing off her own shackles, brought greater freedom
to many people that never before had such.  That the
country didn't bring freedom to everyone equally all at
once is a standard which, though certainly ideal, is
probably unrealistic.  

That the slaves were eventually emancipated shows
that the ideals upon which America were founded had
validity, even if it took some time to more fully realize
them.  That it took time to more fully put into action
the words of the Declaration that "all men are created
equal, that they are endowed by their Creator with
certain unalienable Rights" does not stain these
principles, nor America; but best shows evidence of
the conditions out of which America developed.

The chart below shows the extent of the Atlantic
slave trade and the relative proportion of slaves
imported into various regions (only 4.5% to all of
North America).  These regions were colonized by
Spain, France, Holland and England mainly for a cheap
and plentiful supply of raw products; especially sugar,
tobacco, cotton, and precious metals.

The place where these countries all came for the
supply of their slaves in the 1700's and early 1800's,
however, was Africa.  Africa provided slaves by the
millions for the entire western hemisphere.

The slave merchants found no shortage of slaves
in Africa because the African tribes first held them
that way.  When the white man came to Africa, slavery
was already instituted.  The alternative for Africans
held to slavery in the Americas was not freedom in
Africa.  The slave shipped to America began his journey
as a slave. 

Africa had no concept of rights; unalienable or
otherwise.  Government consisted only in minimal
degree in tribal format.  Tribal members had no concept
of property; no formal law as known by European
countries; no tribunals to protect them or their rights.
Numerous tribes made continuous war with one
another.

Much has been written of slave atrocities occurring
to the slaves imported or born in North America up
through to the Civil War.  Much of it is likely true, and
even times not as harshly written as it likely really was.
As bad as these instances were, however, they cannot
hold a candle to that which occurred within Africa.

"Half of the more than 20 million Africans
captured and sold into slavery never even made it to
the ship. Most died on the march to the sea. It is
impossible to determine how many more lost their
lives during the crossing. Current estimates range
from 1 million to 2.2 million."4

Cruelty beyond imagination necessarily occurred for
10 million Africans to die at the hand of opposing (or
even fellow) tribesmen as the conquerors marched their
captives toward the seaports from the interior of Africa.
On the ships, while there was “little” direct cruelty
(slaves were already bound tightly and conditions were
such that there was little chance for problems), the
slaves had poor care (packed tightly together on the bare
floor, poor air circulation, sanitation, etc.).  That the
sailors didn't fare much better themselves, however,
("the death rate for sailors was one in five"5) indicates
the general tough conditions at sea during that era.

“(Some of) The African traders...sold their own
family members, friends, neighbors. Adulterers,
those in debt, and those who challenged taboos
could be put into slavery, which opened the way for
false claims and personal vendettas. Sometimes
entire families were required to follow a convicted
relative into servitude.
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The alternative for Africans held to slavery
in the Americas was not freedom in Africa.

North America
(4.5%)

Central America
(2.3%)

South
America
(49.1%)

Caribbean
Islands
(42.2%)

Approximate Proportional Distribution:  Importation
of African Slaves for Entire Slave-Trade Period

Source: Philip D. Curtin, The Atlantic Slave Trade, A Census
(London: The University of Wisconsin Press, 1969) Table 24.

4.  Charles Johnson & Patricia Smith, Africans in America, America's
Journey through Slavery (New York: Harcourt Brace & Co., 1998) p. 70.

5.  Ibid., p. 75.

Europe/Atlantic Islands
(1.8%)



“According to historian David Northrup, a real or
contrived transgression was only one route to
bondage:

“The Igbo (tribe) recognized a wider range of
abominations...such as a child whose upper teeth
appeared before its lower, who walked or talked
sooner than was usual, who had supernumerary
fingers or toes, or who had any other deformity, or a
woman who menstruated before attaining the
‘proper’ age, gave birth to twins, or climbed trees.
Depending on the circumstances, such a person
might be killed outright, ritually cleansed, or sold into
slavery.6

Those who make moral judgments that American
slavery was bad for Africans (and it was) must realize
that in relative terms, it was not necessarily worse than
the alternatives which they may have faced in Africa.

It is difficult for western people of the 21 st century
to imagine a foreign culture, especially in the centuries
past, for one cannot take our world now back in time.

Slavery became a State institution at American
independence; there could be no federal attempt to
nullify slavery without specific approval of the States
themselves (either all of them at the time of originally
ratifying the Constitution; or three-fourths of them later
in an amendment to the Constitution).

Many people misunderstand what the Constitution
is, does, or that which it is capable of doing.  To
mandate that the slaves be freed within the Constitution
or as a precondition to ratification simply meant that
the Constitution would not have been ratified within
the States not agreeing.  There were not nine States (the
number needed to ratify the Constitution, as detailed in
Article VII) that would have ratified it, meaning
therefore failure to adopt the Constitution.

Some could argue that a document that allowed for
slavery should not be ratified, but the Articles of
Confederation already in operation did not prevent
slavery either.  The Constitution at least allowed for
(delayed) regulation of the slave trade.

There was virtually no political path available to the
framers of the Constitution to eliminate slavery except
by degrees as it was already thoroughly entrenched in
the (Southern) colonies at the time of independence.
England’s legacy of the slave trade in America meant
Americans would face a difficult choice.  They could
stand upon their moral conviction of freedom and
attempt to free the slaves at individual or group expense
or they could continue “business as usual” and attempt
to ignore the glaring contradiction between thought and
action. 

Thomas Jefferson, writing his rough draft of the

DDeeccllaarraattiioonn  ooff  IInnddeeppeennddeennccee, attempted at the first
route, stating that the King of England "waged a cruel
war against human nature itself" when instituting
slavery in America and that the King violated the "most
sacred rights of life and liberty in the persons of a
distant people who never offended him".

Jefferson referred to the slave trade as an "execrable
commerce" and he labeled the "market where MEN
should be bought and sold" an "assemblage of horrors".
The First Continental Congress deleted these phrases
out of the final draft of the Declaration.

Like many of his colleagues, Jefferson owned slaves
while opposing the institution.  It is simply that they
had no ability to change the system other than by
degrees.  Jefferson, no real friend of the black man,
nevertheless knew that such inconsistencies as men
owning other men could cause great havoc on the
country and was ideologically contrary to the principles
of the Declaration.

George Mason, during the constitutional
convention, foretold of inevitable repercussions to
slavery such as the Civil War by stating:

"By an inevitable chain of causes & effects
Providence punishes national sins, by national
calamities."

Article I, Section 9, Clause 1 of the Constitution
provided for the gradual elimination of slavery by
stating:

"The Migration or Importation of such Persons
as any of the States now existing shall think proper
to admit, shall not be prohibited by the Congress
prior to the Year one thousand eight hundred and
eight, but a Tax or duty may be imposed on such
Importation, not exceeding ten dollars for each
Person."

This Clause prevented Congress from regulating the
slave trade before 1808.  It was a compromise found
necessary to get the Southern States to ratify the
Constitution.  The Southern States, in agreeing to such
eventual regulation, acknowledged that slavery was on a
path of eventual extinction (at least prior to the
introduction of Eli Whitney’s cotton gin which made
cotton production profitable and greatly increased the
demand for cheap labor).

Under authority of Article I, Section 8, Clause 10
(the power to define and punish piracies) the slave trade
was made an act of piracy in 1808 and made punishable
by death in 1820.  This prevented more slaves from
(legally) coming to the United States, but didn't do
anything directly to stop the continued enslavement of
the slaves who were already in America, nor their
offspring.
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No person of age was made a slave in the United
States.  Newborn children of female slaves, however, were
slaves at law; in cruel relation to the offspring of a female
animal being owned by the owner of the female animal.

Many Americans today do not understand how their
forefather’s could participate in slavery or even sit idly by,
rather than attempt to abolish it.

Many of these same people sit idly by today in the
injustice that Americans do to one another with the help
of government to disguise their actions.

It is readily acknowledged by most all people today
that slavery is a moral travesty; The Beacon of Liberty so
too considers apparent slavery (that which is not overt,
but contains the basic elements of slavery without being
so named).  Of the two, overt slavery is more “honest”,
with the slave-master stating point-blank the position of
the slave, equivalent to the robber who faces his victim
and states "your money or your life".

Overt slavery requires the slave-master the
responsibility to upkeep his "property" to protect his
"investment".  The rudimentary necessities of room,
board and some semblance of health care are necessary
for any slave-owner planning for anything longer than
the shortest term.  

With the elimination of outright slavery, the
responsibility for room, board, and other necessities
necessarily devolved upon the individual.  With freedom
comes risk; as "employment" is no longer guaranteed and
must be located.  This risk is virtually non-existent in a
free economy where government protects the individual
from force & fraud and enforces contracts.

However, in a controlled economy, the government is
used as a shield by those with sufficient political pull to
disarm their victims.  In an effort to control market
share, the well-connected often seek to impose
regulations within their own field to drive out the small
operator who doesn’t have the manpower to meet the
regulations.  

Small firms increase choice and independence not
only to the owner, but also his employees and customers
as well.  These smaller firms, lacking economies of scale,
become bankrupt or are bought out by large firms.
Fewer choices are allowed as the market becomes
controlled by fewer and fewer providers.  Customer’s
choices become limited, and the employee becomes more
easily replaced with eager replacements seeking to meet
their own obligations and fill their starving bellies.

In such a situation, the more menial the position
(the less job-training necessary), the easier it is to discard
the employee at essentially no cost to the business.
Ghettos today help attest to the difficult situation for
those poorest, least educated, the most unlucky, or those
simply in the wrong place at the wrong time.

That America seems to have become a country where
the private Citizen must seek permission from scores of
government officials for ability to act; that he is open to
excessive fines should an official pursue him for actions
which may have even been "permitted" by another
agency; that countless regulations bind his every move
(that he is able to function at all only a testament to his
will and the arbitrary enforcement of but a small portion
of these regulations); should he actually be able to earn
profits or wages, punitive taxes are taken from him;
should he die with wealth intact, oppressive death taxes
dismember an estate meant for his heirs; all this has little
semblance of freedom.

In comparison of the two systems, overt slavery and
what could be referred to as a fascist mercantilism, it
could prove to be a moral dilemma to pick the lesser evil.

Fortunately, the land of choice, America, allowed the
first only for a period and does not allow for the second,
even though America has been headed in that direction
for decades, as practiced in many third-world
dictatorships.

One could argue, based even upon an initial glance
of American history, that before the Civil War, white
people had a great deal of freedom in America, where the
majority of black people had none.  After that war,
equality became more prevalent.  Unfortunately it was
not simply that black people increased their freedom, but
it is also that white people lost much of that freedom
which they initially enjoyed.

That America's bright Beacon of Liberty doesn't
shine so bright for all the world to see the difference
between them and us shows almost as much now about
us, as it does about our forefathers allowing slavery on
our shores then.

That living conditions in many third-world countries
aren't much better today from centuries ago shows what
a poor job America has been doing in exporting what
should be her greatest export — a system of law and
government which instills peace, prosperity, freedom and
justice throughout the world.
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