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well as direct methods.  Marc-Henri Glendening, the former
Chairman of the former Federation of Conservative Stu-
dents, puts it well.  We’ve got to make the case for free-
dom, he says, sexy.  Libertarianism is sexy.  The populist
fallacy is that libertarianism can only thrive if it is made to
seem safe, but it is its very unsafeness that causes bright
young people to notice it, and to start thinking about the
principles that are behind all its excitements concerning sex
and drugs and privately owned firearms.  Obviously free-
dom includes the freedom to own a Ford Granada and live
in Horsham with your husband and two-point-four children,
but it also includes the freedom to attend an acid house
party after a hard week spent trading in human kidney fu-
tures to finance your dream of becoming a lunar property
developer.

What does all of this say about the libertarian publishing
enterprise?  What it says is that libertarianism requires a
huge range of writing to be done, by a huge range of differ-
ent people, of wildly differing cultural backgrounds, of al-
most comically contrasting attitudes to sex, money, religion,
recreational drugs, the environment, art, science, music, in
fact to just about everything including even liberty itself, of
extremely contrasted levels of wealth and income, and from
all over the world.

THE PHOTOCOPIER AND THE PRINTING PRESS

Both the IEA and the ASI have major intellectual con-
cessions built into their way of working.  The IEA confines
itself to the safe and respectable bits of the case for liberty.
It sticks, in other words, to the “economic” arguments, just
as its name suggests, and it hasn’t even dealt with all of
those arguments.  Its donors having been the kind of people
and enterprises who shelter behind tariff barriers, the IEA
has remained mute on the subject of tariff barriers.  The
ASI tries to give everybody what they want.  The media get
stories.  Other people get proposals carefully crafted to suit
each of them very nicely thankyou, with everything phrased
in a centrist, concerned and caring manner so as not to
frighten the public at large.  You will search the ASI’s out-
put in vain for dramatic libertarian pronouncements about
drugs, firearms or prostitution.   Consequently, fundraising
for the IEA and for the ASI is, if not easy, at least easier
than it could ever be for the LA, which goes out of its way
to be scandalous and to outrage majority opinion, and
which doesn’t mind being ignored by the media so long as
real people keep on reading the stuff and keep on writing it.
Luckily the ideas have a logic of their own, and the LA
exists to pursue that logic where the IEA and the ASI fear
to tread.

Which is all very fine, but what does the LA do about
money?  The answer is that instead of thoughtlessly incur-
ring huge costs and then sweating blood to cover our costs,
we concentrate instead on cutting those costs to the point
where covering them is far less of a problem.

The reason both for the extreme efficacy of the Libertarian
Alliance, and for its reputation for inefficacy among those
who imagine it to be inefficatious, is that the LA relies on
photocopying instead of printing.

The computer and the television are usually held to be the
big agents of technologically induced change these days.
Much less made of the humble photocopier, which I believe
to be almost as important in its quieter way.  The impact of
the photocopier can be summarised by saying that it de-
stroys the rigid distinction between a “publication” and a

mere discussion document, between something “everyone
knows” and an internal memo.

The printing press creates frazzled nerves and hysteria
wherever it is relied upon.  “Going to press” is always a
frantic leap into the unknown.  Who knows what the reac-
tion of “the public” will be?  Will they buy the thing, or
will we be plunged towards penury?  Will it be full of grot-
esque typographical errors?  Will someone calmly and un-
answerably explain that the thing is just plain wrong?  But
the photocopier, provided it is not used merely as a sub-
stitute printing press, creates no such anxieties.  You can
slowly ease your “publications” onto the road like small
buses, instead of hurling them into the sky like giant space
rockets.

The photocopier, alas, has its own drawbacks.  Computers
and televisions exude an atmosphere of twenty first century
cleanliness.  The photocopier, on the other hand, seems an-
chored in the twentieth century, if not the nineteenth.  It
surrounds itself with dust and dirt, needs relentless fussing
over by maintenance engineers, and in general goes about
its business with all the calm self-sufficiency of a six-
month-old baby.  All that “improvements” to the design of
the photocopier seem to mean is more pulleys, wheels, bells
and whistles, and hence ways for the thing to break down
and require a nappy-change or another cartridge or some
such thing from the maintenance people.  Worse, this
general atmosphere of confusion and clutteredness tends all
too frequently to be communicated to the final product,
which is liable to involve splotches and smudges of all
kinds.  It can be very demoralising.

Because of all this, photocopiers are, in most people’s
minds, associated only with the creation of low quality, low
volume back-up copies of documents where a record of
content is everything, and where appearance counts for
nothing.  For most people photocopies mean dirty grey
copies of letters for the mere files, or grubby and skewed
approximations of vital newspaper articles or original pre-
publication manuscripts.  Photocopies mean staples and
paper clips, punched holes and torn edges, all faithfully re-
produced.  And they mean nothing else.

Printing, on the other hand, is the real thing.  Printing
means everything carefully lined up and prettily illustrated.
Printing means typesetting without errors, instead of typing
with errors and covered in hand-done corrections.  Publish-
ing means printing.  Who ever heard of “publishing” done
with a mere photocopier?  It’s a flat contradiction!

So if the Libertarian Alliance relies on photocopying - and
to many persons this fact is obvious at a glance, especially
if they chance upon one of our more vapour-trail or splotch-
mark infested products  - then it must be an incorribly light-
weight outfit.  No circulation.  No class.  Forget it.

Now it isn’t just that this kind of reaction annoys me, al-
though it does of course.  There is also the fact that if such
criticism is unanswered it might impede the LA’s progress,
indeed it already does.  For example, many people who
could and should be writing regularly for the LA now
choose not to, because in some subliminal way they im-
agine that writing for the LA is beneath them, or a bad
career move, or just pointless.  Potential donors to the LA
desist from signing their cheques, because they fear that
they’ll merely be postponing the death of a doomed and
futile enterprise.
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Pro-printing fanatics argue that the great advantage of print-
ing over photocopying is that printing provides economies
of scale.  Actually, the great advantage of the photocopier
over the printing press is that the photocopier doesn’t pro-
vide economies of scale, and hence spares you from the
necessity of seeking those economies of scale by working
on too big a scale and spending too much money.

ILLUSIONS OF MASS CIRCULATION

Many organisations are content to use the printing press to
create the illusion of a huge circulation, rather than wasting
any further money trying to make that illusion come true.
Neither the IEA nor the ASI would work nearly so well if
their publications were even suspected of not being printed,
that is, of not being “real publications”.  The ASI occasion-
ally puts out folded A3 pieces in the LA manner, but I sus-
pect that this is merely to save money on the production of
things which for one reason of another they want to be able
to say they have “published”, perhaps for fundraising rea-
sons, but which are in other respects of little significance to
them.  These apart, they generally use their characteristic
fat pseudo-governmental-report-with-a-glossy-cover style,
and I think they’re right.  As for the IEA, you’d be amazed
if you knew how tiny is the initial circulation of their publi-
cations, and the minuteness of their subscription list.  The
point is that you can change the course of history with only
a tiny number of subscribers and a tiny initial sale, not that
the IEA is a less than majestic organisation.  But you try
telling that to the rich people who pay the IEA’s bills.
Money from rich people would be unobtainable if all that
they got for their money was photocopies which weren’t
even pretending to be widely circulated.  ASI and IEA pub-
lications have to be printed.

The Libertarian Alliance, by contrast, began “publishing”
by producing only a very tiny number of copies of its first
publications, beyond those needed to service its subscribers,
and so it has continued.  “Publishing” means simply crea-
ting the artwork for the photocopier, and running off the
first dozen copies.  The author then tells us about any mis-
prints he has observed, for he at least reads this brand new
“publication” with some care.  If the piece is short enough
to fit on one sheet of A3 paper or less, and if it is a piece
likely to be of less than completely specialist interest, then
the first and probably the last burst of “mass production”
ensues, for the subscribers.  At this point a little bit of print-
ing can make sense, but we still only produce as much ma-
terial as we know will be needed, no more.  The cost
savings are immense, in money directly, and even more sig-
nificantly, in space not spent accomodating all those card-
board boxes of undistributed material.  (This last point can’t
be made too often - have you seen the IEA’s warehouse?  I
have.)

Our artwork is very different from the artwork normally
used when photocopying.  It is - how shall I put it? - art-
work.  We work at it very hard, and spend fortunes on com-
puting equipment to speed up and improve its production.
The results are starting to look really rather presentable,
downright printed in fact!  And indeed, lots of people are
fooled.  For you see, the downmarket reputation of photo-
copying is the result of bad photocopies tending to be the
only photocopies which are instantly recognisable as such.
When a photocopier is behaving itself, which can happen
quite often if you use one a lot and get to know its little
ways, it can produce a result remarkably like printing, to
the untrained and uninquiring eye.  And as for those who

are not fooled, and who merely feast their eyes on our art-
work and their minds on our beautiful verbiage, even they
are unable to believe that we could spend so much time on
a thing whose total first year circulation could be as little as
two dozen.  That?  With all that illustrating, folding and
stapling?  With an ISBN number?  For twenty copies?
Never.  At least five hundred and they must be hoping for
thousands.  Hm.  Not a bad outfit.  They jump to this con-
clusion without even thinking about it.  Just like the IEA,
we create the illusion of a larger immediate circulation than
we truly achieve, in order not to upset those who are ignor-
ant of how few people it takes to change the course of his-
tory.  And now that you know how small is the initial
circulation of some of our pieces, you also know how seri-
ously we nevertheless take such publications.

We Westerners tell ourselves that we must learn from the
manfacturing prowess of the Japanese.  Well, the LA has
been doing this for a decade, by supplying publications
“just in time” to those who ask for them, by running these
publications off when they are requested, and no sooner.  I
will add, for the benefit of Marxism Today readers, that the
LA is a classic exercise in “Post-Fordist” production.

The best thing of all about the LA’s publishing method is
that when people submit stuff to us our only worry is
whether we think it’s good.  If we approve of something,
we bang out the artwork, do half a dozen copies, and then
just lie back, relax, let nature take its course, and get on
with the next one, and the next, and the next.  No frantic
press releases, unless we happen to be in a press releasing
sort of a mood.  No humiliating and pathetic sales drive,
followed by bankruptcy.  Just a group of calm, relaxed
people, worrying only about how to keep up with the flood
of excellent new pieces which our previous publishing
achievements inevitably cause to be written.  Also, we regu-
larly take time off from publishing stuff by other people to
publish further excellent pieces by our good selves.  Try to
imagine what a hideously impoverished list the LA’s would
be if each publication had to look like a potential best seller
before we’d publish it, and if one in three of the things
actually had to be best sellers.  And what would such
anxieties do to our own writing efforts?

It also helps greatly that we have not, for the time being,
saddled ourself with the rigidities and deadline pressures of
a regular periodical.  Periodicals involve huge agonisings
about how long everything is, and whether there is enough
of some sorts of stuff and too much of other sorts.  As
things are we publish everything good, separately, and sell
each publication to exactly those who want it.

The enthusiasts for libertarianism are not yet very
numerous, but the best of them are determined to read
widely and deeply about the subject.  Very few such people
will want to read everything produced by the Libertarian
Alliance, or by our various comrades and rivals elsewhere
in the libertarian movement.  But because of the sheer num-
ber and range of LA titles it is a virtual certainty that they
will find some at least of the LA’s output to be of extreme
interest and helpfulness.  Many, when viewing the LA’s
publications catalogue for the first time, react as if being
given a conducted tour by Alladin of his cave.

KEEPING GOING

Most important of all, because of our unwillingness ever to
sink large sums of money into anything which we can’t sell
or otherwise make effective use of, we have managed to
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keep going.  I’ve never made an exact calculation of the
total number of publications we have in fact distributed dur-
ing the last decade, because, as I say, sales targets are not a
big worry for us.  That’s the whole point of this piece.
Number of titles yes, number of copies of each title sold,
who knows?  But when you consider that there are now
well over two hundred LA publications, and that the num-
ber of each that has been “printed” averages several hun-
dred, and in quite a few cases considerably more than that,
you can see how it all starts to add up over the years.  And
each time an order for more stuff comes in, the purchaser is
choosing from a longer list, and is accordingly likely to
choose more.

Do not for one minute suppose that we who run the Liber-
tarian Alliance are lacking in ambition, merely because, we
are not insanely ambitious about any particular LA publica-
tion, or because you don’t read about LA press conferences
every other week.  Chris Tame and I are two of the most
ambitious individuals I personally know of.  So far as we
are concerned, the first two hundred LA publications - all of
which, notice, are still “in print” - are merely our early fum-
blings.  Compared to the IEA or the ASI we regard our-
selves as only recently having left the London School of
Economics or St Andrews University.  It takes time to con-
struct a truly formidable institution, and then quite a bit
more time for people other than you to realise that this is
what it is.  In the meantime, as I say, they will regard the
secrets of your forthcoming success as mere evidence that
you aren’t doing it right, i.e. doing it the way everybody
else tries to do it.  Libertarians who dream of producing an
uninterrupted stream of libertarian best sellers tell us that
they are ambitious and that we are not.  The truth is that we
know how to be ambitious libertarian publishers and that
they do not.  One day soon I will do a graph of number of
LA publications, plotted over time.  It will be no mere
straight line, I can tell you, more like a jet fighter taking
off, and the rate of climb has only very recently become
impressive.  You ain’t, in other words, seen nothin’ yet.

MONEY

How do we make the money we do still need?  The answer
is childishly simple: we make it!  By the same methods that
other people make the money they make, so that they can
pay for their particular enthusiasms.  We work.  What I do
for a living is I sell the desktop publishing skills I have
acquired while doing LA artwork.

Unlike the people at the IEA or the ASI we lack the skill of
suggesting to fat cats that they will get the organisation they
want, rather than the one we want.  Besides, much of the
point of the LA is to appeal to those without much money
as well as those with it.  If the thing was funded by a fat cat
instead of by our lean and hungry selves, then this would
show.  Such things are hard to conceal.  A “lightweight” ap-
pearance, in other words, has its uses.

On the other hand, the show being well and truly on the
road, we now get numerous smaller donations from our
subscribers, and these are starting to add up impressively,
given that our costs are shaved to the bone and that £100
will get you a lot of LA activity.  The good thing about
these donations is that they are to the LA as it is and as it
truly will be, scandals, photocopying and all.  These good
people are not telling us to do things differently; they are
simply - bless them - telling us to keep up the good work.
If you want people to support something, your best bet is to

start it up anyway, without support, thereby proving - if you
can - that you are presiding over an enterprise which can
survive bad times as well as good ones and is accordingly
worth supporting.  You only get “support” in this world if
you can prove yourself able to survive without it.  No doubt
the IEA and the ASI had their plans all worked out for if
absolutely no one came up with any money.

FAME AND INFAMY

I have said that you can’t get rich as a libertarian publisher,
and this is true in the sense that you cannot get rich by
selling libertarian publications.  On the other hand, you can
get rich, in this age of globe spanning electronic gadgetry,
by selling yourself, or so I persist in thinking.  In addition
to my ambitions for the LA, I also want to become a broad-
casting celebrity.  Now this may not happen, but on the
other hand it just might.  This is not a piece of writing
about how to get famous, but it is about the economics of
being a libertarian activist, so it is worth at least including
here that fame can have big economic consequences.  So,
more to the point, can infamy.

The hope of riches is an economic fact in its own right.
Hope justifies “investment” in the meantime, even if the
hope ends up being unfulfilled.  It is also worth noting that
the very things that, at first, cause the libertarian message to
be ignored by the media (it’s too dangerous and scandalous
and counter-consensual) are the very things that might later
cause it to be greatly talked about.  There is already, as I
say, a very interesting story to be told about what liberta-
rianism is doing to the Conservative Party, and it is only a
matter of time before this story breaks.

DESIGN

Before I end I’d like to say something about graphic design.

Basically graphic design is not that important.  If you are a
libertarian and you want to publish true and interesting
things, it is sufficient that you should like your publication
style, that you are content to sustain it indefinitely, and that
you can afford to sustain it indefinitely.  If others think it
ugly and unsuitable, no matter.  What counts is that you
should at least have a regular style of some kind, and that it
should be your own and be instantly recognisable.  You
should definitely try to make your publications look beauti-
ful.  But if only you think you’ve succeeded, that is suffi-
cient.

The IEA and the ASI both have highly individual graphic
styles.  The LA has followed their lead not by copying their
styles but by evolving an equally unique style of its own.
I’ve already alluded to the spectacularly wasteful way the
ASI has with paper, which goes as far as only using one
side of it.  The idea is to make themselves and their publi-
cations look fat and substantial, and for journalists to be put
off from actually reading it all and instead to be thoroughly
intimidated and to print the ASI’s press releases verbatim.
Drop an ASI report on your foot and it could hurt you.  A
piece of exactly the same length, but published by the LA,
would float through the air like a leaf.

The IEA spent literally decades decorating its publications,
no matter what the topic, with a bunch of Georgian houses
where they used to live years ago, but which they long ago
vacated.  There’d be this “Hobart Paper” on something like
the horribleness of agricultural subsidies, and instead of a
picture of horribly subsidised agriculture such as all other
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publishers in our galaxy would use - including the LA in-
cidentally - what does the IEA put on the front?  Right.
Georgian houses.  Total insanity.  Only the IEA would do
this.  And there you have it!  It’s instantly recognisable total
insanity.  Ah, there goes the IEA!  My god, another?  They
must be doing well.

By all means fool around with your style in the early days,
until you have it looking exactly the tasteless and crackpot
way you want it to look.  Don’t overdo the standardisation
to begin with - or at all, I’d say - unless of course you
happen to be the kind of person who likes standardisation to
be overdone.  Allow yourself to home in gradually on your
preferred style.  But once you have the style in your grip,
you should - surprise, surprise - stick to it.  Beyond a cer-
tain point, physical appearance becomes a metaphor for in-
tellectual conviction.  People who produce a rather bizarre
looking product which is nevertheless full of desirable ma-
terial, and who keep on producing it for the next forty
years, are the inheritors of the publishing earth.  Those who
keep changing their plumage in a desperate effort to im-
press merely communicate that they have so far failed to
impress, or else why the changes?  You can’t build up a
following for something if you keep altering it.

Effective written propaganda presents itself serviceably
rather than beautifully, with rather old fashioned lettering
and a general absence of the latest aesthetic games.  Which
would you rather read, an ugly publication full of interes-
ting writing, or an impeccably stylish publication full of
banal nonsense? The British left is now awash with Macin-
tosh computers but it has nothing to say with them that is
new or exciting, so instead left wing design has suddenly
become very new and exciting.  I’ve already referred to
“Post-Fordism”, which is one of the slogans of the so-called
“New Times” project, being run by the British Communist
Party and its journal Marxism Today.  This silly enterprise
consists (a) of admitting that capitalism is right and social-
ism wrong, and (b) of disguising the obviousness of this
ludicrously belated discovery with a hurricane of multi-col-
oured graphic bullshit more appropriate to a newly opened
underwear shop in the plaza of a mainline railway station.

I hope soon to be rubbishing New Times at greater length
in another LA publication.  It’s actually rather more compli-
cated and sinister than I’ve made it sound.  We also hope,
some time between now and the dawn of the next mille-
nium, to be publishing a useful piece on the same topic by
Marc-Henri Glendening.  All that remains to be sorted out
is some dozen or so footnotes, so it shouldn’t take him
more than five years to finish the job.  Glendening treats
New Times much more seriously and respectfully than I
will, and I rather fear that he thinks we libertarians ought to
worry about how pretty it all looks.  This, I believe would
be to confuse intellectual “sexiness” with visual frippery,
and would be a shocking waste of time and money.  On the
other hand, if ace graphic designers choose to become liber-
tarian activists and to publish banal libertarian publications
decorated in the latest style, we can’t stop them, can we?

More seriously, the Institute of Economic Affairs has re-
cently been displaying distressing signs of aesthetic ade-
quacy.  So where does that leave my theory about the
inversely proportional relationship between beauty and in-
tellectual power?  Well, until now I’ve ignored the whole
vexed question of the hideous succession crisis that now
racks the IEA, and its recent rapid decline from being a
leader of academic debate to a mere intellectual camp fol-

lower of the suit wearing classes, and political campaigning
headquarters for its new director.  Having originally been a
prime cause of such things as the Adam Smith Institute, the
IEA is well on the way to being merely one of the less
interesting of the ASI’s numerous consequences.  That’s a
different argument.  The point I want to make here is
merely that the aesthetic downs and ups of the IEA pre-
cisely reflect its underlying ups and downs as a would-be
intellectual powerhouse.

Once you’ve got your house style established, the only big
changes from then on should be in finding ways of deplo-
ying it more cheaply, efficiently and effectively, thus releas-
ing scarce time and brain space to apply to that which
matters most, which is what your products say.  The major
benefits of “desktop publishing” to the Libertarian Alliance
have been not beauty, which as I say is largely in the eye of
and for the benefit of the first beholders, but textual com-
pression, speed and cheapness.  Given that the LA’s “print-
ing” costs have always been low, DTP has made the LA a
very, very cost effective organisation.  The next step will be
to privatise the world’s postal services, because postage
costs are now our biggest headache.

WE KNOW WHAT WE ARE DOING

The world’s libertarians can’t be expected to copy every-
thing the LA does.  We all have our particular mixtures of
problems and opportunities which means that many of the
LA’s procedures are untransferable.  But many of the LA’s
problems and opportunities are shared by libertarians gener-
ally.  If other libertarians do things differently to the way
we do them, that’s partly because we are right about how
we approach the common libertarian task and they are
wrong.  And part of the purpose of this pamphlet is to per-
suade fellow libertarians to change their ways for the better.

But if you tell people what you do and why it works so
well, they are liable - fools that they are - to ignore you.
They run their own operations, rather than humbly serving
yours, so that they can decide things for themselves, and
find things out for themselves.  What I’m mostly doing here
is selling the Libertarian Alliance to its potential sub-
scribers, writers, collaborators, donors, distributors, media
allies, and so on.  My target readership for this is not really
those people who might, if only they had the sense, learn
from the LA’s example how to run their own libertarian
publishing ventures better.  If such persons do pull their
socks up by paying attention to the above items of wisdom
that will be a nice bonus, but the people I really want to
impress with this are those whose activities are part of, or
are complementary to, the LA.

To put it bluntly, my message is that we in the LA know
what we are doing, and are very good at it.  If you are
helping the LA, you are associating yourself with an organi-
sation with a notable past, a substantial present, and a very
impressive future indeed.

Anyway I like bragging about the LA and about how splen-
did it is.  Institutions thrive because those running them are
tremendously enthusiastic about them and have to try very
hard to talk or think about anything else.  The LA is that
sort of institution, run by enthusiasts, thriving.  Those who
are repelled by such drumbeating will have stopped reading
this long ago and that’s no problem for me, for reasons I’ve
already explained.  You too must now stop reading, because
I’ve finished.  Don’t worry too much about any withdrawal
symptoms.  There’ll be plenty more of these.
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