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THE

BANKRUPTCY
OF

" LIB ERA LIS M ••
CLARENCE

A CLEVER man can survive and
even appear to prosper for awhile
on very limited resources. He can
., live on borrowed money, shifting
from creditor to creditor as bills
come due, going ever deeper into
debt. Promises flow from him, and
plans for recouping his fortunes
and producing great wealth. Many
will extend credit to him, for he
puts up a good front, weaves fascinating justifications for his failures, and paints seductive wordpictures of his prospects. There
comes a time, however, in the affairs of the cleverest of such men
when their confidence game no
longer works its magic. A "credibility gap" appears; the promises,
instead of attracting further credDr. Carson is Professor of American History
at Grove City College, Pennsylvania.
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it, have all become notes fallin~
due. Notes are presented for payment; credit is not extended; the
debts cannot be paid. When that
happens, a man is bankrupt. Any
resources he has are taken from
him to satisfy, as far as they will,
the claims of his creditors.
There is every reason to believe
that Americans, as creditors, have
been seduced for many years by
the promises of men with few resources but quick wits, ready justifications of failures, and prolific
promises of future returns from
their policies. These people go by
the name of "liberals." The estate
in which they reside-their fund of
ideas - they call "Ii beraIism."
They have claimed the title to this
estate for so long that most Americans believe them. There is little
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point here in disputing their claim,
though their fund of ideas might
better be called by such names as
utopianism, collectivism, reformism, meliorism, or even socialism.
What matters is that we all recognize the subject of discussion.
For this purpose, let them have
the title they want: Liberalism.
At any rate, they have promised
freely a great variety of blessings
that would befall the American
people if we would give them
credit, and then extend it, and extend it, and extend it. For decades,
Americans have acted as if they
believed the promises; credit has
been extended time and again.
Their promises might be expected
to attract men of good will anywhere. They have ranged from a
projected world-wide good to benefits for men in their most intimate
affairs. The promises have been
imaginative, detailed, universal,
varied, and almost innumerable.
Endless and Empty Promises

The "liberals" have promised
world peace through international
organization (first the League of
Nations and then the United Nations), a modus vivendi with communists through concessions, the
good will of all nations that would
result from foreign aid programs,
recovery from depression by inflation, a balanced budget with increased taxes, a balanced budget
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through reduced taxes, the solution of the farm problem by government programs, the solution to
crime and delinquency through
housing programs and aid to the
poor, security in old age by way of
social security taxes, quality education as a result of higher taxes,
peaceful labor relations by way of
government empowerment of labor
unions, the rescue of small business by antitrust action, the revival of cities by pouring government credit and money into them,
an end to monetary problems by
a Federal Reserve System, better
transportation service at lower
prices by government regulation,
the restoration of a "balance" between rural and urban inhabitants
by farm subsidies, and so on, almost endlessly.
All the while, "liberals" have
boasted that they were pragmatists, that they were interested
only in results, that they tested
programs by their workability.
This is a most interesting claim,
because, as we shall see, programs
that have not worked have been
expanded rather than abandoned.
This pragmatic claim is one that
should be expected in a confidence
game. The man seeking credit will
wish to assure his potential creditor that he, too, is a businessman,
that results alone count with him,
that he will oversee carefully
every aspect of his undertaking
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and subject it to the most critical
tests. Only when he is thus assured will the businessman extend
credit. There may be nothing more
to this, however, than verbal assurances.
There is a sense, of course, in
which the borrower who will never
repay is a pragmatist. He is pragmatic in that he judges his program of appeal for credit on
whether he gets it or not. To the
professional borrower, if he gets
credit, his appeal worked; if the
loan is denied, it did not. In like
manner, the politician who gets
elected to office concIudes that his
promises worked, though the substantial programs he proposed
may have been miserable failures.
In this sense, there should be no
doubt that many "liberals" are
pragmatists.
Foreign and Domestic Failures

Evidence mounts higher with
the passage of time that the "liberal" programs do not work, that
however. much credit generous
Americans extend, it only brings
appeals for more time and larger
amounts of money. Decades of experiments with reformist programs have brought results quite
different from those promised.
Vaunted international organizations have not brought peace and
brotherhood to the world. This
century has witnessed already two
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horrendous world wars and, on a
smaller scale, perpetual wars and
rumors of wars over much of the
earth. The United Nations is today a Tower of Babel on the East
River where delegates of the nations of the earth gather to
wrangle over whether to take up
some question or other and, if
they ever agree to do that, to
quarrel over the agenda, the procedures to be followed, and who
the villains of the piece may be.
Major disturbances are placed off
limits from their concern and inconsequential matters are the subject of bootless resolutions.
Concessions to communists have
not resulted in a modus vivendi
betwixt us and them. On the contrary, such concessions have
served time and again as opportunities for them to spread their
ideas and extend their power. Diplomatic recognition of the Soviet
Union by the United States in the
1930's did not result in a mellowing of communists. On the contrary, it gave the government of
the Soviet Union a means of bringing in more spies and organizing
and controlling clandestine activities more effectively. Concessions, aid, even outright capitulation to the demands and requirements of Russian Communists
during World War II did not
transform them into warm friends
emanating good will. On the con-
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trary, Stalin used the concessionary mood as an opportunity to extend Soviet power into eastern
Europe and Asia. Nor have later
concessions produced useful results. The Soviet Union and other
communist countries currently are
extending aid and comfort to
America's enemies on the battlefield.
Foreign aid has hardly produced a world filled with nations
friendly to the United States and
eager to help us in whatever exigency arises. On the contrary,
France, a beneficiary of American
aid going back to World War I, is
vigorously following policies antithetical to those of the United
States. India has a consistent record of biting the hand that feeds
it. Yugoslavia has hardly been won
over from communism by American bounty. Many small countries
use the occasion of American aid
to make even more bellicose demands. In the American struggle
with the Viet Cong, most of those
with whom there are alliances can
offer only carping criticism of
American policy and practice. It
may be that much of this failure
stems from the ambiguous character of the aid in the first place,
but this cannot alter the fact of the
failure of the programs to produce
the desired results.
The domestic programs of the
"liberals" have met with similar
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failures over the years. Millions
upon millions of people have left
the farms in the wake of government programs which were supposed to make farming attractive.
Surpluses accumulate of farm
products priced above the market,
while the prices of food and clothing rise, and more and more farmers find it difficult to make ends
meet. Federal housing and urban
development projects have succeeded thus far in making the
hearts of many cities intolerable
places in which to live and aggravating the lot of the poor. The
Federal Reserve System was in
vigorous operation when the
United States suffered the worst
depression in history. Small businessmen find it ever more difficult .'
to survive because of the obstacles
thrown in their way by government rather than by large corporations. Taxation for social security makes it increasingly difficult for wage earners to provide
for their own retirement and medical care. And those who rely upon
a social security "fund" for these
purposes should know that there
is no real fund, only the chance
for Congressional appropriations
when one reaches an age or condition to receive benefits.
Problems Aggravated

The "liberal" programs have
failed more dramatically than the
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above would suggest. They have
failed to diminish crime and delinquency, to bring peace in labor
relations, to stop the clamor of
the poor and dissident, or to maintain fundamental order in the
land. "Liberal" efforts to wipe out
crime by spending billions to
change the environment have been
confronted by increasing crime
and delinquency, violence on city
streets, and more and more danger
to life and property in America.
Billions for education go in some
part to give aid and comfort to
impudent and arrogant beatniks,
hippies, and whatever the unwashed may call themselves. Rioting and looting in city after city
have followed government pro" grams supposed to aid just these
people. Labor strife is spreading
from industrial workers to firemen, police, and school teachers.
Demonstrators arise over any
cause, or none at all, to disrupt
services, to hurl insults at public
officials, to belabor Congress, to
picket the White House, to stop
rent payments, to force entrance
of Negroes into suburban communities, or to prevent the shipment of munitions to Vietnam.
Rapists and murderers, turned
loose by courts enamored with
technicalities, return to commit
atrocities upon innocent citizens.
The fund of ideas of the "liberals" has run dry, though excuses
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still pour forth from them and
their apologists. In the face of
failure, they can only call for more
of the same that has produced the
failure in the first place. A man
standing on the verge of bankruptcy will plead with his creditors to make yet another extension of the loan. His project
will be successful yet, if he can
only pour more money into it. So
it is with the "liberals." The problems, they say, are very complex
and it will take many more years
to solve them. Much larger appropriations must be made in order
to lick particularly tenacious problems.
The Socialist Formula
Affords No Way Out

Deeper than this, there are increasing signs of paralysis of will
and failure of nerve by the Liberal
Establishment, as M. Stanton
Evans has called it. This is not
new, but it is becoming more widespread. It has been apparent for
many years now that the farm
program was a failure, but "liberals" have been unable even to
confess their error or to abandon
the programs. The failure of foreign aid has hardly diminished
their cry for more for the future.
That communists have not been
pacified by concessions becomes
the "liberal's" case for further
concessions. Looting and pillage
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are greeted by calls for more farreaching aid to the inner cities.
Those in power can hardly muster
the courage to deal with looting
and pillage in the only way that
has ever been effective - that is,
by shooting looters until they stop.
"Liberals" can neither pursue
wars to a victorious conclusion
nor withdraw. They can neither
consent to vigorous punishment
of criminals nor to the guilt of
those who commit crimes. They
can neither payoff the national
debt nor even balance the budget.
In short, the "liberals" cannot
cope with the situations which
they have largely created. They
cannot cope with them because all
effective means of dealing with
them are precluded by their fund
of ideas. Their ideas call for peace
through international organization, for accommodation with communists and dialogue to be opened
up between East and West, for
deficit spending to increase prosperity, for government regulation
and control of the economy, for
the curing of crime by improving
the environment, for belief in the
guilt of society rather than of individual criminals, continuous
open-mindedness to all opinions
however novel they may be. These
assumptions must be abandoned
or greatly modified if government
is to become effective once again
and if men are to have a better
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than even chance to deal with their
own difficulties.
Awaiting Foreclosure

In the loose sense of the word,
then, "liberalism" is bankrupt. It
has been in the ascendant for
many years now. It has had ample
opportunity to try its ideas. They
have been tried again and again,
to no avail. It is devoid - bankrupt
- of new ideas to deal with the
situation that confronts America.
It is short - bankrupt - in programs to meet the crises that loom
in America. For example, its
leaders can neither bring themselves to remove the privileges of
organized labor nor to administer
even the laws that exist for holding it in check. The War on Poverty or Great Society of President
Johnson is only a warmed over
version of the New Deal - but
without a depression to whet peoples' appetites. "Liberalism" is
paralyzed - bankrupt - by its commitment to programs that have
been going on for decades. It is
incapable of innovating. It can
only press on half-heartedly to the
enactment of new sumptuary laws
(vis a vis cigarette smoking or
safety features of automobiles or
the inspection of meat), to special
enactments of the legislature to
put strikers back to work, to new
controls upon enterprise, and so
on, and on.
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In the technical sense, "liberalism" is not yet bankrupt. Bankruptcy only occurs when a man is
confronted with bills that he cannot pay, when he is forced to admit that he cannot meet his obligations or fulfill his promises.
(There is also voluntary bankruptcy which occurs when a man
simply states that he cannot meet
his obligations, though his creditors have not yet foreclosed.)
"Liberalism" is not yet bankrupt
in this sense. It is still in the ascendant, politically. It is still making successful appeals for the extension of credit from the people,
as it were. The national debt
"limit" is still being raised, and
appropriations are still being made
for a vast assortment of programs.
So long as this continues, "liberalism" remains in business.
Creditors Have the Option

Bankruptcy is not automatic. It
does not come simply because projects fail or because a promoter
goes deeper and deeper into debt.
In short, a debtor may ruin both
himself and his creditors. If they
will allow him, he can drag them
down with him. Bankruptcy is a
proceeding by which a halt is
called to the whole process. Creditors decide that they will throw
no more good money after bad,
that they will give up on the debtor and recoup as much as they
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can from such resources as remain.
It is the same with "liberalism."
There is no automatic point at
which "liberals" must or will proclaim their insolvency. The American people, as creditors, have the
option of continuing to extend
credit, to plunge themselves finally
into bankruptcy along with the
"liberals." They can acquiesce, or
stand by inactive, while the budget
is unbalanced year after year and
the national debt mounts and the
value of money declines, while foreign war continues with no conclusion in sight and presumptuous
diplomats to the United Nations
continue to whittle away at national sovereignty, while regulation destroys business after business, while the streets of cities and
towns become unsafe, while looters, pillagers, and murderers prey
upon Americans until the final disorder has engulfed us all in a new
Dark Ages. Whole peoples have,
in times past, been pulled down
into the same state of moral and
intellectual bankruptcy as their
leaders.
Someone Must Talce Action

The present mode of temporizing with "liberalism" practiced by
most politicians, even those who
oppose it as a direction, will not
bring it to bankruptcy in time to
forestall the bankruptcy of the
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American people. It does no good
to insist that the debt "limit" be
raised only by $6 billion this year
instead of $10 billion or that the
budget be unbalanced by only $4
billion instead of $16 billion. A
little more bombing in North Vietnam is unlikely to bring the war
to a successful conclusion. The
man on the verge of bankruptcy
will take whatever credit is extended and continue to make his
unproductive schemes seem to
work.
Demand Payment

"Liberalism's" bankruptcy will
only be proclaimed when credit is
shut off, when the bills are presented for payment, when the
promissory notes are called. The
"liberals" must be held to an accounting. They must be presented
with their cumulative promises
over the years, and be shown that
one after another their programs
have failed. They must be shown
that when they have taken action
it has produced such and such
results.
More, for bankruptcy to be proclaimed, for the choice to be made,
men must stand for political office
who will promise not to temporize
with the "liberal" programs and
who will keep that promise when
elected. They must say that the
budget will be balanced, that the
inflation will cease, that the debt
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will be funded (however painful
this may be), that wars will be
fought to conclusion, that enterprise will be freed from bondage,
that union violence and threat of
violence will cease, that criminals
will be apprehended, that rioters
will be shot, that insurrection and
sedition will be dealt with harshly,
that order will be maintained and
liberty restored to America.
Such stands will not be easy to
take and maintain. "Liberalism"
dominates the major media of
communication. Anyone who insists upon the principles of freedom can expect a full measure of
villification and denunciation. He
will find himself and his ideas held
up to the most searching scrutiny
by newspaper reporters and commentators. As a reward for all
this, he may very well be rejected
by the American people and never
again appointed or elected to
office. Yet, if "liberalism" is to be
thrown into the bankruptcy upon
which it totters today, such stanp.s
must be made. Credit must be cut
off from the "liberals," lest the
American people be pulled downward into ruin as well.
A Time of Testing
for Politicians and Voters

The test of the politician comes
when he confronts the issue of
taking a stand on principle or
continuing to drift with the tide.
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The test of voters comes when
they are confronted with a choice
of politicians, some of whom take
their stand on principle, while
others continue promising the
m.arvels that will be accomplished
by following the "liberal" prescriptions yet another mile. The
acid test for bankruptcy occurs
when the creditors decide whether
to extend credit one more time or
to demand payment. The American
people have been the long suffering creditors of "liberalism." For
four decades they have extended
credit time after time, for one un-
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balanced budget after another, for
ever higher taxes (local, state, and
national), with accelerations in
the depreciation of the currency.
For their efforts, they have unfulfilled promises, depleted purses,
and spreading disorder, national
and international. Their choice is
either to proclaim the bankruptcy
of "liberalism" or to be dragged
down with it. The evidence is in
that "liberalism" is bankrupt in
all but name. The way Americans
choose, when and where they have
the opportunity, will tell whether
they, too, are bankrupt.
•

George Washington
OF ALL the dispositions and habits which lead to political prosperity, religion and morality are indispensable supports. In vain
would that man claim the tribute of patriotism who should labor

to subvert these great pillars of human happiness - these firmest
props of the duties of men and citizens. The mere politician,
equally with the pious man, ought to respect and cherish them.
A volume could not trace all their connections with private and
public felicity. Let it simply be asked, Where is security for property, for reputation, for life, if the sense of religious obligation
desert the oaths which are the instruments of investigation in
courts of justice? And let us with caution indulge the supposition
that morality can be maintained without religion. Whatever may
be conceded to the influence of refined education on minds of
peculiar structure, reason and experience both forbid us to expect
that national morality can prevail in exclusion of religious
principle.

t'.Je

C utle and Cute

of Covetoulnell
deplore covetousness, few will compare it to
murder, theft, adultery as an evil.
Nor will they think of it as having
any bearing on our current politico-economic problems. This wrong
assessment ma.y be due to the fact
that "Thou shalt not covet" brings
up the rear of the Mosaic thoushalt-nots.
I suspect that the ordering of
the Commandments had nothing
to do with a sin-grading scheme.
Only one- of the ten had obvious
priority and it became the First
Commandment. The other nine
were listed, perhaps, as they came
to mind. And covetousness, more
subtle and an afterthought, concludes the- list. But on reflection,
covetousness is as deadly as any
of the other sins - indeed, it tends
to induce the others.
Covetousness or envy generates
a destructive radiation with ill effect on all it touches.
Psychosomatic illnesses can be
traced as much to envy as to hate,
anger, worry, despondency.

WHILE MANY PEOPLE
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But consider the social implications, the effects of envy on
others. At first blush, the rich
man appears not to be harmed because a.nother covets his wealth.
Envy, however, is not a benign,
dormant element of the psyche; it
has the same intensive force as
rage, and a great deal of wisdom
is required to put it down. Where
understanding and self-control are
wholly lacking, the weakling will
resort to thievery, embezzlement,
piracy, even murder, to gratify
his envy and "get his share."
Though weakness of character
afflicts all of us to some extent,
only a few are so lacking in restraining forces as to personally
employ naked force, such as thievery, to realize the objects of envy.
Fear of apprehension and reprisal tends to hold such open-faced
evil in check.
However, if the evil act can be
screened, if the sense of personal
guilt and responsibility can be
sufficiently submerged, that is, if
self-delusion can be effected, grat-
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ification of covetousness will be
pursued by the "best people."
Hiding in Anonymity

The way is an open secret:
achieve anonymity in a mob, committee, organization, society, or
hide behind legality or majority
vote.
With the fear of exposure removed, millions of Americans
feather their own nests at the expense of others, and on a scale
never imagined by thieves, pirates, or embezzlers. Our "best
people," including the highly "educated," gratify their envy with
no qualms whatsoever. But their
salved conscience in no way lessens the evil of covetousness; quite
" the contrary, it emphasizes to us
how powerfully this evil operates
at the politico-economic level. This
subtle evil is indeed the genesis of
more obvious sins.
We should also note the extent
to which this "guiltless" taking of
property by coercion is rationalized. Accomplices, bearing such
titles as philosophers and economists, rise to the occasion; they
explain how the popular depredations are good for everyone, even
for those looted. Thus, we find that
covetousness, unchecked in the individual, lies at the root of the decline and fall of nations and civilizations.
In considering the effect on the
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one who covets, we must be careful not to confuse the taking of
another's property with the taking
unto oneself of a higher level of
intelligence and morality exemplified by another. The former is
depredation, harmful to both self
and the other; the latter is emulation, helpful to all concerned.
As contrasted with the emulation of virtues, which takes nothing from but adds to the welfare
of others, envy is nothing more
than an avaricious greed to
possess what exclusively belongs
to others. Envy is a lust of the
flesh as opposed to an elevation of
the spirit. The Hindus saw it
clearly for what it really is: "Sin
is not the violation of a law or a
convention but . . . ignorance . . .
which seeks its own private gain
at the expense of others. . . ."1
William Penn grasped the point:
"Covetousness is the greatest of
Monsters, as well as the root of all
Evil."
Thwarting One's Purpose

As a person cannot be in two
places at the same time, so is it
impossible for the eye to be cast
covetously at the material possessions of others and cast aspiringly
at one's own creativity. Thus, envy
leaves unattended the human be1 From The Bhagavadgita (Translation by S. Radhakrishnan. New York:
Harper & Brothers, 1948), p. 224.
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ing's upgrading; it is a positive
distraction from the "hatching"
process - Creation's Purpose. It's
either hatch or rot, as with an
egg; envy leaves the soul, the spirit, the intellect, the psyche to rot,
and there can be no greater evil
than this.
Count Your Blessings'

When it is clear that covetousness thwarts Creation's Purpose
and, thus, man's destiny - that
among the cardinal sins none is
greater - it surely behooves each
of us to find a way to rid ourselves of this evil.
I believe the way is simple to
proclaim: Count your blessings!
Any person who is not aware of
countless blessings, regardless of
how low or high his estate, will
be no more aware of his blessings
should his envy be gratified.
Awareness of blessings is a state
of consciousness and is not necessarily related to abundance and
affluence. He who is rich in worldly goods but unaware of his blessings is poor, and probably covetous; he who is poor in worldly
goods but aware of his blessings
is rich, and assuredly without
envy.
How easy the advice: Count
your blessings! But what about
the person unaware of his blessings? As well advise him to acquire wisdom, for wisdom is
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awareness. Some individuals are
aware of no blessings, others of a
few, still others of numerous
blessings. Yet, no one is more than
slightly aware, just as no one is
more than slightly wise.
Exactly how unaware we are of
our blessings can be seen by committing them to paper - actually
counting. While they are in infinite supply, observe how few are
recognized. Now, throw the list
away; for these must be alive each
and every day in the consciousness, not stored on paper, not
mechanically canned.
Try again, later: this is an exercise that one should never abandon. The list is longer? Note, also,
how much greater the wisdom is.
Conscious effort, really trying,
constantly pressing against the
unknown for more light is the nature of this discipline.
As progress is made in an
awareness of our blessings, we
are struck by how greatly they
outnumber our woes and troubles.
In a state of unawareness, the
woes loom enormous, and we tend
to covetousness; in awareness the
woes are but trifles, and the covetousness fades away.
What a remarkable cure for
covetousness! While the cure rids
us of our woes, it also puts us on
the road to social felicity; and a
further dividend is wisdom.
~

Individual Liberty
and "The Humanities"
GEORGE B. DE HUSZAR

musters strong support in the disciplines of economics and political
science, but libertarian scholarship has neglected the realms of
art, literature, and philosophy.
Further study of the humanities
and their disciplines would round
out the case for personal freedom.
Eliseo Vivas was saying the same
when he wrote in the Chicago
Tribune Magazine of December 5,
1965: "We've had first-rate political and economic thinking from
von Mises, Hayek, and Milton
Friedman, but none in other fields.
There has been no major philosophical mind to emerge - the
same for theologians.... Two of
the great values which we've lost
sight of are the tragic and heroic
dimensions of human existence.
THE LIBERTARIAN POSITION

<

George B. de Huszar is the author and editor
of over a dozen books which have been published in the United States, Latin America,
Europe, and Asia.

There is no more room for them
in our society - yet they are essential components . . . the old sense
of mystery and the sacred" have
become secondary.
While on the one hand, philosophical and literary works would
provide humane support for freedom and individuality, on the
other, they would encourage teachers and students in the humanities to get interested in them.
An indirect, noneconomic and
nonpolitical approach which makes
little explicit reference to contemporary socio-economic-political arguments may be the best way to
teach such basic values as dedication to freedom and individuality.
The humanities are acceptable to
many teachers and students otherwise reluctant to embrace the libertarian position. An approach
through the humanities would
make an impact in the realm of
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ideas rather than explicitly arguing in favor of freedom and individualism and explicitly criticizing socialism and communism.
As F. A. Hayek pointed out in
The Road to Serfdom (p. 13) basic
individualism goes back further
than the eighteenth and nineteenth
centuries and has broad philosophical and literary foundations.
Making the case for freedom and
individuality in terms of the humane studies would show these
broad philosophical and literary
bases to teachers and students.
Surface Symptoms

Politics forms the outside skin
of the social organism; therefore,
political manifestations are often
but symptoms. To understand the
disease, a deeper insight is required. To comprehend the fundamental problems of freedom and
individuality, it is necessary to go
beneath the surface and analyze
philosophical and cultural issues.
The unorthodox perceptions of
philosophy, literature, and art
should not be dismissed as flights
of eccentric fancy. On the contrary, they make possible the explorations which provide deeper
insights into the nature of freedom and individuality, such explorations as those by Cervantes,
Kierkegaard, and Dostoevsky. Has
anyone explored the fundamental
psychological causes and implica-
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tions of collectivism more effectively than Nietzsche, or more perceptively questioned the value and
limitation of civilization and progress than Rimbaud and Gauguin,
or seen more clearly into communism than Heine?
"The Coldest of All Monsters"

Jakob Burckhardt stated that
Nietzsche's books had increased
"independence in the world." Stefan Zweig thought that "freedom
is Nietzsche's ultimate significance" and entitled one of his
chapters on Nietzsche as "The
Teacher of Freedom." Nietzsche
himself called the state the coldest
of all monsters. He said that socialism is "the tyranny of the
meanest and most brainless" and
then made the following prophetic
statement in the nineteenth century:
" ... Socialism is on the whole a hopelessly bitter affair: and there is nothing more amusing than to observe the
discord between the poisonous and
desperate faces of present-day socialism - and what wretched and
nonsensical feelings does not their
style reveal to us! - and the childish
lamblike happiness of their hopes and
desires. Nevertheless, in many places
in Europe, there may be violent handto-hand struggles and irruptions on
their account: the coming century is
likely to be convulsed in more than
one spot, and the Paris Commune,
which finds defenders- and advocates
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even in Germany, will seem to have
been but a slight indigestion compared with what is to come."
Heine was similarly prophetic.
In 1842 he wrote: "The future has
an odour as of Russian leather,
blood, blasphemy, and much beating with the knout. I advise our
descendants to come into the
world with thick skins." In his
Confessions Heine said: "I was
oppressed by a. certain worldly apprehension which I could not overcome, for I saw that atheism had
entered into a more or less secret
compact with the most terribly
naked, quite fig-leafless, communistic communism."
What is needed is the opening
up of material which remains
largely outside the interest of
many social scientists, to raise
new questions, and to suggest new
methods. As matters stand today,
many who are deeply committed to
the analysis of freedom and individuality unfortunately find it difficult to recognize the relevance of
the humanities to their concerns.
They should be provided with new
"weapons" and new "ammunition."
A Monopoly of Culture

"Liberals" have appropriated
not only concern for the people's
welfare but also for culture. The
Editor of the University Observer
(Winter, 1947, p. 29) stated that
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"liberals are always troubled when
they find that a political reactionary is a man of vision whose intellectual or artistic work demands
respect.... According to the liberal creed, those who are on the
side of man's political progress
should also be the most gifted,
while the enemies of progress
should turn out to have little to
say; by rights, they should be uncreative." Thus "liberals" denigrate "reactionary" thinkers, or
claim great figures of the humanities as being their own, or use
them in an illegitimate manner.
But many great figures in the humanities should be identified with
the side where they properly belong - genuine concern with freedom and individuality. The fate of
Kierkegaard is an example. Karl
Lowith in From Hegel to Nietzsche falsely asserted that "Marx
destroyed the bourgeois-capitalistic, and Kierkegaard the bourgeois-Christian world." What has
become "existentialism" in recent
German thought, as exemplified by
Tillich, is mainly a form of socialism. What has become "existentialism" in recent French
thought, as exemplified by Sartre,
is to a large extent Marxism. Recently a course has been offered
in New York City entitled "Marxist Existentialism."
It often occurs that everybody
sits on each other's lap and no-
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body sits on the chair. As has
been said, man's mind is more
gregarious than his body. The obsession .with "dialogue" makes it
difficult to develop private views.
Yet, only persons with private
views can be impervious to the
deeper aspects of collectivism as
well as to its most obvious and
overt manifestations. Mass organizations bombard us from every
angle with slogans ·and cliches to
unite us for collective action. We
succumb to habitual forms· of
thinking and the prevalence of
fads and fashions in the intellectual world. All these discourage
adherence to one's own view, critical mentality, individuality, and
the inwardness· of man. In contrast, all that is personal and private -literary insight, artistic
taste, religious dedication - is to
a large extent noncommunicable;
they separate men and make each
more aware of his uniqueness and
what makes him different, and
thus hinder the march of collectivism in the philosophic and social
sense. Without such defenses, each
person is vulnerable to collectivism.
Primacy of the Individual

A fundamental thesis of the humanities approach is the primacy
of the individual not only in the
usual and obvious sense but also
in the sense that the more unique
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a .person is the more valuable he
is.· This can be demonstrated most
effectively by the humane studies,
though it has not been done sufficiently. Richard M. Weaver has
expressed pessimism about the
fate of the humanities in view of
the fact that the nonaverage,what
is best in man, is suppressed by
today's humanists. ("The Humanities in a Century of the· Common
Man," New Individualist Review,
III, 1964).
The daemonic and evil forces in
the nature of man, the recognition
of which is essential to any serious
discussion, can also be· best shown
through the humanities. Those who
operate within the fashionable
fra~ework of Comte, St. Simon,
Marx, Darwin, Freud, Dewey, the
behavioral sciences, and so on, will
be forever incapable of understanding the basic issues involved
in. the struggle between individualism and collectivism. They will
not comprehend many things
which are not in their philosophy
but exist on earth. But, perhaps it
is a mistake to spend too much
time criticizing this fashionable
framework. It is more urgent to
rise above this embattled terrain
and discuss matters on a higher
plane, genuinely humane.
It is necessary to resist scientism which to a large extent is
materialistic and to demonstrate
that man is a "spiritual" being,
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good or bad and capable of both,
and that he does not exist in the
world in the sense that rocks and
other things do. Once more this
can be most effectively done
through the humanities which reveal the meaning of "philosophy."
The children· of philosophy have
grown up and have established
homes of their own. Philosophy
has become fragmentized; it has
been divided into logic, which is
often reduced to mathematics or
the science of language;· metaphysics which is often reduced to
physics; ethics, which is often reduced to anthropology; aesthetics,
which is often reduced to psychology. Much that was once considered philosophy is today part .of
the empire of science. The battle

against materialism can be best
undertaken by reaffirming whenever possible the value of "spiritual" ends; we need to recover the
original meaning of "philosophy"
now hidden behind the imperialism of science.
Thus, we may look to the humanities and their disciplines to
accomplish the following: ( 1)
promotion of the idea of freedom
and individuality by using an indirect approach; (2) enhancement
of the libertarian position by the
prestige of philosophy, literature,
and art; (3) reaching individuals
interested in such matters, many
of whom would not otherwise be
attracted to the libertarian viewpcint.
•

Signs of Civilization
THOUGH OUR CIVILIZATION is the result of a cumulation of individual knowledge, it is not by the explicit or conscious combination
of all this knowledge in any individual brain, but by its embodiment in symbols which· we use without understanding them, in
habits and institutions, tools, and concepts, that man in society is
constantly able to profit from a body of knowledge neither he nor
any other man completely possesses. Many of the greatest things
man has achieved are not the result of consciously directed
thought, and still less the product of a deliberately co-ordinated
effort of many individuals, but of a process in which the individual plays a part which he can never fully understand. They are
greater than any individual precisely because they result from
the combination of knowledge more extensive than a single mind
can master.
F. A.
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The Counter-Revolution of Science

THE.
AND

University
Secondary
Education
JOHN

IN DISCUSSING university and secondary education we are treading
upon holy ground. Weare expected
to tread with prayerful reverence.
To be sure, we may condemn what
universities and secondary education in fact are, but only in order
to promote a more sublime (or expensive) picture of what they
should be. The university and the
seconda.ry school have become objects of testy veneration and stern
worship. An intellectual, political,
and moral execution greets, with
an almost sure predictability, the
heretic who refuses to genuflect
before them. Even those who, like
Russell Kirk and the editorial
writer of Barron's, argue merely
for the superiority of private over
public education are likely to receive a few admonishing strokes
Dr. Nelson is Professor of Philosophy at the
University of Colorado where he has taught
since 1950. Articles and papers by him have
appeared in numerous scholarly journals and

books in the United States and abroad.
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on their back. 1 Small heresies,
after all, can lead to large ones,
and large ones to the largestthe very rejection of formal education itself, private or public.
I suppose that, like a temple
priest, I have been an "insider"
too long to be awed either by the
idols within the shrine or my fellow priests. In any ca.se, I mean
here to part company with the
universal worship of formal education. 2 Thus, I shall not ask,
1 See, Russell Kirk, "From the Academy," The National Review, Sept. 19,
1967, p. 1021; "Harmful Monopoly,"
Barron's, Sept. 11, 1967, p. 1.
2 I shall not include in the present reference primary education, or education
in the mere acquisition of the skills of
"reading, writing, and arithmetic." Primary education - and particularly, universal, compulsory primary educationmerits a separate study. It will be seen,
for example, that the objections we advance against university and secondary
schooling do not apply to primary education, not even universal, compulsory primary education (although other objections do).
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"How can secondary education
better serve the university?" or
"How can universities and secondary schools be improved to
better fit the young for life?" I
shall, instead, attack the common
presupposition of these questions
and others like them. It will suffice for this purpose to examine
the last of the two questions I
have hypothetically posed.
The question, "How can universities and secondary schools be
improved to better fit the young
for life?" presupposes that universities and secondary schools fit
young persons for life. Now I do
not wish to claim that university
and secondary schooling unfit all
persons for life. I am ready to
agree that they do not unfit, for
instance, the theoretical physicist
for his life; or the savant in ancient languages for his; or the
young aristocrat for his; or the
priest for his. I do, however, want
to claim that they unfit young persons for life by and large.
Different Ways 01 Lile

What criteria can we employ
for deciding whether university
and secondary schooling fit or unfit a person for life? For one thing
we can ask whether the person
himself fits a university and secondary education and vice versa.
We might plausibly argue here:
by its very nature, a university or
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secondary education molds a person in such-and-such patterns; a
person has or has not the potential
to be molded in certain patterns.
Returning to a previous analogy,
we might compare a university or
high school to a seminary for the
priesthood. In the seminary a
mental, spiritual, and physical indoctrination is imposed whose emphasis is on abstract studies and
speculations, asceticism, and meditation. The student who devotes
six or seven years to this discipline and does so successfully
emerges in the priestly mold: devoted now by habit to abstract
studies and speculations, asceticism, and meditation. It is a wellknown fact that most persons are
not fit for the priesthood. They
lack the physical, mental, and
spiritual attributes that are required. Thus, were large numbers
of our young population compelled
to enter the priesthood and to
pass through seminaries, we could
expect to find a large portion of
the population composed of indi-

viduals who were not doing and
being what they were suited to be
and do.
Now the university by its very
nature - and formal education in
general - imposes a mold that,
though not so narrow in its definition as the mold imposed by a religious seminary, is still fairly
narrow. Emphasis is placed upon
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abstract studies of one kind or another; on verbal acquisitions of
one kind or another; in short, on
the more purely symbolic activities and enterprises of men. Eyes,
minds, hands, and hearts are correspondingly turned toward the
symbolic sphere; Le., paper work
of one sort or another, abstract
objects, abstract controversy, theorizing, and the like, and away
from the practical sphere; Le.,
physical labor, crafts, domestic
work, and the· concrete activities
of business, such as making a
profit, sales-clerking, stevedoring,
bargaining, and so on. They are
turned toward the one sphere and
away from the other in two important ways. One is perfectly obvious. When young persons undergo training in the disciplines of
Academe for from twelve to sixteen years, day after day, ten
months a year, what abilities they
may have in the symbolic sphere
are sharpened and strengthened,
but what abilities they may have
in the practical sphere are dulled
and atrophied by disuse.
Unfit for Production

The other is not so obvious but
is, perhaps, even more consequential. The very insistence of parents, elders, and communities
that young persons devote their
energies and minds twelve to sixteen years, nine to ten months of
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the year, eight hours a day, to the
disciplines and objects of formal
schooling carries with it an implicit evaluation. It carries with it
the implicit idea that one's interests and efforts should be devoted
to the disciplines and objects of
Academe rather than the disciplines and objects of business,
farming, physical labor, and the
like. For, why else would so much
of one's life and efforts be required to be spent in the fields· of
academic labor as compared to the
time and effort spent in the practical sphere? But this "should"
implies, further, that academic
labor is somehow more worthy
than business and other practical
labor; indeed, even that the latter
is somehow unworthy or even contemptible. Thus, the person who
emerges from a university or high
school, culminating from twelve
to sixteen years of academic training, will naturally entertain the
prejudice that he ought to value
(whether he in fact does or not)
the disciplines and objects of Academe and that he ought to disvalue (whether he in fact does
or not) the disciplines and objects
of the practical sphere.
The natures of most persons,
however, are not cut of abstract,
scholarly cloth. What, then, is the
outcome if vast numbers of the
young are adj ured and indirectly
forced to attend universities, and
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almost the entire population of
the young is directly forced to attend schools devoted to the preliminaries of university education? We can expect to find, and
we do find, a large percentage of
young persons who have been
trained mentally, physically, and
emotionally to do and be what
they are not suited to do or be.
More tragic, though, these young
persons have learned in the process, or will have learned, to consider as alien or even contemptible those very things that most of
them were naturally suited to be
and do. We might expect. such individuals typically to be resentful,
frustrated, destructive - like
Plato's stinged drones, a bane to
both themselves and others. And
typically they are.
Serving One's Time in School

Exactly what percentage or
number of students suffers or has
suffered in this way from the impositions of secondary and university education I do not know. I do
not know whether, indeed, any reliable figures on their number exist. But as I have already indicated,. the number is enormous.
Unimpeachable doctrine would say,
for example, that a person who is
doing and being what he is fitted
to do and be displays interest and
excitement in what he is doing;
the person who is doing and being
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what he is not fitted to do or be
displays and senses alienation. To
put it bluntly: the usual student
is alienated.
I am not, incidentally, referring
here to what is currently called
"student alienation" in the press
and magazines. What the press
and magazines call "student alienation" is nothing of the sort. It is,
rather, the camouflaged thrust of
a small student and faculty segment of Academe to win control
of the educational system. Its true
name is "student power," and
"student power" can best be understood as simply another of the
many pincer-movements presently
being launched by predatory socialists ("civil-rights" would be another; Federal anti-riot legislation
still another) to complete the communization of the United States.
The pretended "student alienation" of predatory socialism is
characterized by the disproportionate amount of publicity and
pretentious analysis it receives in
the news media and the volume of
self-righteous noise it generates.
Genuine student alienation is seldom publicized, though frequently
commented on by teachers. It is
characterized, not by speechmaking, but apathy. The truly alienated student is the student who
merely goes through the motions
of attending class, taking tests,
reading texts. He is like the army
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draftee: a prisoner merely serving out his time. He has no real
concern with the abstract objects
of Academe. And his name is legion.
An Army of Bureaucrats

I have described one respect in
which the university and secondary school by and large unfit, instead of fit, young persons for
life. This has had to do with the
individual as such. There is still
another, and no less consequential,
respect in which formal education unfits, rather than fits, young
persons for life. Ignoring the
nature of this or that particu1ar individual, we might consider
the nature of any advanced economy. An advanced economy rests
upon capitalization; capitalization
rests upon a production of commodities that exceeds consumption; and such production finally
rests upon a tradition and practice of intent physical labor, both
skilled and unskilled, upon factory
labor, farm labor, business labor
and business enterprise, and upon
the invention of goods and services. Lives must be devoted to
these forms of labor and enterprise, the lives of intelligent and
emotionally satisfied persons, or
there must result economic breakdown and decline.
But as we have seen, the formal
educational system by and large

December

unfits persons, mentally, physically, and emotionally, for these
all-important. forms of practical
labor and enterprise. It prepares persons for lives devoted to
paper work and theory. But even
an advanced economy has only so
much use for scribes and theoreticians. Where, then, can the
paper-minded and theory-minded
graduates of the high school and
university find both useful and
satisfying employment? In a word,
the great majority cannot. At best,
they can find simply what mimics
such employment. That is, they
can be employed in government
bureaucracy (and very many are)
or they can be plowed back into
the educational system, in the
manner of Ponzi's famous pyramidal fraud (and very many are).
N either bureaucracies, however, nor bloated educational systems add a tittle of substance to
an economy. They both drain away
the fruits of productive labor and
finally the laborers themselves.
Thus the university - along with
its handmaiden, secondary education - by and large unfits persons for life not only by molding
them to ambitions and training
that do not fit their real talents
and capacities, but also by fitting
them for occupations that have, on
the whole, no justifiable role to
play in the economy. The economy
calls for business labor and enter-
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prise, farm labor and enterprise,
factory labor and enterprise; the
high school and university consume hordes of potential businessmen, farmers, and workers, and
spew out in return bureaucratic
scribes and theoretical ne'er-do·wells.
Prelude to Tyranny

This conversion of potential
entrepreneurs and entrepreneurial
workers into termites (bureaucratic scribes) and stinged drones
(theoretical ne'er-do-wells) can
terminate only in totalitarian tyranny. Consider, for instance, the
following excerpt from an editorial in a recent issue of a farm
journal: "We may have to draft
farmers some day, if an attitude
expressed in a recent University
of Illinois survey becomes widespread. It showed that 95 per cent
of nearly 3,000 rural high school
juniors and seniors want no part
of farming as their life's work."3
It is hardly necessary to point out
the connection between these empirical statistics and our theoretical projections. What theory tells
us must occur is, in concrete fact,
occurring. It might be added, moreover, that the attitude referred
to in the editorial is making itself
felt not only in farming but in
business enterprise of all sorts,
3

The

Kansas

August, 1967, p. 4.

Farmer-Stockman,
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in the region of domestic help, in
every kind of work.
When the present explosion of
secondary and university education has had its full impact, not
only will a farm-draft be necessary to replenish the labor siphoned off from the vital areas of
the economy by higher education
and its psychological influences
but a general ,vork-draft. This
"draft for a great society" (one
can already foresee its name) will
predictably fail in its economic
objectives. The shadow of its failure has already been cast for
some fifty years by the economic
failures of state-slavery in Russia,
or what is aptly called in the
pages of Marxism "scientific socialism." Economic failure will
predictably beget more government regulation and coercion; the
latter, more failure; and so on.
Thus, paradoxically, from those
very institutions that prate most
loudly of freedom - the university
and the high school - will emerge,
and is emerging, not freedom but
total serfdom.
C·entral Planning No Solution

I have so far painted a very
dark and foreboding picture of the
handiwork of the university and
the secondary school in the United
States. Now, let me present a
possible exit from the grim conclusions I have· been forced to
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draw. This exit depends on the
possibility of universities and secondary schools fitting, instead of
unfitting, young persons for life in
the two respects that I have been
discussing - at least, by and large,
and at least in the case of those
matriculating in either. But how
can this twofold end be achieved?
Certainly it cannot be achieved
in the way that the socialist, either
scientific or utopian, will suggest.
If "scientific," he will suggest that
government planning and regulation determine in one way or another who is to be trained for factory work, who for farm work,
and who for theoretical work. Entrance and residence in a university and high school will be subsumed under this coercive programming. Presumably, under its
fine milling and grinding, those
who are by nature farmers will be
allotted to farming, those who are
by nature theoretical physicists to
theoretical physics, and the right
numbers of each to maximally satisfy the needs of the economy.
Remove the Coercion and
Trust Competitive Schooling

But state planning and coercion
have proved to be an economic
failure wherever tried, and theoretic consideration shows they
must. I shall not repeat on the last
score the findings of Mises, Rothbard, and others. They are easily
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accessible. And they are conclusive. 4 It suffices to point out that,
this being so, state regulation of
admission to universities and high
schools and state planning of curricula cannot solve the problems
we have been discussing, since
these problems are basically economic in character. And for the
same reason, the utopian socialist
can offer no solution. He may suggest, for example, free and unlimited entrance and residence in universities and high schools. But
who is to supply the housing,
classrooms, bread, wine, and teachers for these high-living inhabitants of Academe? The utopian
socialist invariably fails to tell us.
He waves the wand of his feverish
imagination and like a madman
thinks the imaginary banquets
and ivory towers that then spring
into being have real substance.
The vexing human and economic
problems that university and secondary education present can be
resolved, however, in the following very simple and noncoercive
way. We need merely require that
all tax-support be withdrawn from
both; ·that compulsory school attendance, child labor laws, minimum-wage laws, coercive unionism, the military draft, and the
other artificial instruments, de4 See for example, Murray N. Rothbard, Man, Economy, a,nd State (New
York: D. Van Nostrand, 1962), Vol. 1 &
2, pp. 765 if.

1967

THE UNIVERSITY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION

veloped and sustained through
government, which isolate education from the competition of an
open market, be abolished or repealed. This being done, all secondary and university education
would be placed upon an equal
footing of trade with the other
products and services of men, to
compete with them a.ccording to
supply and demand and the free
wills of men. Universities and secondary schools would then take on
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all the various shapes and purposes that the market would call
for and sustain; they would be
attended hy and large only by
those fitted for the schooling provided ; and they would by and
large fit those who matriculated
for the lives they were best fitted
to live. Competition on the open
market and economic supply and
demand would see to this, and
would see to it with incorruptible
honesty.
~

The Case for the Private School
MANY AMERICAN PARENTS feel rightly that they, and not the
state, should be responsible for what their children become; that

education should be divorced from political control; and that
those who prefer private instruction for their children should
not be taxed for the upkeep of facilities which they did not choose
nor curricula to which they do not want them exposed. There is
a growing feeling that top administration and control of government school systems are too remote and too difficult to influence,
that parents are mere robots in a machine that leaves little
individual choice. There is some resentment that families should
be taxed to "educate" the ineducable until adulthood when there
is neither the capacity nor desire among these "children" nor
their parents for further instruction.
GEORGE

s.

SCHUYLER

Some
Reflections
ON

Education
w.

THE EDUCATION of the individual,
in a broad sense, consists of the
impact on his mind of the entire
stream of phenomena encountered
during his lifetime, including the
1'esulting reflection and pondering.
Formal education - training in
schools and other institutions devoted in some degree to teaching
and learning - is only one sector
of the whole process, and presumably not the most important element in many cases. Nowadays almost everybody goes to school
until the age of fifteen or sixteen,
at least, and college training, ineluding a substantial amount of
graduate work, has become the
regular route to entry into the major professional fields and the executive levels in business.
To note that education can beDr. Paton is Professor Emeritus of Accounting and of Economics, University of Michigan, and is known throughout the world for
his outstanding work in these fields. His comments here are excerpts from an article in
The Accounting Review, January, 1967.
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and has often been - acquired
without schooling is not equivalent to suggesting that people
should stay clear of schools. Having been connected with forma!
education for more than a half
century, I am unwilling to go that
far. But I feel that we should
avoid the conclusion that going to
college assures intellectual growth
and a successful life. The college
degree may help to open the door
to a job upon graduation, but it
doesn't guarantee that the graduate has the stuff essential to good
performance.
It follows that a school should
be regarded as a specialized undertaking, not as the embodiment
of all human experience a.nd activity in miniature. In other words,
a school should concentrate on the
training and learning that can be
accomplished more speedily and
effectively in an institutional setting than through general day-by-
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day experience, at home or on the
job or while spending time otherwise. Moreover, the school should
not only restrict its efforts to
fields which lend themselves to attack in classroom and laboratory
but should give primary attention
to subjects that are acknowledged
to be especially significant and
worthwhile. Even in these highspending days no school has unlimited resources, and hence there
is need for care and good j udgment in determining the nature
and scope of an institution's activities.
The tendency to try to cover
the whole waterfront, to include
in the curriculum all sorts of
courses for which no solid justification can be found, is one of the
explanations of the sorry showing
made by many present-day schools
at both college and precollege
levels. Somewhat related is the
disposition to expand, proliferate,
splinter the offerings in areas both
worthwhile and questionable.
Curricula Criteria

Even if the generalization be accepted that the role of the school
is limited, there remains ample
room for debate as to the subjects
to be included in a school program
and the time and effort to be devoted to each. In making a start
on the task of setting standards
for selecting subjects to be taught,
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it may be helpful to take note of
some broad principles. A review
of the mental activities of the human animal suggests a possible
grouping under two main heads.
In the first place there is the
process of observing and sizing up
the phenomena encountered. Watch
a small youngster and you'll note
that he is busy looking the scene
over and doing some appraising
of what he observes (including, of
course, hearing and feeling as
well as seeing under the term observation). In the second place
there is the process of transmitting or communicating impressions, views, and desires to others,
beginning with parents and other
members of the family.
In other words, the individual's
mental activity boils down to: (1)
a.bsorbing, appraising, pondering,
pigeonholing; (2) purposeful arraying and communicating. Or to
put the point very tersely: brainwork consists at bottom of (1)
measuring and (2) reporting.
Needless to say, this stab at underlying classification is subject to
plenty of objections, but this is
true of all taxonomic efforts, in all
fields, even at the dichotomy level.
(This comment, incidentally,
brings to mind another twofold
division of the thinking process:
(1) brea.kdown or analysis and
(2) synthesis.)
Applying the basic criteria in-
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dicated, it is evident that the
traditional three R's come out
well. Reading and 'riting are major means of absorbing and transmitting, and 'rithmetic is indispensable to measurement. Writing
in the calligraphic sense is not to
be disdained; achieving a good
hand is worthwhile, like learning
to spell accurately, and a host of
other accomplishments. But writing ability in the sense of firstclass composition is a more rare
and much more significant attainment. If I were faced with the
problem of selecting the outstanding subject deserving rigorous and
continuing attention in the school
system, in preparation for a useful career, I would not pick physics or accounting but would give
the edge to English composition.
In professional work of all kinds
the ability to write well (reflecting the ability to think well) is of
paramount importance.
In stressing writing I am not
forgetting the great importance
of being able to speak well, and I
believe that a college or university
curriculum may properly include
some courses in this field. I am
also not forgetting that reading
ability is the underlying talent,
and that without at least fair reading skill it is difficult to make real
headway in any direction in the
formal educational system. Extensive reading of good writing, of
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course, is a great aid in building
a vocabulary and developing the
ability to write.
Vocational vs. Cultural

An example of the human habit
of setting up contrasts and controversies where .there is no basic
clash, plus the exaggeration of
such differences as maY,be present,
is the long-standing discussion of
the relative merits of vocational
and cultural studies and pursuits.
Without fully understanding what
they have been aiming at,many
teachers and school administrators
have been clamoring for more emphasis on the cultural as opposed
to the vocational or career-building approach in setting up college
programs. "Let's develop a social
consciousness," "Let's learn to be
good citizens," "Let's broaden our
understanding" - such are the slogans of this group. Above all, so
they say, "Let's avoid the mere
bread-and-butter courses."
This kind of talk is pure tommyrot. When is a person going to get
ready to be productive if not during his school days, now lengthened into a long stretch of years,
a substantial slice of an entire life
span? I would not advise any
young man to go to college unless
his primary objective is to prepare
himself for some profession or
field of endeavor, unless he hopes
that the college training will help
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him to get hold of a rung of a
career ladder. (This doesn't necessarily mean that he need make
a final choice of a vocation hefore entering college, or even that
the .matter has to be settled during
the first year or two; there's something to be said for retaining
flexibility, and having more than
a single string to one's bow.)
Learn .the Native Language
8efore Dabbling in Others

But there is more to the story.
Upon analysis and appraisal of the
so-called cultural courses one finds
little support for their pretensions. Foreign language study is
generally regarded as an outstanding part of the cultural curricu1um' and some schools require all
students to take one, two, or more
years of work in this field. In some
cases, indeed, this is the only universal subject requirement. What
are the results for the mine-run
student: a bare smattering of
knowledge of a language in which
he will never become proficient
and which he will never use. In
puttering, halfheartedly, through
one or two years of classes in a
foreign language, the time and
effort of the student are largely
wasted. The futility of such
courses is especially clear in the
case of students inadequately
trained in English - who have
trouble composing a postcard to

735

mother - and this means the great
majority.
For heaven's sake, let's try to
do som~thing to equip students in
their native language, and means
of communication, instead of sidetracking them into a feeble introduction to another language. I am
not objecting, of course, to serious, intensive study of a foreign
language with the end in view of
mastering the language and making use of this equipment in a
career in foreign .service or elsewhere.
This brings me to the main
point. A thoroughgoing course in
physics, chemistry, or accounting
- to mention only a few possibilities - which opens doors to professional activity and a good living upon graduation, obviously
has more genuine cultural value
than a superficial attack on a foreign language that leads nowhere.
There is no good reason for labeling an interesting, vigorous,
significant subject "noncultural"
because it has a vocational aspect.
It is not at aU difficult to select a
four-year program of college
courses rich in Kultur, in the best
sense, as well as valuable from a
professional career standpoint. A
course doesn't have to be impractical to be eminently worthwhile.
Breadth of training has some
appeal and merit, but breadth that
amounts to shallowness, with no
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depth anywhere, is not a suitable
goal of educational effort. J ack-ofall-trades but master of none remains a dubious calling.
Student Aptitudes and Attitudes

Today's college students in the
mass are less able and less studious than those of fifty years ago.
Growth of the view that everybody
should go to college, fortified by
the widespread and very silly notion that all of us have the same
package of native abilities and
that all our limitations are of environmental origin, is partly responsible for this condition. Another factor is the softening of
precollege training to the point
where even the most backward
students are pushed along grade
by grade at the elementary level
and generally don't find it very
difficult to obtain a high-school
diploma. The result is the flooding of colleges with students lacking the inherent mental equipment to handle staple college subjects effectively, as well as students of ability who have never
been called upon to exert themselves scholastically and hence find
it difficult to make a decent showing in college. In this situation it
becomes increasingly hard to
maintain traditional standards, to
say nothing of strengthening such
standards.
Affected by the watered-down
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training experienced in precollege
school days, and infected more or
less with the spreading sentiment
to the effect that everyone has a
right to share in the pie regardless
of contribution or effort, the attitudes of many college students
have become very trying to the
serious teacher. Indifference to
the point of impudence seems to be
on the increase in college classrooms. "Here I am, and what are
you going to do about it" seems
to be implied by the slouchy postures and yawning unshaven faces
now confronting instructors in increasing numbers. (The tendency
toward indifference, it must be admitted, is often aggravated by a
boring, ineffective performance on
the part of the instructor.)
A student's attitude, beyond
doubt, has an important bearing
on his performance and success
throughout his school experience.
Ability is important, but ability
not accompanied by gumption and
drive is likely to go to waste. The
chap with fair ability who stays
in there pitching may do better in
the long run than the person with
superior talent but lacking in determination and staying power.
The teacher may have little spark,
and the subject may not be exciting, but usually a bit of juice
can be squeezed out of the orange
by the reasonably capable student
if he really tries.
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The squandering of several
years in college by persons who
will not profit from the experience
because of lack of ability or other
deficiencies should not be encouraged. Aside from the funds wasted
is the resulting serious loss of manpower. There is also the fact that
the squandered years may well
crystallize the personal deficiencies
and decrease the potential of the
student when he finally does try to
go to work.
Perhaps mention should be made

here of the beatniks and troublemakers who are infesting college
campuses in increasing numbers
these days. On this subject it is
my feeling that although cleanliness may not be next to godliness,
there is still something to be said
for good appearance and deportment. I see no reason for spending
a lot of money, furnished by taxpayers or otherwise, to provide facilities for the bums - real or imitation - to strut their stuff.
~
Reprints available, 3 cents each.

Values in the Classroom
IF A

LIST
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of the most inspiring and influential teachers of the past

could be drawn up, it might well show the majority were men who
were strongly and even passionately committed to certain values
and who communicated these values both in the classroom and outside it. Education is, after all, not a one-sided process aimed exclusively at the communication of facts and the development of
skill in correct reasoning. Education of the whole man is also
moral, that is, it involves the inculcation of values. To abdicate
this responsibility in the name of a spurious scientific objectivity
is to create a moral vacuum in the minds and hearts of our youth.
PATRICK M. BOARMAN

F R E E DO M D EP END SON

DEAN RUSSELL

My GRANDFATHER fought for freedom while he continued to own
slaves. His concept of freedom
permitted him to direct and control the activities of other men.
And when he was denied the legal
right to take for his own use the
fruits of other people's labor, he
was honestly convinced that his
freedom had been curtailed to
some extent.
An absurd concept of· freedom?
Well, he was no different in this
respect from Jefferson, Washington, Patrick Henry, and others
of our Founding Fathers. It is
Dr. Russell, long-time member of the staff of
the Foundation for Economic Education, now
heads the Department of Economics at Artesia
College, New Mexico.
This article was previously published as a
pamphlet by the Foundation in 1953, but recent manifestations of violence throughout the
nation and the world - even by teacherssuggest the need to refer again to the fundamentals of freedom Dr. Russell espouses.
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true that they had developed a
better understanding of freedom
than had any political group before them, and I respect them
highly for their revolutionary and
magnificent concepts of inalienable rights which come from God
instead of· government. But even
so, they still believed that liberty
permits some men to use violence
to control the actions and· to own
the production of other men. Our
Forefathers believed, of course,
that these controls over other men
should be permitted only if they
were sanctioned by a government
based on the democratic or republican processes. But while rejecting the concept of hereditary rulers, they did not entirely reject
the "Old World" idea that it is
permissible for some persons to
use the powers of government to
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aid them in controlling the actions and disposing of the production of other persons.
A discredited idea of freedom?
Well, that same concept of freedom is still widely held throughout the United States today. The
reasons advanced to defend the
fact that some men have the authority to control the productive
actions of other men have changed.
And the modern way of taking
and distributing the fruits of
other people's labor is seldom
called slavery. But the legal right
of some men to control the productive activities of other men
continues to exist as before. And
the present-day tax of more than
80 per cent of some persons' incomes is probably a far greater
percentage of their production
than was ever withheld from any
slave.
Might or Right

Is this present-day taking of
other people's production legal? It
is. But so was outright slavery
once legal! Did that make it
right? Let us hope that we Americans never delude ourselves into
the belief that right is properly
determined by a show of hands.
For if we do, we are lost.
The extent and type of the legal
controls over persons, and the degree of the taking of other peopIe's prod uction, have varied
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greatly throughout the history of
the United States. But the overwhelming majority of the American people have always believed
that freedom includes the right of
some persons to use the legal authority of government to control
the productive efforts and incomes
of other persons.
Abraham Lincoln recognized
this dilemma in 1864 when he
stated: "The world has never had
a good definition of the word liberty, and the American people,
just now, are much in want of one.
We all declare for liberty, but in
using the same word we do not all
mean the same thing. With some
the word liberty may mean for
each man to do ashe pleases with
himself, and the product of his
labor; while with others the same
word may mean for some men to
do as they please with other men,
and the product of other men's labor. Here are two, not only different, but incompatible things,
called by the same name-liberty."
Both Lincoln and Jefferson Davis announced themselves for freedom. So did Stalin and Hitler. So
do you and I and almost everyone
else. And I have no reason to
doubt that each is sincerely in
favor of freedom-his concept of
freedom.

Just as I hope you will give
careful consideration to my ideas
on freedom, just so will I be most
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Decembe'r

pleased to give careful consideration to yours. For unless there is
a common understanding of the
meaning of freedom, we will continue to fight each other in its
name.

freedom as a relationship of violence, where some persons are
trying to impose their wills upon
other persons. Probably the best
word to describe that condition is
tyranny.

Individual Freedom

Freedom Defined

It seems to me that much of the
confusion over the meaning of
liberty and freedom begins with
an incomplete or inadequate explanation of what the phrase "individual freedom" really refers to.
While human freedom necessarily concerns the individual, it
does so only in the sense that
freedom always refers to a relationship or condition betu'een two
or more persons. While it is necessarily always individuals who
understand, practice, and advance
freedom, the concept applies only
when there is some sort of contact between two or more of them.
The idea of freedom would be useless to a person isolated forever
from any contact with any other
person. Contrasted with the ideas
of food and shelter - which can
be applied to one person alonethe idea of human freedom has no
meaning except in society.
Reference to the concept of
freedom, then, always applies to a
condition or relationship between
two or more persons. Just what is
that relationship? Certainly it
would be nonsensical to describe

Freedom is a relationship or
condition of nonmolestation. The
word "molestation" is here used
to include murder, defamation of
character, theft, libel, fraud, violence or the threat of violence, or
any other act of aggression by
one person against another person's life, liberty, good name, or
property. And the fact that the
molestation may be legal- slavery, restrictions against trade,
compulsory unionism, and so ondoes not deny that freedom is infringed.
Since freedom describes a relationship of nonmolestation between persons, it is misleading to
speak of freedom as though it applies to one person alone. This is
misleading because it is incomplete; because it refers to only
part of a necessary relationship;
because it tends to obscure the
fact that one or more other persons are necessarily involved.
Yet, the idea of freedom is almost always used in the sense that
one individual can be free and
have his freedom, even though he
may be exercising legal authority
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over the productive activities and
incomes of others - up to and including complete slavery. That
seems to me an unfortunate concept of freedom. But such has always been the popular concept
and still is.
Unrestrained Freedom

When I speak of freedom, I
mean a condition of mutual nonmolestation, with no person molesting any other person. Under
that concept, I fully endorse "unrestrained freedom" - a society
based on the idea that no one has
the right to molest anyone else; a
society wherein everyone is legally
forbidden to molest anyone else.
Now, I am aware that many millions of persons within our society do not share my faith in the
principle of mutual nonmolestation. And there seems little likelihood that the various types and
degrees of molestation which now
exist will disappear over night.
But regardless of what others say
or do, it is obvious that those of
us who believe in mutual nonmolestation must take the first
and necessary step toward it by
personally following the idea of
no molestation against others.
There is no other way for freedom to begin except through its
practice by individuals who understand what it is.
When Hitler spoke of freedom,
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he merely meant a condition in
which no one molested him. His
concept actually required that
some of the German people molest
others of the German people. The
only condition that freedom described to Hitler was one wherein
he could do as he pleased. To him,
freedom was strictly a one-way
street.
You shouldn't be surprised at
Hitler's concept of freedom. He
didn't invent it and he had no
monopoly upon it. It was, and is,
held almost universally. As stated
above, our Forefathers fought and
died for freedom. And they were
sincere about it. Yet, they did
this while they themselves continued to violate freedom by controlling the productive activities
and incomes of other persons.
The vast majority of our current state and Federal officials believe sincerely in what they understand as freedom. Yet, so far as
I know, few if any of them fully
accept the idea of freedom as a
reciprocal relationship of nonmolestation among persons. On the
contrary, most of them look upon
freedom as a condition wherein
some persons are obligated to molest other persons. The candidates
of all political parties in our last
elections said they believed sincerely in freedom. Yet almost all
of them endorsed specific issues
that undeniably molest persons by
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forcing some to· conform to the
viewpoints and ideas of others.
Liberty and License

Our legislators are honorable
men. They are sincerely trying to
do what they consider to be a necessary and not-always-pleasant
job. But I wonder if many of them
are not confusing liberty and Iicense.
In order better to understand
the reason for this possible confusion, let us consider the following example: A person uses his
o,vn honestly acquired money to
build a house for $10,000. In the
process, he molests no person or
group of persons - neither defames them, defrauds them,
breaks his voluntary contracts
with them, nor uses violence or
the threat of violence against
them.
Upon completion of the house,
the owner decides to offer it for
rent. For a reason known only to
himself, he sets a rental price of
$500 a month. At that price, the
house stays vacant - even though
there may be many persons who
would like to live in the house at
a rental price which would pay the
owner a four or six or eight per
cent return on his investment.
Would not the word "freedom"
be the proper term to describe
such a condition of nonmolestation
wherein no person would be using
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violence or the threat of violence
to impose his will or viewpoint
upon any other person?· Since no
one would be forced to buy and no
one would be forced to sell, would
that not be freedom?
Most of our governmental officials, backed by the vast majority
of the American people, would
surely reply to that question somewhat as follows: "No! You have
described a condition of license
wherein the people would be
robbed and exploited or forced to
remain in substandard housing,
wherein freedom would be destroyed. In order to restore freedom, we would have to molest such
unreasonable property owners to
make sure they conform to our idea
of a proper price."
And so it would go as it almost
always has. During the days of
NRA, a merchant was accused of
license if he sold below the government-set price. During the days
of OPS, he was accused of license
if he sold above the governmentset price. Under "Fair Trade"
laws, he is accused of license if
he sells either above or below a
price which is approved and enforced by government.
Freedom - a condition of nonmolestation in the market place
and every\vhere else - is often
called license! While license - a
condition wherein some persons
molest other persons - is all too
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frequently called freedom! The
popular concept of freedom has al'ways described a condition in society wherein some persons use
legal violence or the threat of legal
violence to compel other persons
to conform to their wishes. The
degree of molestation has varied
from time to time and from government to government. But at no
time under any government has
the popular concept of freedom
ever been used to describe either
an actual or potential condition of
nonmolestation among persons.
A Mutual Concept

Freedom is destroyed between
two persons to whatever extent
either one· uses violence or the
threat of violence to impose· his
will or viewpoint upon the other.
Regardless of who is the aggressor and who is the victim - or
whether the violence is legal or
illegal - freedom is still infringed.
If you have rendered me helpless by throwing me to the ground
and sitting on top of me, everyone understands clearly that my
freedom has been severely curtailed. But what is not generally
understood is. that your freedom
is also curtailed as long as you
must spend your time and effort to
hold me down. You thereby restrict your own progress and improvement just as you do mine.
Freedom is a reciprocal rela-
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tionship based on voluntary agreements and actions. This applies in
all human relationships, even
though they· are seldom as clear
and dramatic as person-to-person
violence. The only real possibility
for complete freedom for yourself
as an individual is for you to refrain from initiating violence or
the threat of violence against anyone else. This is the vital first
step toward a condition of mutual
nonmolestation - a step that any
one of us can take as soon as he
is ready.
"But," someone may ask,. "since
I am holding you down by my own
free will, how can it possibly be
said that I am thereby interfering
with my own freedom? I am doing exactly what 1 want to do!"
Maybe so. But if the man on top
understood the full significance of
such a course of action, he would
not deliberately follow it or use
the word freedom to describe it.
The reality of this thesis that no
person can really have complete
freedom for himself while he is
imposing his will - legally or illegally - upon the creative activities
or incomes of others may possibly
be more easily understood ifapproached from another angle.!
1 While examples given herein deal
primarily with material prosperity, this
is not to. say that economic well-being
is the most important aspect of freedom.
Actually, it is a by-product of something
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If all persons in the world except you were suddenly to die, it is
most unlikely that you 'would live
out your normal span of life as
you would want to do. That is true
because the increased material
prosperity resulting from specialization and division of labor has
encouraged you to depend upon
other persons for the things you
want and need - the things you
want to do. Imagine what would
happen to you if you had to build
your o\vn house from virgin timber with no axe or saw or nails,
raise your own food without hoe
or plow or seeds, be your own surgeon without instruments or medicines, construct every itern of
your own electric system without
tools of any kind, and so on and
so on. You would soon perish.
If half the people in the United
States were suddenly to die, you
would, for the same reason, no
longer be able to do many of the
things you have been doing and
\vish to continue to do. And although it is difficult to trace directly, the same sort of thing happens when even one productive
person dies. This fact is easier to
visualize if you think in terms of
the "key man" of whatever business you are most interested in.
more important. The examples deal
mostly wi th production because it is generally familiar and appears to be the
most restricted freedom of all.
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The Result 01 Controls

Now let us transfer this same
idea over to the concepts of controls and slavery instead of death.
If the records of history are to be
given any value at all, they offer
conclusive proof that the slave
doesn't produce as much as the person who is working of his own free
will. Nor can the slave contribute
as much to one's spiritual and mental development as he could if he
,vere released from the physical
controIs over him.
If all mankind were enslaved or
controlled by one person or a small
group of persons, literally millions
of people would starve to death as
a result of the tremendous decrease
in production that would automatically follo,v. 2 The rest would sink
slowly back into darkness and savagery. Yet, the people who hold the
popular, one-sided concept of freedom will still say that the slave
master at least would have his "individual" freedom under those circumstances because no one would
be controlling him!
It is true that the slave master
might be able to confiscate a large
share of the available production
for himself at the expense of others. But, with the exception of a
few brilliant fanatics who honestly
believe that slavery is the best pos2 The truth of this fact is proved by
both the ancient and modern histories of
various European and Asiatic nations.
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sible form of society, slaves seldom
produce literature or printing
presses or new methods for increasing production and distributing it more widely. The man whose
activities are directed by violence
or the threat of violence doesn't ordinarily invent and increase the
production of television sets, better
surgical instruments and medicines, great sermons and studies
in philosophy, and such. The slave
master cannot take for his own use
and advancement that which has
not been invented or produced! He
might honestly believe that he himself has complete freedom, but the
decreased rate of development-or
even the degeneracy-of his moral,
mental, social, and physical wellbeing would offer conclusive proof
of the shortcomings of such a concept of freedom.
If only half of all mankind were
enslaved, this same thing would
happen to the slave master in some
proportion. If a person uses violence or the threat of violence-legal or illegal-to control the productive activities or income of even
one person, he himself will thereby
suffer diminishing opportunities
for the development of his own potentialities. And most unfortunate
of all, his action against freedom
also does great harm to many innocent bystanders who desire to
live in peace with their fellow men.
Suppose that someone had tried
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to control the creative activities of
an individual like Edison, or Aquinas, or Beethoven, or Shakespeare,
or a hundred other producers in
various fields that come readily to
mind. The opportunities for peaceful pursuit of the things you now
do and wish to continue to do-the
real meaning of freedom - would
have been decreased immeasurably
if the activities and incomes of
those individuals had been controlled by some outside authority
,vith the power to direct and restrain them completely. Unfortunately, there were some controls
upon the creative activities and incomes of those persons. Thus it
seems reasonably certain that you
and I today are missing many opportunities ,vhich would have been
available to us if those men had enjoyed complete freedom - if they
had lived in a society organized according to the idea of mutual nonmolestation.
Future Leaders

The present and future productive leaders of mankind are now being severely controlled, directed,
and restricted by governmental authority. And it is being done because most of us honestly but
mistakenly believe that freedom
demands that some men control the
creative activities and incomes of
other men! The vast majority of
the world's people still sincerely be-
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lieve that they themselves can have
complete freedom even though they
use violence or the threat of violence to. direct· the activities. and
control the incomes of others! They
do not accept the idea that freedom
is a mutual relationship of nonmolestation among persons.
Now someone may say: "This is
all very well in theory, but there is
no possible way of measuring what
might have been or, in this case,
even what might be. I still can't see
specifically how I lose any of my
freedom merely because some person. in this or some other country
might be controlled by his own government."
Communist Freedom

Well, let's apply the test to the
communist nations of today. Several hundred millions of individual
Russians, Chinese, and others are
forbidden to trade with you or to
visit you or to exchange ideas with
you or to worship with you. Our
periodicals and newspapers devote
much space to the telling of how
those persons have lost most of
their freedom.
But what has this to do with your
freedom? Well, can you visit with
those individual Russians and trade
with them or exchange ideas with
them or worship with. them? No,
you have lost a great deal of your
own freedom even though you may
not .be aware of it. If any person
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anywhere in the world is deprived
of his freedom to trade or to communicate with you, automatically
you thereby lose your freedom of
opportunity to trade or to communicate with him. That fact is as
undeniable as two plus two equals
four.
A Comparison

Legalized violence is already being used to deprive a~most half of
the world's people of their freedom
of opportunity to trade or to worship or to communicate or to visit
or to exchange ideas with you. To
visualize how this affects· your own
freedom, just imagine what would
happen to you if the other half of
the world's people were also deprived of their freedom to have any
contact with you. Under those conditions, you would soon die from
lack of food or shelter or clothing
or medical attention, or from sheer
boredom or frustration. Yet, the
persons who hold the popular idea
that freedom can be applied to one
person alone would still say you
would remain free because no one
would be molesting you! Such a
concept of freedom would appear
to be the sheerest nonsense.
It is true that we Americans enjoy more freedom-less legal and illegal molestation - than the people of any other nation. But no person in America is completely free
as long as violence-under the power
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ofgovernment or otherwise-is used
to restrict or to control or to direct
the activities or income of even one
peaceful person. To whatever extent any person is forbidden to
trade or to exchange ideas with
you, to the same extent you are
thereby deprived of the opportunity
to trade or to exchange ideas with
him.
To repeat, freedom is a relationship of mutual nonmolestation
among persons. Yet, the overwhelming majority of the world's
people have always thought of freedom as being the legal right of
some persons to impose their wills
and viewpoints upon other persons.
And they still do. Let us examine
a few popular examples of this at
home and abroad.
Houses and Subsidies

When the Russian government
builds houses for some persons at
the expense of other persons, it always does it in the good name of
freedom. But it cannot logically be
called freedom because the process
of governmental housing describes
a relationship among persons
\vherein some persons are undeniably molesting other persons against
their wills at some point within the
process.
When the English government
grants subsidies to certain manufacturers or farmers or other favored groups, it claims to be ad-
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vancing freedom for the English
people. Actually, complete freedom
ceases to exist anlong the persons
involved when government rewards
some persons at the .expense of
other persons.
It may be alleged that while a
subsidy decreases the freedom of
the persons from· whom the money
is taken, surely it doesn't decrease
the freedom of the persons who get
it. This is the ever-popular "Robin
Hood" concept of freedom-a person can be "free" even though he
exists by doing violence to others.
The person who accepts that idea of
freedom can sincerely advocate
complete government ownership
and control in the name of freedom.
A.nd it is worth noting that the advocate of government ownershipwhatever the degree - is always
happy to specify who shall do the
taking, whom it shall be taken
from, and who shall be rewarded
with the confiscated production.
Controls and Democracy

When the government of Argentina initiates price controls, wage
controls, rent controls, tariffs, government-owned hydroelectric projects' and other similar compulsive
devices, it claims to be doing these
things to preserve freedom. And
apparently the vast majority of Argentineans believe it. Yet, in each
instance, some persons obviously
are using violence or the threat of
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violence to impose their wills upon
other persons who believe differently. That process should not be
described as freedom. And the fact
that the molestation is legal has no
bearing upon the fact that freedom
has thereby been decreased.
When our own government takes
our money from us against our
wills and gives it to Tito, Franco,
Peron-Germany, Italy, Japan, and
other nations-our officials sincerely believe that they are doing it to
preserve peace and freedom. Yet,
this entire process is based on violence or the threat of violence
against our own citizens. In most
instances, we are compelled to do
what few of us would do with our
own resources if we were free to
decide for ourselves directly. This
is the exact reverse of a condition
of nonmolestation among persons.
Such a transaction, founded upon
violence, should never be called
freedom.
It is true that our officials were
duly elected by the people. But so
were slaveholding officials! Did
that fact change slavery into freedom? Directly or indirectly, the
American people have the legal
right to vote for either a policy of
molestation or a policy of nonmolestation. An examination of the
record shows quite clearly that the
vote is almost always for a program of molestation. The various
campaign platforms differ only in

December

the degree of molestation and which
group is to be molested and which
group is to be in charge of doing
the molesting.
Self-Defense

But what about self-defense?
Admitting that freedom is decreased between them when one
person molests another, what is the
innocent victim of the lost freedom
to do?
First, the person who fully understands freedom will never knowingly abolish or diminish it. That
is, he will never knowingly initiate
or advocate any action or law that
imposes his ideas or viewpoints
upon any other person against that
person's will.
Any person who is aware that he
is the victim of molestation will always use whatever measures he
deems best and most suitable to
gain freedom. This is an instinctive reaction; for, obviously, no
person wishes to be molested
against his will. If he understands
freedom, he himself will never
knowingly be the aggressor. But
whether he understands it or not,
he will at least strive for a condition of minimum molestation
against himself.
The means he uses to gain this
end may be persuasion, argument,
prayer, nonresistance, noncooperation, guile, counterviolence, politics, or whatever. Most probably it
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will be a combination of several of
these and similar measures, depending on circumstances and his
understanding of moral principles.
Means to an End

My goal is freedom-a condition
of nonmolestation among persons.
To the best of my ability, I will
strive toward that goal. I will use
the means which seem to me to be
both morally right and tactically
effective.
For example, I would prefer to
persuade the would-be murderer to
let me live. But if that doesn't
work, I believe that I am morally
right and tactically correct in using counterviolence to defend myself against him. And that is probably what I will do if the occasion
should ever arise.
I believe that I am morally right
and tactically correct when I choose
to join my fellow men of a like mind
in resisting aggression from the
gangster at home or the marauding
army from abroad-so long as we
ourselves don't deny our own principle by using violence or the threat
of violence upon our peaceful
neighbors who do not choose to
join us; so long as we confine our
actions to defense against a direct
a,nd unquestionable threat to our
lives, liberty, or property. I believe
that this can be accomplished more
effectively by voluntary and coordinated group action than by in-
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voluntary group action or isolated
individual action. I believe that it
is morally right and tactically correct to advocate and support a government dedicated to the proposition of preserving freedom-a society wherein no person is permitted to molest any other person;
a society wherein every person is
legally forbidden to molest any
other person. And, of course, I believe it is morally right and tactically correct for society's political agent to use the necessary degree of legal counterviolence required to stop any person from
molesting any other person. It
seems to me that the sole purpose
of government - the social agency
of coercion - should be to defend
equally all of its citizens against
whoever molests them.
A Doubt

Thus do I advocate and support
the use of purely defensive violence
as an integral and necessary means
toward the preservation of maximum freedom in a world where
many persons are not yet willing
to live in peace with their fellow
men. But it should be noted that I
have no way of knowing with absolute certainty that my endorsement of even defensive violence is
the best principle to follow. I now
believe it is. But when I study the
lives of Christ, Gandhi, and others
who seemed to endorse a policy of
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turning the other cheek and of not
using violence even for defense, I
prefer not to become too dogmatic
on the subject. Their moral policies
appear to have been quite effective.
Whether or not I am justified in
my endorsement of defensive violence, this much is certain: I cannot logically claim to favor freedom
when I am initiating violence or
the threat of violence - legal or illegal-to force any person to conform to my ideas, beliefs, or viewpoints. Thus, come what may, I will
never knowingly and deliberately
initiate violence against my fellow
man. I have too much respect for
him (and for myself) to do such a
thing.
If what my neighbor is doing
with himself and his own property
appears wrong or illogical to me,
then it would seem certain that
'what I am doing with myself and
my property appears equally wrong
or illogical to him. Thus we have
the choice between neither one's
molesting the other, or fighting it
out to determine who shall conform
to whom. I choose to follow the
course- of freedom, to take the first
and necessary and logical step toward a relationship of mutual nonmolestation.
An Epilogue:
Let Us Not Despair

Here follows what seems to me
a most encouraging thought for
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those among us who despair of
liberty.
Freedom will never disappear
completely and forever - in Russia or anywhere else. The popular,
one-way, "individualistic" concept
of freedom will at least serve to
prevent that. Since no person
wants others to molest him, almost every person will rebel
against molestation somewhere
along the line, even though he
may foolishly continue to molest
others while he is rebelling against
those who are molesting him.
At one time or another, the people of all nations have rebelled
against excessive molestation from
their own governments. This is as
true of the United States as it is
of Russia.
These rebellions sometimes
bring an increased degree of freedom - that is, a decre-ased degree
of molestation - for a while. Then
the rebels, not fully understanding that freedom is a condition of
reciprocal nonmolestation, seem
inevitably to begin to initiate the
same sort of laws against which
they themselves rebelled.
They rebel against a tea tax,
and then put a tax on tea! They
rebel against price controls, tariffs, and other restraints on trade;
then they re-establish price controls, tariffs, and the various other
restraints on trade! They rebel
against the idea of government-
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granted special privileges to certain persons and groups, and then
demand special privileges from
government for themselves and
their particular groups! They rebel against Siberia for political
prisoners, and then send political
prisoners to Siberia !They rebel
against the Bastille, and then put
the guillotine in its place!
Even so, the ideas of human
freedom which have been loosed
throughout the world during the
past 500 years are now too· strong
to be completely lost again. While
the trend of the past 50 years
has been toward more government
and less freedom, there is no reason to assume this· will continue
forever.
Peace and Freedom Depend
on Individual Determination

In order for the highest ideas
and ideals of mankind to prevail
generally, it seems obvious that a
condition of peace and freedom is
required - a society wherein no
person molests any other person;
a society wherein no person prevents any other person from developing his creative potentialities
to the fullest extent of his understanding and ability.
This desirable state of affairs
will not occur all at once. It will
grow only as freedom is understood and as faith in it is restored.
If one person decides today to
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practice freedom, the evolutionary
process in human relationships
will move forward one more step.
That is the only possible path to
freedom - a peaceful change in
thought and understanding and
action among individual· persons.
Anyone can begin the practice
of freedom whenever he chooses
to do so. It is easy, and one need
not wait upon other persons to
agree before he begins. No committee resolutions or elections or
laws are needed for a person to
begin the practice of freedom. One
need merely resolve not to impose
his will - legally or illegally upon his peaceful fellow men in
their religions, their economic theories, their attitudes, their morals,
their mores, or whatever. And
then start to practice it.
Set

an Example

But suppose that "scoundrel
next door" takes advantage of
your faith in freedom and begins
molesting peaceful you ? Well, you
will discover two things: First,
your neighbor is just as convinced
that you won't voluntarily "do the
right thing" as you are convinced
that he won't voluntarily "do the
right thing." Second, when your
words and your actions have convinced your neighbor that you
have no designs upon him or his,
he will admire you so much that
he will eventually ask you ques-
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tions to find out how you got that
way - and then he is ready to hear
out your ideas on freedom. A
clear and simple and consistent
explanation from you may cause
him also to practice freedomthat is, to stop advocating laws
to force other people to do what
he believes they should do.
Might there not be exceptions?
Probably so. But it isn't too important. If a person is busily en-

December

gaged in minding his own business instead of imposing his ideas
and viewpoints upon others, he
'will be pleasantly surprised at the
increase in his own spiritual and
physical and material well-being.
In addition, if he recognizes a
moral obligation to be a good
neighbor and citizen, this personal practice of freedom would
also seem to be the most effective
approach to that desirable goal. ~

ATale of
TWO WORDS
DEAN LIPTON

How FUTILE are words among
those who do not understand their
meaning!
"We all declare for liberty," said
Lincoln, "but in using the same
word we do not all mean the same
thing." Nor do we all mean the
same thing by our words for those
two important aspects of liberty:
rights and equality.
A hundred and thirty odd years
ago young Benjamin Disraeli was
Mr. Lipton of San Francisco has been a newspaperman and Army Historian whose articles
have appeared in numerous magazines.

standing for Parliament. This
grandson of a Venetian Jew would
one day become Prime Minister of
Queen Victoria's England. But
that was far in the future, and his
immediate task was to defeat a
liberal opponent. He told the solid
country folk of his constituency:
"I prefer the liberties we now enjoy to the liberalism they profess,
and find something better than
the Rights of lVlan in the Rights
of Englishmen."
There were, of course, many in
Disraeli's day as there are today
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to see in these words a lack of
compassion; here was a young
man obviously unconcerned with
the rights of anyone but an Englishman. Anyone referring in our
time to the "rights of Englishmen" (or of Americans) surely
would be denounced for negating
or downgrading the rights of lessdeveloped peoples of Asia or Africa
or South America.
What Disraeli Knew

Now, none of this would be
true. To begin with, Disraelimore than most men - knew the
meaning of words. He knew and
understood the ideas inherent in
the history of his Jewish ancestors
and also was well versed in the
history and traditions of AngloSaxon England. Aside from his
political ambitions, he was a
writer of brilliant, witty, and incisive political and social novels
which explored the foibles, weaknesses, and strengths of the society and politics of the England
of his time.
Although Disraeli doubtless
would have favored extending the
"rights of man" to men everywhere, he knew that this would
mean little until all men agreed
on what those rights were. To a
Zulu chief in Africa, who could
order a thousand men to leap over
a cliff to demonstrate his power,
the phrase would have a meaning
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not understood by Disraeli's constituents. Nor would it have meant
the same thing to a French revolutionary leader like Robespierre
or St. Just, who wrote about the
"rights of man" with one hand
while signing his daily quota of
warrants for the execution of
"enemies of the state" with the
other.
Every dictator or king or emperor professes to rule for the
benefit of the people. For instance,
"divine right of kings" meant to
the people of medieval Europe that
the king was ordained by God to
protect their rights and thus possessed a divine right to rule. That
few kings ever concerned themselves with the rights of their
subjects is quite another matter.
History, of course, records that
the kingly attitude usually ranged
from negligence and carelessness
to the most callous brutality. Still,
the theory was the "rights of
man," in a different costume.
All of this, Disraeli knew. So it
was natural that he preferred the
"Rights of Englishmen" to the
"Rights of Man." He was taking
nothing away from the savage
power of a Zulu chief or a revolutionary leader or an advocate of
absolute monarchy or dictatorship. Nothing he could say would
influence them. But he knew that
the "Rights of Man" was too general and meant too much to mean
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anything. On the other hand, the
"Rights of Englishmen" was a
specific term, tied to the history
of a single people.
Magna Charta -

J2 J5

What, then, did it mean? To
anyone conversant with English
history, its meaning was clear. An
Englishman's rights had been
wrested from King John by the
Barons on a memorable June day
in 1215 at Runnymede when they
forced him to sign the Magna
Charta. True, these were rights at
first to be granted the nobility
versus the crown. Yet, in the ensuing centuries, they were broadened to more nearly encompass all
Englishmen.
Even as civilized a nation as
France had no history of successful parliamentarian struggle
against the ruling monarch. But
the England of that day could
look back to a Parliament that had
revolted against Charles I, demanding the right to tax as the
representatives of the people, and
insisting that this was the people's
right, and not the right of the
royal house.
But Disraeli also would have
known that while these "Rights"
extended to most Englishmen,
they by no means extended to all
of them; history in its boundless
inconsistency had placed certain
political restrictions on English
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Catholics and Jews. Disraeli,
whose father was a convert to the
Church of England, could avoid
those restrictions; but most Jews
and Catholics could not. One of
Disraeli's historic functions would
be to help make these rights uniform, to aid in the fight to apply
them to all Englishmen.
In the Name of Equality

\Vithin the category of rights,
another word which has rung down
the historical corridors is "equality." We are destined in our time
to hear much more of it. This word
has struck a chord in the imaginations and has been used by all
kinds of men from the most admirable to the most vicious. The
Chinese Communists proclaimed it
as their legions poured through
the mountain passes to slaughter
peaceful Tibetan villagers. Peaceful men have urged it upon their
neighbors, and violent men have
shouted it as they squeezed the
triggers of scatter guns. Nearly
eighty years ago, socialisticallyinclined Edward Bellamy wrote
about a utopian society of the future in a novel entitled Looking
Backward. And the word he chose
as title for its sequel, written nine
years later, was Equality.
The meaning of the same 'word
to different men can best be
judged by comparing the ideas of
two historically important figures:
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the Virginia aristocrat, Thomas
J efferson, and the French lawyerturned-revolutionary, Maxmillien
de Robespierre. What did "equality" mean to each of them? It was
a word they both liked and often
used. But a glance at the slogans
commonly associated with their
names will show that they were
talking and writing about two
different things.
Thomas Jefferson, a brilliant
stylist but not always a clear
writer, wrote in the Declaration
of Independence: "All men are
created equal."
The French Revolutionary slogan promoted by Robespierre and
his followers was: "Liberty,
Equality, Fraternity."
However, Jefferson then went
on to point out that all men were
created equal in the exercise of
certain rights: Life, Liberty, the
Pursuit of Happiness. Governments, in his words, were instituted to protect those rights; by
implication, that was where government's legitimate function began and ended. Quite obviously,
he did not believe that all men
were equal. The logic of J efferson's position was that men were
born with differing strengths and
weaknesses, and that even in such
external conditions as material
well-being, some were born luckier
than others. Equality, in this
sense, is concerned with the rights
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of people, and not with people per
see They are equal because these
rights belong to all men, not just
to some of them.
Fraternal Equality
Under the Guillotine

The equalitarian concept inherited from the French Revolutionfrom men like Roryaspierre - is
different in kind as well as degree.
This equality is fraternal, and
"fraternity" in the trinitarian slogan of the French Revolutionists
became a meaningless extra word.
It meant what it said: All men
are equal. This is meaningless because it is untrue. Men are not
equal. Some are born with greater
intelligence than others. Some
have mechanical aptitudes while
others have verbal aptitudes. The
simple fact is that the son of a
Soviet commissar is born luckier
than the son of a Mongolian herdsman.
Now, if anyone had the choice
under which system of equality to
live, he would do well to consider
a fascinating historical contradiction. Contrary to what one might
suppose, the lives and liberties of
men have been far more secure
where their individual inequalities have been admitted and where
they were "equal" only insofar as
they were subject to the law. Take,
for instance, a farmer in Virginia during colonial revolutionary
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times when Thomas Jefferson was
governor of the state and measure
his lot against that of a peasant
during the time of Robespierre.
The farmer may not have been the
intellectual equal of Jefferson. He
may have lacked many of the
material comforts that Jefferson
had taken for granted since birth.
However, in the exercis€ of his
natural rights, he was Jefferson's
equal; and with all of the powers
of his office, Jefferson could do
nothing to diminish those rights
in the slightest degree.
The French peasant was told
again and again by the leaders of
the state that he was the equal
of any man. There were no ranks
and no titles. He was plain Citizen
Peasant to all who knew him. And
Robespierre was plain Citizen
Robespierre to everyone from his
closest associates down to the
least significant man among Paris'
huddled masses. But what did this
equality mean in practice? Citizen
Peasant could be dragged from
his home and family, thrown into

a crowded cell, charged with a
vague and specious crime "against
the state," and tried before a peremptory court of zealots. Conviction was almost certain. Execution in barbaric manner was
equally certain.
No, men are not equal. Nor do
all men mean the same thing when
they declare their equality and
claim their rights. For our own
understanding of these words, let
us hearken to that earlier document, which Jefferson doubtless
had in mind. The Virginia Bill of
Rights, published June 12, 1776,
clearly and bluntly says: " ... all
men are by nature equally free
and independent, and have certain
inherent rights, of which, when
they enter into a state of society,
they cannot by any compact deprive or divest their posterity;
namely, the enjoyment of life and
liberty, with means of acquiring
and possessing property, and pursuing and obtaining happiness and
safety."
~

De-fuse the Bomb
THOSE

who are concerned over a population explosion of too many

people for the amount of food they will produce, are projecting
the present results of our welfare state into the future and are
ignoring the limitless potential of free enterprise.
PAUL
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FISHER

Redondo Beach, California

A REVIEWER'S NOTEBOOK

JOHN CHAMBERLAIN

lite lltird World War
J AMES BURNHAM has been talking
sense about the Cold War for two
decades and more. As his The War
We Are In: The Last Decade and
the Next (Arlington House, $6.00)
proves, he has not always been pessimistic about the chances of the
West. This book consists for the
most part of selections from his
National Review column which
runs from fortnight to fortnight
under the general heading of "The
Third World War," but he has
added several interpretive essays
and a final chapter on "The Decade
to Come." Since he views the world
struggle as a contest of wills that
has yet to be settled, he is not really
saying that the West is hell-bent on
self-destruction as the title of one
of his recent books-The Suicide of
the West-would seem to imply. If
Burnham is always braced against
seeing things in a rosy light, he is
still optimist enough to know that
things may turn out better if you
are resolved to go down fighting.

The essential feature of Burnham's thinking is his belief that
communist policy, far from being
a riddle inside an enigma wrapped
in a mystery, is perfectly clear. All
true Marxist-Leninists, he says, believe that capitalism is doomed and
that it is the duty of communists
of whatever persuasion to give the
tottering structure of the West a
push whenever it is safe to do so.
Communists may bicker among
themselves, and behave in "polycentric" fashion even to the point
of seeming to be nothing more than
good nationalists, but communist
countries have not yet engaged in
such suicidal struggles as brought
capitalist Europe to the verge of
dissolution in 1914-18 and 1939-45.
vVhen the United States, which
both Moscow and Peking regard
as their prime enemy, finds itself
in trouble (as in the Dominican
Republic, Cuba, and Vietnam),
communists of all persuasions
form an effective "united front
757

758

THE FREEMAN

from below" to back whatever Leftist faction is fighting us.
Burnham has had his manifold
disappointments in the journalistic
battle which he continues to wage
with unabated dedication. He had
hoped that the European Common
Market would somehow broaden
into an Atlantic World Common
Market. He had hoped that the
French would find some way of
keeping Algeria inside a greater
French Republic. He was appalled
when Eisenhower and Dulles let
the English, the French, and the
Israelis down in the first Suez
crisis, and predicted, quite rightly,
that other Middle Eastern and
African troubles would flow from
the failure of the West to act as a
unit to keep the MediterraneanRed Sea artery open on its own
terms. Looking back on the Bay of
Pigs in Cuba and the aborted Hungari'an Revolution of 1956, Burnham is. haunted by the "mighthave-beens." But still he hopes that
the tide will be turned, possibly by
U.S. fortitude in "holding the pass"
in Southeast Asia.
Bumbling Brinkmanship

Burnham is particularly good
when he discusses the "evasion formulas" that are forever bemusing
western statesmen. In 1917 the
West thought that Lenin was too
"crackpot" to make his Bolshevik
Revolution stick. But the "crack-

Decembe-r

pots" defeated western interventionists and consolidated their rule.
In the thirties the Popular Front
with the communists was going to
keep Hitler from going to war. But
the Popular Front somehow ended
up by being replaced by the Hitler-Stalin Pact. The rise of Stalin
was supposed to betoken the end
of Trotsky's theory of the Permanent Revolution. But Stalin's "socialism in one country" did not
preclude the success of Mao Tsetung's revolution in China, or the
seizure, by the Red Army, of the
Baltic States and the countries that
became the "captive nations" of
Eastern Europe.
In China they spoke of Mao's
"Jeffersonian agrarianism," but
Mao eventually blossomed forth as
the philosopher of the guerilla encirclement of capitalism via seizure
of "rural" Asia, Africa, and Latin
America. The Red Chinese "Jeffersonian agrarians" fought us to a
standstill in Korea, and are now
busy reassuring Ho Chi Minh in
North Vietnam that they support
him in his refusal to reach any
compromise with the "imperialists" short of complete evacuation
of South Vietnam by U.S. troops.
The communists have even
smashed the Monroe Doctrine,
gaining immunity for Castro in
Cuba in return for their withdrawal of offensive atomic missiles.
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This, as Burnham says, is "the
record" of the past. As for the future, Burnham is perfectly sure
that de Gaulle will never succeed
in putting together a "Europe of
the fatherlands" stretching from
"the Atlantic to the Urals." Such
a Europe would inevitably be dominated by the Soviets, who have an
atomic arsenal. As for the emergence of a third power in "little
Europe," it is blocked by de
Gaulle's animus against political
integration.
International Policies

Burnham has traveled extensively in Africa and southern Asia,
and he has observed that the populations of the underdeveloped countries keep on rising faster than the
food supply. He fears that the
"Third World" of the old colonial
areas must choose between the
rival "neo-colonialisms" of the
West and the Communist East if
they want military security, investment, and technical assistance.
As applied to the policies of the
West, he does not use the adjective
"neo-colonial" in any pejorative
sense. He thinks that Africa and
Asia will get a better break from
the West than from the Communist
East for several reasons. First of
all, the West is willing to accept
the formal independence and autonomy of its ,old colonies. Secondly, its economic aid is likely to
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be more efficient, particularly if it
is left to free enterprise. Third, its
sea and air power is more mobile
than any force which the Soviets
and the Red Chinese would be able
to deploy to protect a country far
from Russia or Red China.
Burnham is perfectly willing to
agree with George Kennan that the
"blocs" have been loosened, that
Titoism has resulted in "polycentrism," that the Moscow communists and the Peking communists
have split, that the East European
countries are straining for freedom from Muscovite leading
strings, and'that nationalism is the
main propelling force in most of
the newly emergent "Third World."
But, unlike Kennan, he thinks the
best way to take advantage of communist troubles is to keep the pressure on. If the Soviets are being
assailed from within by their intellectuals, why should we strengthen
the hands of the ruling clique that
would repress those intellectuals?
If Red China is on the verge of
chaos, why should we give the Maoist tyrants the endorsement of inviting them into the UN?
"If," says Burnham in a forceful conclusion, "if our experts and
policy-makers devoted one-tenth
the attention and energy" to exacerbating the struggle between
factions within the communist
world that they now "lavish on
polycentrism and Sino-Soviet di-
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alectics, they might discover levers which, properly handled, could
bring down the communist enterprise." Burnham has had a good
record of spotting such levers in
the past, only to see his advice ignored. The publication of his The
War We Are In: The Last Decade
and the Next is in itself a "lever,"
provided that it can be gotten into
enough hands.
~

~

THE RECONSTRUCTION
AMENDMENTS' DEBATES,
Virginia Commission on Constitutional Government, Richmond, Virginia, 1967, 764 pp., $4.50 ($3.00
paperbound) .

Reviewed by George Charles Roche III.
FROM TIME TO TIME, the Virginia
Commission on Constitutional Government makes available valuable
materials pertinent to the subject
of American federalism, states'
rights, and related problems. The
Reconstruction Amendments' Debates is a significant addition to
that literature. As the Commission
makes clear in its introduction, the
thirteenth, fourteenth, and fifteenth Amendments to the Constitution today provide the basis for
approximately one half of the constitutional law litigation reaching
the United States Supreme Court.
Such matters as school desegrega-
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tion, legislative reapportionment,
voting rights, restrictions on state
criminal procedure, and restraints
upon the economic self-control of
the states fall into this category.
Some 20,000 pages of debates
and committee reports serve as the
basis for this compilation. The volume is indexed by subject and by
legal cases, and also contains a biographical index of House and Senate participants in the debates
which led to the Amendments. Every page specifies the session of
Congress, the dates and the original page numbers of the Congressional Globe from which the material was drawn, as well as the
names of the speakers and the
topics under discussion.
The ReconstructionAmendments'
Debates should have great utility
for all libraries as well as for all
those whose professions or interest
touch upon the relationship between state and national government. An understanding of the
original attitudes and opinions of
those drafting the legislation, set
in its historical perspective, is
surely an indispensable aid in understanding the complex intergovernmental problems of our time.
Copies may be procured from the
Virginia Commission on Constitutional Government, 1116 Ninth
Street Office Building, Richmond,
Virginia, 23219.
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