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Markets 
a~(\ 

Morals 

ROGER DONW AY 

MR. IRVING KRISTOL, speaking to 
the Mont Pelerin Society, raised 
the question whether a market 
society can survive, if it not only 
permits anti-market views, but 
actually fosters them insofar as 
they provide business opportuni
ties. And on the assumption that 
it cannot, he asks whether there 
is in the market philosophy any 
reason for an entrepreneur not to 
invest in, say, the publication of 
anti-market literature. We know, 
as a matter of fact, that the Right 
has generally protested actions 
such as Simon and Schuster's 
publication of Jerry Rubin, but 
could the Right do so consistently, 
if such a publication were prof
itable? 

Mr. Garry Wills has carried the 
argument even further in Nixon 

Mr. Don way, 8 recent graduate of Brown Uni
versity, continues to deal as a free lance student 
and writer with the social implications of certain 
philosophical issues. 

Agonistes. The philosophy of the 
market, he says, assumes that if 
it is profitable to supply some 
good, then that good will be sup
plied; which means, will be sup
plied by someone. But that as
sumption is possible only if we 
also assume that the marketeer's 
sole standard for production is : 
whatever is profitable. And this 
means that the marketeer cannot 
regulate his actions by any other 
standard, for instance, by any 
moral code. Thus, where Kristol 
says that the market society can
not maintain the e~hics on which 
it is based, as a generally prevail
ing social norm, \)\~'ills says that 
the marketeer himself cannot 
maintain any ethical views. 

Now it cannot be denied that 
such critics have been given 
grounds for their arguments. Pro
fessor Jeffrey Hart, in his book 
The American Dissent, wrote the 
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following, approving description 
of Wilhelm Roepke's thought : "To 
the extent that an economy is free, 
he points out, production goes 
forward at the command of the 
consumers, whose desires, re
flected in the market, are then 
reflected in the decisions of the 
producers." Hart contrasts this 
with a collectivist economy in 
which production goes forward at 
the command of bureaucrats. It 
would seem, then, that under any 
system producers can have no 
standards of their own, and the 
only question is : by whom shall 
they be commanded ? 

Similarly, in Human Action, 
Ludwig von Mises wrote: 

In his capacity as a businessman 
a man is a servant of the consumers, 
bound to comply with their wishes . .. 
His customers' whims and fancies are 
for him ultimate law, provided these 
customers are ready to pay for them. 
He is under the necessity of adjusting 
his conduct to the demand of the con
sumers. If the consumers, without a 
taste for the beautiful, prefer things 
ugly and vulgar, he must, contrary to 
his own conviction, supply them with 
such things. 

I suppose one can understand 
why, as a matter of history, the 
defenders of capitalism adopted 
this line of argument. When the 
New Deal was culminating the 
long attack on businessmen as 
rapacious and exploitative, the 
image of a servant, or even a slave, 

may have looked like a good way 
to stylize the truth that business
men make profits only by satisfy
ing demand. It was an intelligible 
if unfortunate move. (And it 
should be pointed out that the 
most powerful, pro-capitalist re
jection of this image, Ayn Rand's 
novel, The Fountainhead, was 
written in the very teeth of the 
New Deal. )' 

Consent vs. Coercion 

The inherent problem with the 
attempted accommodation was 
summed up in another chapter of 
Human Action. In a section en
titled "The Metaphorical Employ
ment of the Terminology of Polit
ical Rule," Mises pointed out the 
vogue of describing entrepreneurs 
as "autocrats," or "kings"; and he 
also pointed out the fallacy of do
ing so, by making the necessary 
contrast between economic action, 
which is based on consent, and 
government action, which is based 
on coercion. The irony is that this 
section occurs as part of a larger 
one entitled "The Sovereignty of 
the Consumer." The new critics of 
capitalism have shown us why it 
is as necessary to forego political 
metaphors about the consumer as 
it is to deny them about the entre
preneur. 

The questions raised by these 
attacks can be conveniently di
vided into those concerning the 
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trader, and those concerning the 
entrepreneur. And in each case, I 
believe, the correct answer can be 
seen to lie in a return to the basic 
principles of capitalism. 

In the case of the trader, this is 
fairly easy to see. In order for an 
exchange to take place, we need a 
buyer seeking a type of good, and 
offering certain prices for certain 
quantities of it. And we need a 
seller offering the type of good 
sought by the buyer, and offering 
it in at least one quantity for the 
price which the buyer is willing to 
pay. We are often reminded in eco
nomics that it may happen no 
mutually acceptable terms can be 
reached, and that then no trade 
will take place. We are less often 
reminded, though it is equally 
true, that a person may have no 
supply schedule at all for the good 
sought, even if he is capable of 
supplying it. Indeed, if he believes 
it is immoral to produce the good, 
he may well have no supply sched
ule for it, and there is no reason 
in capitalist theory to expect that 
he will. 

Nor is there any reason to say 
that a person is "not acting as a 
businessman," if he refuses to 
supply a good when he believes it 
is immoral to do so. We know that 
trade results in mutual advantage; 
that is, each party values the situ
ation following the trade more 
highly than he valued the situa-

tion preceding the trade. This 
gain, which Mises calls "psychic 
profit," is what the trader acts to 
achieve. But obviously there are 
preconditions for experiencing 
such a gain, and obviously too it is 
part of the businessman's job to 
ensure that those preconditions 
exist for him after the trade. 
There is thus no point in a trade 
whose very terms destroy those 
preconditions. And for that rea
son, a trader cannot set any price 
on his own death; and for that 
same reason, he cannot set any 
price on the suicide of his soul. 

Anticipating Demand 

In the case of the entrepreneur, 
of course, one can and should 
make the same point. But an en
trepreneur is also set at the oppo
site pole from amoral pandering 
by another characteristic, which 
relates to the essence of his eco
nomic role. The arguments against 
the entrepreneur assume that his 
activity is called forth by demand. 
But it is not. As Mises says, "The 
only source from which an entre
preneur's profits stem is his abil
ity to anticipate better than other 
people the future demand of con
sumers." 

We must remember that the en
trepreneur acts in the present to 
meet future demand, and we must 
remember that the time distinc
tion is crucial. For then we can 
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see how absurd is the critic's 
image of the entrepreneur as one 
who makes his profit by cynically 
catering to the consumers' irra
tional desires. Under this image, 
we would have to imagine him 
telling his bankers : first, that he 
intended to produce a good which 
it was widely thought people 
would not buy (since profits arise 
from unanticipated demand) ; sec
ond, that it was a good which peo
ple did not really need ; and third, 
that it was a good which people 
could not reasonably desire. In ef
fect, he would be asking them to 
bet against general opinion, 
against people's needs, and against 
people's intelligence. And that is, 
when one thinks of it, a most un
likely scenario. 

A more plausible picture would 
be to note that because the entre
preneur must always stand against 
general opinion, he therefore 
needs, all the more urgently, to 
enlist the other two factors on the 
side of his product, and not against 
it. But how can he predict what 
people will truly need, or could 
reasonably desire, except by know-

IDEAS ON 
Appeal to Man's Best 

ing for himself what is truly val
uable? And why, knowing that, 
would he risk offering anything 
else? 

Thus, when Garry Wills por
trays the marketeer as "the late 
mover, the tester of responses," 
we may reply that, on the con
trary, it is only through a per
sonal estimate of his product, and 
a confidence in the correctness of 
his values, that the entrepreneur 
can have confidence in the correct
ness of his necessarily maverick 
judgment about the appeal his 
goods will have for others. 

And when Irving Kristol says 
that the market offers no reasons 
against immoral trades, we may 
say that, first, the market insists 
a trade shall take place only w~en 
the terms are amenable to both 
parties, and in accorda.nce with 
any standards they care to set ; 
and second, that an immoral trade 
would by its nature be a bad trade, 
because it would destroy the pre
co~ditions of gain. The same point 
has also been phrased: what shall 
it profit a man if he shall gain the 
whole world and lose his own soul? 

11 

LIBERTY 

ERROR always addresses the passions and prejudices: truth 
scorns such mean intrigue, and only addresses the understanding 

and the conscience. 

AZEL BACKUS 



CHOICE or 
CHAINS 

RIDGWAY K. FOLEY, JR. 

HUMAN LIFE is a continuing series 
of choices between alternatives. 
This characteristic distinguishes 
human beings from other crea
tures. Animals may opt for one 
alternative in lieu of another but 
no base mammal possesses the 
faculty of rational choice, nor do 
the beasts and birds know that 
they choose- they act by habit or 
instinct. 

Man alone possesses, acquires 
and hones the innate and improv
able capacity to perceive, study, 
measure, evaluate, and finally se
lect between courses of action. 
True, some of our choices appear 
intuitive, instinctive or habitual 
upon superfluous examination: for 
example, a rational adult seldom 
Jays his hand upon the activated 
burner of an electric range unless 
he intends to maim himself; we 
learn, often after being informed 

Mr. Foley, a partner in Souther, Spaulding, 
Kinsey, Williamson & Schwabe, pt'actices law 
in Portland, OreKon. 

by our elders, sometimes after so
bering and painful experience, 
that hot stoves usually burn flesh 
and cause severe pain. Animals 
may also perform with superficial 
similarity : a dog once caught in a 
trap will exhibit wariness about 
similar devices. But the distinction 
between the two situations rests 
with a rational selection of alter
natives: a canine will seldom if 
ever encounter a trap in order to 
release an unrelated beast; a man 
may touch a hot stove in order to 
rescue a human being or an ani
mal somehow endangered by the 
machine. Thus, man may choose to 
countermand an instinctive course 
of conduct because he perceives 
t he risk but believes he must (or 
ought to) assume the hazard in 
order to secure some ultimate per
sonal goal. Thus, man makes value 
judgments, a feat which describes 
his choices and distinguishes him 
from other living creatures. 

199 
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No One Can or Should Destroy 
Another's Right to Choose 

If choice relates to the values 
held by individual, thinking, per
ceptive human beings, no one in
dividual or group of individuals 
ought to deprive any other person 
or association of the right to 
choose, for no one can comprehend 
the values which make up the be
ing of another person. Each indi
vidual is the product of the numer
ous concepts, mores, customs, ex
periences, deductions, intuitions 
and the like which constantly 
bombard and alter his being. Even 
if an all-knowing sage could look 
inside his neighbor's soul and 
mind and discern, at a given mo
ment of time, the content stowed 
within, his wisdom would be out
dated the next instant when the 
subject encountered some new 
knowledge from within or with
out, or the effect of a new experi
ence. Thus, no man can possibly 
garner the wisdom necessary to 
make a meaningful choice for an
other being. More saliently, how
ever, no man ought to denigrate 
the humanness of one or more of 
his fellows by depriving him of 
his right to choose in even the 
smallest particular. Since making 
choices separates human beings 
from mere biological inhabitants 
of the universe, one who dares 
destroy the right oi free choice in 
another being, by coercion, 

threats, or fraud, in even the most 
minute particular, to that extent 
destroys the essential humanity of 
his vict im for our humanity de
pends upon our choice-making 
capacity and our worth as persons 
depends upon the value of our 
choices. 

Deprivation of choice or dis
placement of alternatives abound 
in modern society. A group of in
dividuals seize power and tell 
others within a given territory 
that they may not manufacture, 
distribute and sell hydroelectric 
power, or that they cannot con
struct a fourplex on their real es
tate, .or that they must work for 
a given wage and no other, or that 
they must contribute a share of 
the cost of putting a man on an
other solar body, or that they may 
hire only certain individuals of a 
given race, creed or color, or any 
one of thousands of other matters, 
insignificant or substantial. In 
some instances, the actor loses his 
choice completely, or is presented 
with a Hobson's Choice: do (or 
don't do) this, or you will lose 
your life, or all your property, or 
your liberty. Either the choice be
comes nonexistent (no one will 
work for more or less than the 
stated wage because of fear, and 
two actors are required to act) or 
the consequences devastate the al
ternative which those in power 
wish to avoid (no conscripted sol-
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dier will refuse to obey a battle
field command, even if immoral, 
because of fear of immediate death 
at the hands of his superior offi
cer). 

Power groups may also displace 
free choice by offering induce
ments to some actors at a cost to 
others. Ordinarily, consumers 
would prefer clean and inexpen
sive electric heat for their homes 
and apartments, and the majority 
of them would cast their dollar 
vote in the market place for such 
a service. However, the claque in 
power may determine that oil pro
ducers should receive a subsidy un
available to electricity distribu
tors; the granting of this subsidy 
enables the oil and gas manufac
turer to offer his product more 
cheaply, thus encouraging a 
change in consumption habits by 
the consuming public. 

Harmonious Differences 

Despite the seemingly haphaz
ard and random existence of bil
lions of choosing individuals, all 
seeking their private goals, an 
amazing phenomenon occurs in a 
free and unfettered world : a con
catenation of effort and effect 
where each actor can fully and 
freely release his or her creative 
energy. No coercive, man-planned 
system can create harmony among 
myriad individuals - history is 
filled with examples of millions 

crushed under the heel of the 
despot's boot, or mutilated to fit 
Procustes' Bed. Twentieth century 
liquidation of kulaks in Russia, 
peasants in China, and the Jews 
in Germany bears sad witness to 
the tyrant's method of planning 
and its effect on human freedom. 

What causes this meshing to
gether of individual choice into a 
cohesive and rational whole? No 
man can fully comprehend and ex
plain, any more than one can know 
and explain the phenomenon of 
electricity. But freedom, like elec
tricity, offers substantial benefits 
to be enjoyed and appreciated. I 
need not understand how elec
tricity develops, or how it is trans
mitted into my abode, in order to 
relax and bask in the generated 
warmth on a cold winter night. 
So, too, with liberty. I may not be 
able to explain why freedom works 
in bringing together myriad 
choice-making individuals into an 
ever-higher order, but I can rec
ognize the fact and cherish the 
result. 

A partial explanation appears 
to reside in the nature of man
kind. Each questing, choosing hu
man seeks to act in harmony with 
his vision of ultimate truth. Each 
approaches that essential reality 
from a different view with a dif
ferent capacity for perception and 
action. The result is a blending of 
choices ; and each step closer to 
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truth more perfectly harmonizes 
the several choices. Man calls the 
ultimate truth of the Universe by 
different names. For some of us, 
the real essence resides in a per
sonal, all-powerful Being we call 
God, Allah, or Yahweh. For oth
ers, the universe appears as a 
never-ending expanse governed by 
the ultimate force of natural laws. 
For the statist, man is a wholly 
perfectible creature in a relativ
istic sphere; man represents no 
more than silly putty to be molded 
into perfection by the all-wise 
planner (who, oddly enough, rises 
up from the mass which is to be 
planned and programmed). The 
free man believes that man, finite 
and imperfectible but capable of 
improvement, represents an ulti
mate value in himself and he re
sides in a rational universe gov
erned by immutable laws and an 
unchanging truth which he can 
partially espy. The statist firmly 
believes that a man-created state 
can turn iron into gold (or, more 
saliently, special drawing rights 
into gold). The free man recog
nizes that, despite legislative and 
legalistic legerdemain, iron will 
remain iron, gold will remain gold, 
and never the twain shall meet. 

The fact that the unprogrammed 
choices of diverse individuals can 
coordinate into an increasingly
improving world does not preclude 
disharmony from arising in hu-

man affairs from refusal to accept 
the burdens of liberty. 

The libertarian avoids applica
tion of force and withstands the 
pangs attendant upon rejection, 
recognizing that freedom to live 
includes freedom to fail. He ob
serves that values may conflict: 
A may wish a quiet life in a resi
dential neighborhood; B may wish 
to play hard rock at 3 in the 
morning; C may opt to burn old 
rubber tires. In such instances, a 
free man seeks voluntary solu
tions to human problems, while 
the statist can only suggest force. 
Application of force necessarily 
deprives some man of his choice
making power and thereby deni
grates his essential humanness. 

Choice Represents an Absolute 

Some things remain constant 
and eternal in a dynamic world. 
Choice is one of those matters. 
Creation occurs by choice, not 
chance. Only man or his Creator 
can create value, for only man 
and his Creator possess the power 
and ability to assess meaningful 
alternatives and to choose. 

Choice, like truth, love and 
freedom, exhibits an absolute 
value as well as an absolute fact. 
Rightness or justice demands that 
each human being be permitted to 
exercise his essential humanness 
by an unfettered decision between 
alternatives. 
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Choice cannot be avoided. I 
choose when I fail to choose or 
when I refuse to choose. Failure 
or refusal to choose constitutes a 
deliberate and voluntary decision 
as much as a preference for rose
buds over carnations or an election 
between euthanasia and life. Man 
cannot escape choice, nor can he 
avoid its consequences. Choice per
vades life and one cannot elude his 
responsibility by the affirmation 
that the decision represents the 
product of some group, committee 
or state. If I commit theft by 
taking value created by my neigh
bor by force or duress, I must 
bear the consequences of that con
duct; I cannot hide behind the 
alibi that the majority of voters 
somehow sanctioned this looting. 
No association or committee need 
answer for its conduct; only indi
viduals incur that burden. Which 
is to say that every act of choos
ing incurs moral consequences for 
which the individual is respon
sible. 

Again, how can one ascribe 
moral consequences to every de
cision between alternatives? In 
some cases, all will recognize the 
obvious: the decision to kill, molest 
or defraud or not to kill, molest 
or defraud another human. being. 
In other instances the relation
ship, while very real, seems less 
readily apparent. In this regard, 
we must remain cognizant of the 

fact that reality exists, with or 
without our personal perception 
of the matter. 

The Seen and the Unseen 

In discerning the moral conse
quences of mundane choices, we 
must recall Bastiat's constant cry: 
Note the seen and the unseen ! I 
lay my hand on a hot burner of a 
stove with the resultant searing 
of flesh. As a libertarian, I must 
concede that I am free to do with 
my life as I desire, without indi
vidual or group interference; I 
may maim myself or destroy my
self. Thus, from the seen point of 
view what I have done by crip
pling my hand contains little 
moral effect. But consider the un
seen: I must live with the cons'e
quences of that act. If unable to 
work because of my injury, I 
become dependent upon others for 
food, clothing and shelter and to 
the extent that I deprive the pro
ducer of value of the fruits of his 
labor I am responsible. If a prom
Ismg pianist or mechanic, I de
prive others of the value I could 
have produced and traded. The 
list is endless. 

Again, I may choose to walk to 
work on Lancaster Street or on 
Lexington Street. How can we say 
that represents a moral choice? 
Suppose by taking Lancaster, I 
may witness an accident victim 
unattended, a scene I would not 
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have encountered had I journeyed 
down Lexington. By venturing on 
Lancaster I came upon further 
circumstances which present 
further choices to me : shall I aid 
the victim like the good Samari
tan or leave him because I wish to 
remain uninvolved. Remember, I 
cannot eschew choice so I must 
act. My choice of Lancaster over 
Lexington thus has more obvious 
moral overtones because of its re
lationship to subsequently develop
ing situations and the decisions 
required thereby. 

Simply put, every choice repre
sents a moral choice not because 
of the particular act involved 
(taking Lancaster instead of 
Lexington) but by virtue of the 
intertwining of myriad choices 
into life itself. Because we reside 
in a causal world, decision inter
relates with decision in a natural 
and immutable way and each of 
us must abide the ultimate re
sponsibility for the way he lives 
his life. The morality of choice 
means that man must assume re
sponsibility for all of the effects 
rationally generated by his 
choices. 

Rousseau declared, "Man is born 

IDEAS ON Ralph Barton Perry 

free, but everywhere he is in 
chains." Oddly enough, Rousseau 
and his followers helped chain suc
ceeding generations of men more 
brutally than before. 

Free choice represents the sole 
means of avoiding fetters. Either 
you choose, or some other man or 
group of men will choose for you. 
To the extent that others dom
inate your choice, you are chained. 

Yet this singular fact remains: 
even though one voluntarily 
chooses chains or involuntarily 
loses his choice, he cannot escape 
the awful responsibility imposed 
upon human beings. It is this 
burden which so dismays the ex
istentialists. 

Man was created free, and he 
functions better in a state of 
liberty. He bears personal respon
sibility for his moral choices 
whether or not he is politically 
free. Therefore, he had best reside 
in a free dominion, fully respon
sible for his actions and choosing 
between the widest range of al
ternatives. To the extent that he 
lacks this choice, he loses his 
essential humanity and remains 
in the chains of slavery. ~ 

LIBERTY 

IGNORANCE deprives men of freedom because they do not know 
what alternatives there are. 



ON MISERY AND RULE 

A SOCIAL doctrine currently fash
ionable within the "intellectual 
community" is that poverty, hun
ger, and suffering in general are 
intolerable in a humane society. 
The implication is that society is 
not humane if it does not as a 
matter of course provide for the 
relief of all types of suffering. 
Since there is no consensus as to 
the means or extent of the relief 
of suffering (otherwise the point 
taken would be manifestly redun
dant) it must be left to the gov
ernment, as society's instrument 
of force, to ensure this relief. 

Let us look at this principle in 
the context of the philosophy ex
pressed in the Declaration of In
dependence, that the function of 
government is to secure the vari
ous "inalienable Rights, that 
among these are Life, Liberty, and 
the pursuit of Happiness." To be 
consistent, we must either 
acknowledge as one of the Rights 
that of freedom from suffering, 

Dr. McDonald, a lecturer in the Department of 
Applied Mathematics and Theoretical Physics 
at the University of Liverpool, England, cur
rently is on leave of absence at the University 
of Rochester, New York. 

STANLEY C. MCDONALD 

or else append the philosophy of 
the Founding Fathers with the no
tion that government has a fur
ther function. 

On the one hand, it appears that 
it is not an inherent Right that 
we be free from suffering. The 
"inalienable Rights" claimed by 
the Founding Fathers are those 
states of being with which men 
are "endowed by their Creator," 
states which are not only possible, 
but manifest. The thesis that a 
condition is a Right is thus ~n
tenable if, under foreseeable cir
cumstances, that condition cannot 
possibly be realized. Hence, one 
cannot claim the right to be Pres
ident, although he may claim the 
right to one day qualify for nomi
nation, simply because not every 
man can possibly attain that posi
tion. 

Although the Creator is selec
tive when providing men with 
physical and mental attributes, 
He is exceedingly impartial with 
Rights, to the extent that they 
are equally bestowed upon men. 
The notion that freedom from suf
fering is a Right cannot be justi-

205 



206 THE FREEMAN April 

fied on the basis of any empirical 
evidence, since it has never been 
demonstrated that men can be free 
from suffering. 

We are thus left with the alter
native- the relief of suffering is 
a functJion of government in addi
tion to that of securing the "in
alienable Rights." What remains 
to be shown is that it is not in 
violation of Rights that govern
ment exercises functions beyond 
the maintenance of Rights. In 
other words, is there a legitimate 
social use of force other than that 
necessary to secure men's natural 
rights? We would like to show 
that in the particula.r C!!Se of re
lief from suffering the answer 
must be "no." We will base ot:r 
conclusions on the premise that 
suffering is an inherent aspect of 
man's cognizance of reality, and 
we will consequently try to dem
onstrate that the suffering ex
perience is a necessary part of the 
pursuit of Happiness. 

Through experience and reason 
we have come to realize that it is 
always those conditions which 
give rise to suffering which we 
aim to eliminate. Although suffer
ing is a disagreeable experience, 
which may possibly bring about 
more suffering, it is not a substan
tial condition. We may describe 
"suffering" as the natural re
sponse of the body or mind to 
conditions which are not in har-

mony with the natural state of the 
body or mind. 

Whereas the state of Happiness 
may be characterized by the cog
nizance of the condition of physi
cal and psychological harmony, the 
pursuit of Happiness must entail 
the endeavor to eliminate the in
harmonious conditions. Apparent
ly the experience of suffering is 
the indication of sensitivity to 
such conditions; and, without that 
sensitivity, it is not clear how 
those conditions may be remedied. 
The systematic suppression of the 
suffering experience must prove a 
forbidding obstacle to the pursuit 
of Happiness. Only for those con
ditions of suffering which are evi
dently irremedial can we justify 
systematic relief. 

Helpless or Foolish? 

Let us look at two types of con
ditions which give rise to suffer
ing. 

One type of suffering is Poverty 
- a condition symptomatic of the 
lack of means, will, or freedom to 
attain a given level of productiv
ity. Poverty itself is a state of in
ability to attain some level of 
consumption, and is frequently a 
source of other types of suffering. 
Inasmuch as the degree of con
sumption is determined by appe
tite as well as by need, we distin
guish Poverty solely as a matter 
of necessity. 
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Hazlittl has suggested that the 
poverty line be the "level of sub
sistence sufficient to maintain rea
sonable health and strength." One 
interpretation of "reasonable 
health and strength" is that con
dition in which one can be pro
ductive to the extent that, relative 
to the prevailing societal mechan
isms which correlate productivity 
and consumption, he may sustain 
his physical condition. In this in
terpretation, a man's situation is 
viewed in relation to self-perpetu
ation, independently of appetite 
and other arbitrary considera
tions. The poverty-stricken must 
somehow attain the necessities for 
consumption, presumably through 
increased productivity, or perish. 
It is for the relief of those who 
cannot help themselves that Char
ity is devoted. 

In addition to Poverty, various 
kinds of suffering arise from error 
and folly. Whether the resultant 
suffering is of a physical or psy
chological nature, we are made 
sufficiently aware of actions which 
otherwise might pass as effecting 
harmonious conditions. Whether 
it is the remorse springing from 
harsh words to a friend, or a pain
ful sunburn after a day at the 
beach, we have received a definite 
signal, a kind of natural chastise
ment. 

1 Henry Hazlitt, The Conquest of Pov· 
erty, (Arlington House, New Rochelle, 
New York) 1973, p. 39. 

Mistakes Become Habits 

If We W ill Not Lea rn 

We then have a choice. We can 
disregard the causal relationship 
between certain actions and suffer
ing, and instead regard the pain 
as a matter of chance. We expect 
that as time passes we will suffer 
more and more·: not only will we 
suffer repeatedly from the same 
type of mistake, but we will no 
doubt have to suffer from new 
mistakes. Alternatively, if we con
clude that certain types of activ
ities always result in suffering, we 
can resolve to avoid the suffering 
by not indulging in those actions. 
This is just what we mean by 
"learning from our mistakes." 
Only through this process do we 
have reason to expect that our 
efforts might become more fruit
ful and our sufferings decrease. 

We could consider other types 
of suffering as well, but those 
which we have discussed cover a 
wide range of possible conditions 
and should be sufficient illustra
tions for our argument. In the 
one, suffering indicates a lack of 
balance between consumption and 
productivity, and spurs men to 
strive for such balance. In the 
other, suffering indicates that the 
causative activities are faulty or 
misdirected. 

We conclude that although suf
fering is disagreeable, it is a nat
ural response to certain conditions 
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of life, which we disregard at our 
own peril. Life consists of a series 
of situations which are either 
forced upon us or are resultant 
from our actions. If we choose to 
be insensitive to the conditions 
which cause suffering, we are opt
ing for ignorance and an endless 
struggle with a malevolent uni
verse. On the other hand, if we 
pay heed to our sensitivity to the 
conditions we experience, we can 
expect the chance to learn from 
our mistakes. 

It thus seems that any systema
tic attempts to shield men from 
the natural responses, including 
suffering, to those conditions to 
which their actions have led nec
essarily deny those men the facil
ity to pursue Happiness. This is 
just another way of saying that 
if men are not held accountable 
for their actions, then they will 
soon have little way of knowing 
which actions they should under
take. 

It may well be argued that, 
since government is an institution 
of force rather than production, it 
does not command the means to 
alleviate the conditions underlying 
suffering. Moreover, it is argued, 
government is sensitive only to 
political activity; its response to 
conditions of suffering must at 
most be unreliable. What, then, is 
the point of our argument? 

We have shown that the attempt 
to protect men from the results 
of their actions, particularly suf
fering, is a move to deny them 
their inherent means with which 
to pursue Happiness. The pro
posal that a basic function of gov
ernment is the relief of suffering 
is incompatible with the philos
ophy that government guarantee 
the Right of the pursuit of Hap
piness. Moreover, such a function 
is destructive of this end, and it 
is the "Right of the People to 
alter or to abolish it. . . ." 

In the past forty years, the no
tion that "suffering is intolerable 
in a humane society" has been 
used with increasing effectiveness 
by those who would have an om
nipresent state. We have seen, and 
are seeing more and more each 
day, the countless burdens we are 
having to bear as a result of some 
foggy theories about misery and 
rule. If anything, the cry that the 
government should undertake the 
relief of suffering has resulted in 
a gigantic free-for-all for the 
spoils of power. 

If we will, we may learn from 
these mistakes and proceed on a 
course which, as envisioned by the 
Founding Fathers, will truly "se
cure the Blessings of Liberty to 
Ourselves and our Posterity." If 
we won't, we have only ourselves 
to blame. ~ 



The Puritan Experiment 
in Common 
Ownership 
GARY NORTH 

ONE of the more familiar inci
dents in American history, at least 
within conservative circles, is the 
disastrous experiment with a com
mon storehouse in the Pilgrim col
ony in 1621-23. Governor Brad
ford describes in some detail in 
his history of the colony how 
young men refused to work in the 
common fields in order to lay up 
produce for a common storehouse, 
only to see all goods divided equal
ly among families. Upon petition 
of the planters, the Governor and 
his council decided to follow their 
advice: assign families their per
sonal plots of farm land (accord
ing to family size) and abolish the 
common storehouse. Immediately, 
men and women returned to the 
harvest fields. 

Dr. North, economist, lecturer, author, cur· 
rently is an associate of Chalcedon, an educa
tional or&anization dedicated to Christian re
search and writing. His latest book is An 
Introduction to Christian Economics, Craig 
Press, 1973. 

What is less known about this 
incident is how the little colony 
ever made such a disastrous deci
sion in the first place. The fact of 
the matter is that the colonists had 
never wanted to inaugurate a sys
tem of totally common property. 
The group of British "adventur
ers" that had supplied the Pilgrim 
exiles in Holland with traveling 
money and capital had insisted 
that the colony be made a part of 
the joint-stock company. The as
sets of the colony therefore were 
the assets of the company, head
quartered in Britain, and the ag
ricultural products were to be 
shared equally among company 
members, both colonial and Brit
ish. Governor Bradford was the 
chief agent of the company in 
New England; hence, he was com
pelled to impose the common store
house system. 

In the original negotiations, it 
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had been understood that profits 
would be shared by all members of 
the company, but the colonists had 
not agreed to the sharing of hous
es, gardens, and other improved 
land. They were informed of these 
terms only as they were about to 
leave for North America, and as 
they left, they sent back word to 
the merchant adventurers that 
their agents who had agreed to 
such terms had not been empow
ered to do so.1 But the continuing 
dependence upon the company for 
resources during the first year of 
the colony's existence compelled 
them to give in to the company's 
terms.2 

The story did not end in 1623, 
when necessity forced the hands 
of the colonists. In 1627, the bick
ering British directors sold out 
their interests in the colony to the 
settlers for £1800. The settlers 
were to spend a decade and a half 
in paying off their debt, and at 
times had to borrow extra time at 
rates of 30 per cent to 50 per cent. 
Nevertheless, they persisted and 
finally repaid the debt, in 1642. 

In 1627, shortly after buying 
out the British directors, Gover
nor Bradford supervised the divi
sion of the colony's assets among 

1 George D. La ngdon, Jr.; Pilgrim Col
ony (New Haven : Yale Univer sit y Press, 

1966) . p. 9. 

2 Ibid., p. 26. 

the settlers. First, they divided 
livestock. There were few animals, 
so the 156 people (less than 40 
families ) were divided into a doz
en companies ; each company re
ceived a cow and two goats. In 
January of 1628, the land was 
divided, this time by random lot. 
Complaints about unequal housing 
were forestalled by requiring those 
who received better housing to 
make an equalizing payment to 
those receiving poorer housing. 
Peace was preserved. 

There was one decision, how
ever, which was to prove costly. 
Meadow was in short supply, so it 
was kept in common ownership. 
Furthermore, fishing, fowling, and 
water remained "open" to all set
tlers.a The Pilgrims were to have 
the same difficulties with the ad
ministration of these common 
fields as their neighbors, the Puri
tans, were to experience. Only 
after 1675, when the "commons" 
throughout New England were in
creasingly distributed to the fam
ilies in each town, were these 
problems overcome. 

Varying Concepts of Ownership 

In order to understand the 
thinking of the first half century of 
New England settlers, we have to 
realize that these immigrants did 
not bring over from England some 

3 Ibid ., p . 31. 
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universally accepted concept of 
land ownership. There was an ob
vious tendency for groups of set
tlers from one region in England 
to establish homogeneous town
ships in Massachusetts. English 
towns had developed at least three 
major systems of land tenure: the 
open field system, the closed field 
system, and the incorporated bor
ough. All three appeared in New 
England in the early years. 

The open field system stressed 
the community administration of 
land. It is this system which we 
generally associate with the word 
"medieval," although the Middle 
Ages saw many systems of land 
tenure. Sumner Chilton Powell has 
described these systems in some 
detail in his fine study, Puritan 
Village. The open field system "re
garded the advantages of the area 
as communal property, to be shared 
by all. No one was to exclude a 
neighbor from such a necessity as 
good meadow, or the down, or the 
woods. And if anyone practiced 
such exclusion, or attempted to in
crease the amount of his holding 
at the expense of his neighbors, 
all villagers reacted instantly to 
restore their 'rights.' " 4 Needless 
to say, this approach did not sur
vive long in the setting of New 
England. 

-! Sumner Chilton Powell, Puritan 
Village ( Garden City, N. Y.: Doubleday 

Anchor, [1963] 1966) , p. 11. 

Extensive Trading of Land 

in Berkhamsted 

Quite different was an English 
borough like Berkhamsted. In the 
early seventeenth century, over 
one thousand acres "were opened 
up, bought, or traded, in countless 
individual transactions. If the men 
of Berkhamsted were doing noth
ing else, they were trading land."5 
The legend of the Yankee trader 
was rooted in this sort of English 
inheritance. There were some en
closed lands, but most of the farm
ers were shifting as rapidly as 
possible to a system of individual 
farm management. 

A third system was a sort of 
combination, the closed field sys
tem of East Anglia. "There was 
one common pasture, but each 
farmer was expected to provide a 
balance of arable, pasture, and hay 
meadow for himself. He succeeded, 
or failed on his own farming 
ability.''G One of the problems in 
a Massachusetts town like Sud
bury was the diversity of back
grounds of its inhabitants. There 
was no agreement as to where the 
locus of economic sovereignty 
should be. Should it be the indi
vidual farmer? Should it be the 
town's selectmen who controlled 
the resources of the town com
mons? 

The towns and colonial govern-

5 Ibid., p. 26. 
6 Ibid., p. 72. 
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ments of seventeenth-century New 
England were not strictly theoc
racies; ordained ministers could 
not be elected to political office. 
But they were important as ad
visers. Furthermore, the laymen 
of that era were very often more 
theologically motivated than min
isters of this century. Most of the 
towns were regarded as tightly
knit Christian commonwealths by 
their inhabitants, and during the 
first fifty years of their existence, 
they imposed restrictions on im
migration into the local commun
ity. They were concerned that 
newcomers might not meet the 
religious and moral standards of 
the present inhabitants. As late 
as 1678, the records of Plymouth 
Colony offered the hope that "the 
Court will be careful, that whom 
they accept are persons orthodox 
in their judgments." The Puritan 
towns of Boston, Cambridge, Ded
ham, and probably many others 
all included the requirement that 
outsiders be cleared by town offi
cials before they were allowed to 
buy land locally. Braintree even 
included a restriction on land sales 
(though not explicitly religious in 
intent) that local residents would 
have the right to bid first on all 
property offered for sale to out
siders. 

It is significant that in the 
final quarter of the century, these 
religious restrictions were gener-

ally dropped. Instead, a new re
quirement - in fact, a new empha
sis on an old requirement- ap
peared: restrictions on immi
grants who might become a bur
den on the welfare rolls. The 
towns had steadily become more 
pluralistic theologically, but the 
fear of an increase in tax rates 
was a truly ecumenical device. By 
offering economic support to local 
indigents, the townspeople were 
afraid that outsiders might take 
advantage of this legal charity. 
Barriers to entry followed in the 
wake of "free" goods, however 
modest- and they were very mod
est - the size of the public welfare 
allotments.7 

Pressure on the Commons 

The fear of increased welfare 
burdens was not the only economic 
issue confronting established com
munities every time a stranger 
sought admission as a resident of 
some town. In the early years of 
settlement, each town had con
siderable land - six to eight miles 
square - and relatively few inhab
itants. Each resident had legal 
access to the common pasturage 
and to any future divisions of 
land from the huge blocs owned 

7 On the size of local town charities, 
see Stephen Foster, Their Solitary Way: 
The Puritan Social Ethic in the First 
Century of Settlement in New England 
(Yale University Press, 1971), p. 187. 
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by the town. But as the number 
of inhabitants increased, and as 
more and more distributions of 
town land reduced the available 
source of unowned land, the per 
capita supply of land began to 
shrink. Those inhabitants who had 
a share in the common pasture 
and the common lands sought to 
protect their control over further 
use and distributions of such prop
erty. In town after town, a new 
rule was imposed: outsiders had 
to purchase access to rights in the 
common property from local in
habitants. The result was a new 
appreciation of private ownership 
and private control of property, 
even among men who had grown 
up in English communities that 
had used the open field system of 
farming. The land hunger of New 
England after 1650 created new 
incentives to gain and exercise 
personal sovereignty over the 
chief economic resource, land. 

There was another incentive to 
reduce the size of the community
owned property: bureaucratic 
wrangling. Page after page of the 
Massachusetts town records, year 
after year: how to restrain access 
to the common meadow? How to 
keep midnight visitors from cut
ting down choice trees for fire
wood or other uses? How to keep 
the meadow's fences in repair? 
Statute followed statute, to no 
avail. Fines were imposed, equally 

to no avail. "Free" land meant 
strong demand for its productiv
ity, and town leaders never were 
able to find a rational, efficient 
means of restricting uneconomic 
uses of the town property. Men 
had a strong incentive to further 
their personal economic ends, and 
far less incentive to consider the 
public's position. The commons 
served as incentives to waste, for 
without a free market and private 
ownership, it was impossible to 
calculate accurately the costs and 
benefits associated with the use 
of the land. This is the chief eco
nomic flaw of all socialist systems, 
and the early settlers of New 
England were unable to solve it. 

The Eterna l Problems of 
Sup ply a nd De mand 

Someone who has only a super
ficial knowledge of the history of 
the Puritans of the Massachusetts 
Bay Colony tends to see them as 
men obsessed with imposing re
ligious restraints or moral re
straints on private activities. They 
were concerned with such ques
tions, as the records indicate, but 
from the bulk of the legislation, 
two problems were eternal, un
solvable, and endlessly bothersome 
to Puritan leaders: pigs without 
rings in their noses running 
through the town, and midnight 
tree cutters on the commons. The 
tree cutters, like the pigs, insisted 



214 THE FREEMAN April 

on sticking their noses ·into other 
people's property. 

The commoners- those who had 
legal access to the common fields 
and meadows - were too often in
volved in what today is known as 
"free riding." They planted crops 
in the common property, but ne
glected to keep their portion of 
the commons properly fenced. It 
was almost impossible to keep 
track of who was responsible for 
which plot. Towns had to inter
vene and assign plots, thus creat
ing opportunities for local politi
cal dissension. Animals that 
wandered around the fenced land 
often broke down unrepaired fenc
ing between plots, getting into 
someone else's crops. Tension here 
was continual. 

Fencing inspectors were im
portant officials in every town. 
Conflicts over responsibility were 
endless. Without private plots pri
vately repaired, such conflicts were 
inevitable. In the early decades of 
Massachusetts, no single public 
policy prevailed long. First, the 
colony's General Court- the chief 
legislative agency -placed the re
sponsibility for fencing on the 
local town; then it placed the 
responsibility on the local indi
vidual citizen; next it switched 
back to its original position of 
town control. The statutes did not 
function well in practice. Differ
ent communities had different 

problems, and the central govern
ment had difficulty in dealing with 
all of them through the use of any 
single administrative policy.s 

The problem facing every select
man in every New England village 
was "the tragedy of the commons," 
as the biologist Garrett Hardin 
has called it. Each person who has 
access to the benefits of public 
property for use in his own per
sonal business has a positive in
centive to drain additional re
sources from the commons, and he 
has a very low or even negative 
incentive to restrain him. The 
cost of his actions are borne by 
all the "owners," while the bene
fits are strictly individual. One 
more cow or sheep or goat grazing 
on the town commons will register 
no noticeable increase in the com
munally assessed economic burden 
which rests on any single individ
ual. Yet such grazing is immedi
ately beneficial to the owner of 
the animal. High benefits, low 
costs: "Each man is locked into a 
system that compels him to in
crease his herd without limit- in 
a world that is limited."9 It is not 

8 William B. Weeden, Economic and 
Social History of New England, 1620-
1789 (2 vols., 1890), I, pp. 59-60. 

9 Hardin, "The Tragedy of the Com
mons," Science (13 Dec., 1968); reprint
ed in Garrett de Bell ( ed.), The Environ
mental Handbook (New York: Ballan
tine, 1970), p. 37. 



1974 THE PURITAN EXPERIMENT IN COMMON OWNERSHIP 215 

surprising that selectmen would 
find themselves burdened with 
endless disputes concerning the 
size of the local herds and the 
proper - "fair" - assessments of 
the economic costs of running 
those herds on the commons. 

There is an answer to the trag
edy of the commons, at least where 
it is inexpensive to assign prop
erty rights. As C. R. Batten has 
argued, the transfer of ownership 
from an amorphous common group 
to individual citizens provides an 
incentive to reduce the demands 
made on the land. Private owners 
have to assess both costs and 
benefits of any activity, seeing to 
it that costs do not outrun bene
fits. By the end of the seventeenth 
century, Puritan leaders- or at 
least leaders who were the de
scendants of Puritans - reached a 
similar conclusion.1o 

With each piece of legislation, 
another problem or set of prob
lems appeared. First, only actual 
town commoners could run their 
animals in the common meadow 
or in the outlying common lands. 
Only local residents could cut the 
trees. Later, the selectmen had to 
impose limits on the number of 
cattle that could be run, frequently 
on a "one cow per man" rule. Each 
man was assessed a few shillings 

10 C. R. Batten, "The Tragedy of the 
Commons," THE FREEMAN (Oc t., 
1970). 

per year for this right. Some peo
ple brought in horses; Boston 
banned them on Sundays. Sheep 
had to be supervised by a sheep
herder. As more animals required 
full-time supervision, towns hired 
herdsmen. To keep the cost-per
beast low, each town resident was 
required by law to run his animal 
with the herd. Cambridge, for ex
ample, imposed a fine of one shil
ling on anyone whose cow was 
found on his land after 8 a.m. 
Since the driver left at 6 a .m., 
anyone who had not yet delivered 
his animal to the herd had to 
escort his cow to the driver, eat
ing up scarce time. A similar law 
for goats was passed two years 
later, in 1639.H People naturally 
attempted to evade the law, and 
by 1648 the revenues supporting 
the town's herdsman were not 
meeting his salary. Consequently, 
in typical interventionist fashion, 
the selectmen decided to assess all 
men a certain amount, whether or 
not they ran cattle on the com
mons.12 A similar rule was estab
lished in Watertown in 1665, and 
the massive evasions encouraged 
the selectmen to pass an even 
stiffer Jaw in 1670.13 

11 The Records of the Town of Cam
bridge, Massachusetts, 1690-1709 ( 1901), 
pp. 28, 39. 

12 I bid., p. 72. 

13 Watertown Records ( 1894), I, pp. 
92, 94-95. 
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Corrected Over Time 

The confusion reigned for dec
ades. As the Watertown records 
report so eloquently, "there being 
many complaints made concerning 
the disorderliness of cattle and 
swine and the multitudes of sheep 
in the town, it was voted that the 
matter above mentioned is left 
with the selectmen to consider 
something that may tend to refor
mation and to present what they 
shall do to the town to be con
firmed."14 Needless to say, the 
selectmen could not do anything 
about it, any more than half a 
century of Puritan town govern
ments before them. The only solu
tion was the distribution of the 
commons to local inhabitants - the 
demise of the commons. 

Traditional patterns of life do 
not die out overnight. Men are 
usually unwilling to change their 
way of life unless forced to do so, 
either by economic circumstances 
or by direct political pressure. The 
little town of Sudbury was a case 
in question. Its inhabitants clung 
to the old English system of com
munal property management. The 
access to the commons was re
stricted, in 1655, and at least 
thirty younger men received no 
meadow grants for their animals. 
They went out of the selectmen's 
meeting ready to fight. Fight they 

H Ibid., p. 142. 

did, until the town was split. They 
formed a new community down 
the road, Marlborough. Not gain
ing access to the local commons, 
they were perfectly willing to 
settle for a 24,000 acre plot a few 
miles away.15 

Factional strife was not a part 
of the original goals of the found
ers of New England. Factionalism 
was a blight to be avoided; this 
opinion remained a touchstone of 
American political thought until 
James Madison wrote Federalist 
#10. Yet the quarreling over the 
commons was incessant, in direct 
opposition to the political and 
communal ideal of the peaceable 
kingdom. 

"Togetherness" 

The town of Sudbury was not 
to be the only Puritan village un
able to cope successfully with the 
centrifugal forces created by the 
presence of socialized property 
within the town limits. The crea
tion of Marlborough, despite the 
fact that the young founders also 
established a town commons, testi
fied to the difficulty of preserving 
both the old common field tenure 
system and social peace in the 
midst of vast stretches of unoc
cupied land. It was too easy to 
move out, and this feature of New 
England was to erode the medi-

15 Powell, Puritan V illage, chap. 9. 
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evalism of early Puritan thought. 
The centralized social control nec
essary to enforce such a system of 
common land required the exist
ence of widespread land scarcity. 
Ironically, it was in the final 
quarter of the seventeenth century 
that such land scarcity appeared 
-scarcity of the most productive 
lands - but by that time the hag
gling over the administration of 
the commons and increasing land 
values had already provided the 
incentives necessary to convince 
both leaders and average citizens 
that the commons should be dis
tributed permanently. 

One of the original goals of the 
founders of New England was 
that of social cohesion. The life of 
each community was to be reli
giously based. The church was the 
center of the town, both sym
bolically and very often physically. 
Men were to live close to each 
other, share in each other's bur
dens, pray together, and construct 
God's kingdom on earth. But there 
was a strong economic incentive 
to consolidate land holdings. 

Even before the market of 
Boston created demand for agri
cultural products, men in the vil
lages had begun to barter their 
land allotments. A man might live 
in the town with five or six acres 
of garden and meadow, and he 
might also have been given some 
forty- or fifty-acre plots in the 

common lands scattered around 
the town. Obviously, it was to the 
advantage of some men to con
solidate their holdings, trading 
with others who also wanted to 
cut down on the time spent to 
travel - in mud, in snow, in dust 
-from one plot to another. Then, 
family by family, an exodus began 
from the central town. Artisans 
tended to come into the town's 
center; farmers, especially those 
affected by Boston's market (those 
in the immediate Boston area or 
close to water transport to Bos
ton) , needed to consolidate in 
order to rationalize production. 

Despite the efforts of ministers 
and local selectmen, the popula
tion spread out; decentralization, 
when not political, was at least 
social. You could not examine 
your neighbor's intimate affairs 
when he was three miles away. 
The market for land was an agent 
of social decentralization. 

The Urge for Privacy 

The experience of the isolated 
little town of Dedham is illustra
tive of the effect of market free
dom on traditional patterns of 
social and economic control. Pro
fessor Kenneth Lockridge de
scribes the process : 

If the corporate unity of the vil
lage was slowly eroding, so was its 
physical coherence. The common field 
system began disintegrating almost 
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from the day of its inception. Al
ready in the 1640's the town permit
ted men to "fence their lots in par
ticular" and presumably to grow in 
these lots whichever crops they 
wished. By the 1670's it had become 
usual for men to take up both special 
"convenience grants" and their usual 
shares of each new dividend in loca
tions as close as possible to their ex
isting lots, practices which aided the 
consolidation of individual holdings. 
The process encouraged by public 
policy was completed by private 
transactions, for an active market in 
small parcels soon emerged, a mar
ket in which most farmers sought to 
sell distant lands and buy lands 
closer to their main holdings. The 
net result was the coalescence of pri
vate farms. From here, it would be 
but two short steps for farmers 
whose holdings were centered in out
lying areas to move their barns and 
then their houses from the village 
out to their lands. As of 1686 few 
seem to have taken these steps, but 
the way had been prepared and the 
days of a society totally enclosed by 
the village were numbered. In any 
event the common-field system was 
gone, taking with it the common de
cisions and the frequent encounters 
of every farmer with his fellows 
which it entailed.lG 

The closer to Boston, the faster 
these changes occurred, for if 
transport was cheap enough -

16 Kenneth Lockridge, A New Eng
land Town (New York: Norton, 1970), 
p. 82. 

within 10 miles or so along a well
traveled road - the effects of the 
free market were felt far more 
alluringly. It paid to become more 
efficient. 

A Typical Development 

The demise of the commons in 
Cambridge seems typical. The first 
division took place in 1662. A 
second followed in 1665. Two small 
divisions were made in 1707 and 
1724. Various methods were used 
to determine who got what parcels 
of land: lots were drawn, or acres 
were distributed in terms of the 
number of cows a family was 
allowed to graze on the common 
meadow, or a committee was 
formed to consider other methods. 
In some towns there was consid
erable strife; in others, the distri
butions were relatively peaceful. 
The effects on Cambridge were 
significant, and in retrospect they 
seem quite predictable. After 1691, 
it was no longer necessary to pass 
new laws against the cutting of 
timber from the commons. Men 
owned their own land, and they 
cut or refused to cut as they saw 
fit. It was no longer necessary to 
pass laws against selling timber 
tc men from other towns, a com
mon feature of mid-seventeenth
century legislation in the towns. 
A thoroughly individualistic sys
tem of land tenure evolved. 

The final impetus to private own-
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ership came in the 1680's. James 
II, after coming to the throne in 
1685, sent Sir Edmund Andros, the 
former Royal governor of New 
York, to take over as governor gen
eral of New England. The king 
meant to consolidate the political 
structure of the colonies, making 
them all purely royal colonies. An
dros met with instant opposition. 
He began to hit too close to a ct·u
cial legal weakness of New Eng
land's towns. 

By 1685, there were four New 
England colonies, New Haven hav
ing been absorbed into Connecti
cut in 1662: Massachusetts, Ply
mouth, Connecticut, and Rhode Is
land. (Plymouth became a part of 
Massachusetts in 1692). The right 
of these colonial governments to 
create valid, legal townships was 
in question; the right of the towns 
to act as if they were incorporated 
entities in giving legal title to land 
was not in doubt: it was illegal. 
The king's seal was not present in 
the towns, and this was an invita
tion for the king's newly appointed 
bureaucracy- a growing horde -
to intervene to their own advan
tage. 

In 1686, the Andros regime im
posed a 2.5 shilling quit-rent per 
annum on all 100-acre lots not oc
cupied or occupied by means of de
fective titles. Andros called for a 
re-examination of the land patents. 
Whether or not this represented a 

true threat to the majority of land 
owners, they certainly were con
vinced that his intentions were the 
worst, and that a major land-grab 
was about to be inaugurated. In 
the various political pamphlets 
issued in 1688-90 by outraged crit
ics of his administration (later as
sembled as the Andros Tmcts ) , 
this criticism was made over and 
over. It was a major reason cited 
as a justification for his overthrow 
in 1688. "Henceforward, the colo
nies took absolute control of the 
land .. .. "17 Men desired, as never 
before, to gain clear-cut title to 
their lands. It intensified a pressure 
that was five decades old or more.1s 

The Market Process 

Step by step, individual men as
serted their sovereignty over land ; 
the proprietors of the commons 
steadily transferred the unoccu
pied land surrounding the village, 
as well as the land in the more 
central common fields , to the citi
zens of the town. While they did 
not ask for competitive bidding as 
a means of distributing this land, 
the officials did effect a continuous 

17 Roy H. Akag i, The To wn Propri
etors of the N ew E n gland Colonies 
(Gloucester, Mass.: Peter Smith, [1924] 
1963) . p. 124. 

18 Philip J. Greven , Four Generations : 
Popula tion, L and, and Family in Colonial 
Andover, Massachusetts (Ithaca, N. Y.: 
Cornell Univer s it y Press, 1970) , p. 61. 
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transformation of ownership. In 
doing so, they established a break 
from the historical inheritance of 
many towns, the old medieval open 
field system of common ownership. 
The continual bickering over the 
allocation of timber, fallen logs, 
tree cutting by moonlight, town 
herds, herdsmen's salaries, fence 
mending, planting in the common 
fields, and policing everyone to see 
that these laws were obeyed, finally 
broke the will of the town officials. 
It was easier to give the land away; 
it was also more profitable for 
town residents, in most cases. 

The tradition of the independent 
yeoman farmer so impressed Jef
ferson that he built an entire polit
ical philosophy around it. The idea 
that individual men are more re
sponsible for the administration of 
property than boards of political 
appointees or even elected officials 
became a fundamental principle of 
eighteenth and nineteenth century 
American life. The concepts of 
personal responsibility and per
sonal authority became interlocked, 

IDEAS ON 
That Vital Spark 

and the great symbol of this fusion 
was the family farm. The endless 
quest for land by American fam
ilies is one of the most impressive 
tales in American history. It began 
as soon as the Pilgrims stepped off 
the Mayflower and their Puritan 
neighbors stepped off the Arabella 
a decade later. The experiment in 
common ownership in village after 
village over half a century con
vinced ministers, laymen, and polit
ical leaders that the private own
ership of the means of production 
was not only the most efficient way 
to get Christian goals accom
plished, but also that such a form 
of ownership was economically 
profitable as well. They saw, almost 
from the start, that social peace 
is best achieved by means of the 
private ownership of the tools of 
production, especially that most 
crucial of tools, land. The lessons 
of that first half-century of New 
England Puritan life is one of the 
most important heritages of 
American life. Without it, indeed, 
American life would be impossible 
to interpret correctly. ll 

LIBERTY 

THE SPARK of liberty in the mind and spirit of man cannot be 

long extinguished; it will break into flames that will destroy 

every coercion which seems to limit it. 

H ERBERT HOOVER 



Best 
Housing 

Hope 

BERNARD H. SIEGAN 

MOST people with incomes below 
the national average cannot afford 
to buy or rent new housing. This 
is not a condition solely of modern 
times nor of high inflation. It has 
probably existed throughout his
tory. There never has been a time 
or a civilization, and probably 
never will be one, in which all 
people had equal access to mate
rial goods. Moreover, in the case 
of housing, the new products are 
not always preferred to the old
at least this must be concluded 
from the many wealthy people who 
willingly pay huge amounts for old 
houses. 

However, there are many people 
who feel that those of lesser means 
are entitled to new housing, almost 

Copyright 1973 Bernard H. Siegan 

Mr. Siegan is the author of Land Use Without 
Zoninl and many articles on the subject. He 
practiced law for 20 years in Chicago before 
movinc in 1973 to La Jolla, California where 
he is an adjunct professor of law at the Uni· 
versity of San Diego Law School. 

as a matter of right. They con
tend that if the private sector 
cannot provide such housing, then 
it is the obligation of government 
to do so. 

This was an underlying prem
ise of the 1968 national housing 
act which called for the construc
tion or rehabilitation of six mil
lion housing units for low and 
moderate income families over the 
succeeding decade and established 
subsidy programs to accomplish 
that aim. Another basis for that 
legislation was the conviction that 
government could effectively and 
efficiently subsidize the construc
tion of housing for the less fortu
nate in our society. 

Time has shown that Congress 
in passing this legislation, did not 
understand the operation of its 
own government. Admittedly, it 
was a mistake easily made, for the 
task appeared relatively simple. 
Establish subsidy programs, pro-
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vide them with billions of dollars, 
and it would be only a question of 
time before those billions would 
create new and better housing for 
the country's less fortunate citi
zens, at a reasonable per unit cost. 
Nothing could have been further 
from the truth. 

Much housing was constructed 
under the program; in fact about 
20 to 25 per cent of residential 
housing starts for 1970 and 1971 
were for subsidized and public 
housing. Unfortunately, most of 
the beneficiaries probably were 
not poor people. By the time the 
product reached its intended re
cipients, a great many had profited 
along the way, including many 
who cheated and gave and accept
ed bribes. There were many scan
dals in the program, but even 
these might have been explained 
away had the program largely ac
complished its purposes. 

The results however, were high
ly unsatisfactory. Much of the con
struction was by the government's 
own evaluation defective and of 
poor quality. Perhaps the program 
created as many tax shelters for 
the rich as housing shelters for 
the very poor. A significant num
ber of projects failed financially, 
and possibly worst of all, some of 
the developments intended to elim
inate the slums themselves turned 
into almost instant slums. 

With scandals and costs mount-

ing and results remaining unsatis
factory, the Nixon administration 
in 1972 began to contract the sub
sidy programs and subsequently 
froze funds appropriated for them. 
"We can no longer afford $100 
billion mistakes," said George 
Romney, who assumed office as 
Secretary of the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development 
a strong proponent of subsidized 
housing and left office an equally 
ardent opponent. 

Government-Built Housing 
Is Costly and Wasteful 

If the total cost of the subsidy 
programs were averaged over the 
successful units-which, of course, 
were far fewer than those built 
the cost of each unit might be 
quite similar to the cost of hous
ing in Beverly Hills (with hardly 
the same resale value). Even gov
ernments can go broke on this 
basis, and taxpayers can and 
should become very angry. 

But the cry goes out: "How 
else can we provide for the hous
ing needs of the less fortunate in 
society?" The operation of the real 
estate market provides the an
swer : enable or allow builders to 
produce more private housing, and 
the less affluent will benefit as much 
as the more affluent. Due to the 
operation of the filtering process, 
construction of housing for the 
well-to-do will equally benefit those 
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of average, moderate and low in
comes. 

What is the filtering process? 
Filtering in housing occurs when 
new homes and apartments are 
constructed and families move in
to them, vacating their former 
residences for occupancy by oth
ers. The others, in turn, may va
cate still other units and the proc
ess continues through many se
quences. 

A study of filtering in seven
teen metropolitan areas of the 
country, made by the Survey Re
search Center at the University 
of Michigan, has shown that on 
the average the construction of 
one new unit makes it possible for 
a succession of 3% moves to occur 
to different and more likely better 
housing accommodations. New 
construction thus helps more peo
ple indirectly than it does directly; 
2% moves occur to existing hous
ing and only 1 move to new hous
ing. 

The study shows that more than 
one-third of all those who move 
are likely to be in the lower and 

Mass Production 

moderate income categories, the 
targets of the subsidy programs. 
It also reveals that while most 
new construction occurs in the 
outer portions of the metropolitan 
area, these moves extend to older 
areas near the center of the city, 
where the poorer portions of the 
population tend to live. 

The experience of the subsidy 
programs has demonstrated that 
new housing has not always meant 
decent housing; and it is decent 
housing, whether new or old, that 
should be the nation's objective. 
More private construction will ac
complish that goal for more people 
without the huge waste of re
sources that seems inevitably to 
accompany government's efforts. 

Accordingly, governments can 
best serve housing needs by elim
inating laws and regulations such 
as zoning which impede develop
ment of the land. An unrestricted 
private market still remains the 
most efficient and effective means 
yet devised to provide better hous
ing for the less affluent. fJ 

IDEAS ON 

LIBERTY 

THE very principle of capitalist entrepreneurship is to provide 
for the common man. In his capacity as consumer the common 
man is the sovereign whose buying or abstention from buying de
cides the fate of entrepreneurial activities. There is in the mar
ket economy no other means of acquiring and preserving wealth 
than by supplying the masses in the best and cheapest way with 
all the goods they ask for. 

LUDWIG VON llliSES. Human Action 
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LEONARD E. READ 

DER 
The law ... has converted plunder into a right, in order 
to protect plunder. 

THE COMMANDMENT, "Thou shalt 
not steal," would be far better kept 
today had not theft assumed vari
ous disguises under which its prac
tice has been generally sanctified. 
The gilding of an evil gives it a 
virtuous face- a Mr. Hyde's ugli
ness covered by a comely Dr. Jekyll 
mask. Why such subterfuge? To be 
thought of as a thief by others or 
to so regard oneself is utterly re
volting to all but stunted mental
ities; so, we try to sanctify our 
plunder! 

The sanctification of plunder is 
as old as the history of man. If 
thievery was indeed the first la
bor-saving device, it was developed 
out of sheer ignorance. Survival is 
a laudable objective; therefore, if 
thievery is thought to be the only 
means to that good end, it must per
force be good. Thus is plunder 
sanctified by those who know no 
better. 

Many tribal societies have prac
ticed plunder, raiding their neigh
bors, taking home all the loot they 
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- Bastiat 

could garner. But we can hardly be 
critical of them without criticizing 
ourselves. 

Perhaps no other book has more 
wisdom between its covers than the 
Holy Bible. Yet, we find written 
there about twenty-three centuries 
ago: "Men do not despise a thief, if 
he steals to satisfy his soul when he 
is hungry.''1 This was written cen
turies later than "Thou shalt not 
steal.'' How can any practice be 
more sanctified than by biblical en
dorsement! However, we must un
derstand the times lest we render 
too harsh a judgment. 

Move on another fifteen cen
turies to St. Thomas Aquinas: 

The superfluities of the rich belong 
by right to the poor .... To use the 
property of another, taking it secret
ly in case of extreme need, cannot, 
properly speaking, be characterized 
as theft.2 

1 Proverbs 6:30 (King James version). 
It might be noted that modern transla
tions render this passage differently. 

2 See Thomas Aquinas, 2a, 2ae, quaes
tiao 66, art. 7. 
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The Rich, Back Then 

Seven centuries ago, at the time 
of Aquinas, who were the rich? 
They were plunderers, the feudal 
lords who lived off the serfs- the 
poor. In all justice, what the lords 
possessed belonged less to them 
than to the serfs from whom 
they had taken it. Considering the 
politico -economic darkness in 
medieval times, it is understand
able how a religious leader might 
sanctify plunder by those who had 
been plundered. The axiom, "Thou 
shalt not steal," was but an ancient 
flash of light with no sustaining 
source of energy. 

There is no need for further il
lustrations of plunder sanctified. 
Every age and all civilizations 
abound with examples of this 
primitive trait of gilding evil that 
it may appear virtuous, a weak
ness which prevails to this day. 
There were some excuses in times 
past, prior to a knowledge of free 
market phenomena. But what of 
the present? How do we now sanc
tify plunder? 

Today, whichever way the ma
jority votes is generally conceded 
to be the criterion for what's right 
and wrong.3 Once this nonsensical 
foundation of morality is accepted 
-approval by the majority - plun-

3 F or an excellent a na lys is of this f al
lacy, see " The American System and Ma
jority Rule," by The Reverend Edmund 
A. Opitz, The F1·eeman, November 1062. 

der is legalized and thus sanctified. 
Legislation, being a collective ac
tion, leaves hardly anyone with a 
sense of guilt. Why? The evil is 
depersonalized. Comparable is the 
mob that hangs Joe Doakes. The 
mob did it! The truth? Each of 
the lynchers committed the mur
der precisely as each person who 
is a party to legal plunder is 
guilty. Yet, the collective action 
affords each participant a false 
sense of absolution. 

Legal plunder in the U.S.A. to
day, in dollar amount, is many 
thousands of times greater than, 
say, at the time of Aquinas or 
even during the lives of our found
ing fathers. In those days some
one stole a pig or chicken or some 
other small item, not because 
thieves were more scrupulous then 
than now but simply because no 
one owned very much. However, 
my guess is that the proportion of 
all private property which is stol
en or plundered is substantially 
the same today as in the past. 
What has changed, aside from the 
method of sanctification? The to
tal quantity of property owned is 
thousands of times greater now 
than before. There is incompar
ably more to plunder, that's all. 
The propensity to plunder- to live 
off the fruits of the labor of 
others - appears to be as persis
tent a trait as it is evil. 

In the light of free market, pri-
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vate ownership, limited govern
ment practices with their moral 
and spiritual antecedents -of 
which the American people have 
had a remarkable sampling- how 
is this possible? I am now be
ginning to understand. This way 
of life has been but a flash of en
lightenment, as dimly perceived 
as "Thou shalt not steal." The 
freedom philosophy, with but 
few exceptions, is no better under
stood than was the commandment 
against theft of more than thirty 
centuries ago. No intellectual 
muscle in either case, no sustain
ing force. 

Cause and Effect 

With few exceptions, the masses 
of people in this and other "ad
vanced" countries have not corre
lated the fantastic outburst of 
creative energy with the practice 
of freedom. Ortega pinpoints this 
failure: 

The world which surrounds the new 
man from his birth does not compel 
him to limit himself in any fashion, it 
sets up no veto in opposition to him, 
on the contrary, it incites his appe
tite, which in principle can increase 
indefinitely. Now it turns out- and 
this is most important - that this 
world of the XIXth and early XXth 
centuries not only has the perfections 
and the completeness which it actually 
possesses, but furthermore suggests 
to those who dwell in it the radical 
assurance that tomorrow it will be 

still richer, ampler, more perfect, as 
if it enjoyed a spontaneous, inex
haustible power of increase .... They 
believe in this as they believe the sun 
will rise in the morning. The meta
phor is an exact one. For, in fact, the 
common man, finding himself in a 
world so excellent, technically and 
socially, believes it has been produced 
by nature, and never thinks of the 
personal efforts of highly endowed 
individuals which the creation of this 
new world presupposed. Still less will 
he admit the notion that all these fa
cilities still 1·equi1·e the support of 
ce1·tain difficult human virtues, the 
least failu1·e of which would cause the 
rapid disappeamnce of the whole 
magnificent edifice.4 (Italics added) 

Is there a remedy? Yes, but the 
price gives the appearance of be
ing too high. First, there is re
quired of you and me a far better 
understanding of the freedom 
philosophy than we now possess 
and, to top it off, brilliant explana
tions of its efficacy. In a word, 
show the correlation between the 
abundant life and freedom so at
tractively that others are bound to 
take heed. Actually, this is not a 
high price- it is the very least we 
should do for ourselves, if not for 
others. 

Second, let us begin to call this 
practice of "robbing selected Peter 
to pay for collective Paul" by its 

4 From Revolt of the Mtuses by Jose 
Ortega y Gasset (New York: W. W. Nor
ton & Co., 1932). 
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right name: legalized plunder. 
Frederic Bastiat gave us the meas
uring rod more than a century 
ago in The Law: 

See if the law takes from some per
sons what belongs to them, and gives 
it to other persons to whom it does not 
belong. See if the law benefits one 
citizen at the expense of another by 
doing what the citizen himself cannot 
do without committing a crime. 
(Italics added) 

This question of legal plunder 
must be settled once and for all, and 
there are only three ways to settle it: 

1- The few plunder the many. 
2 - Everybody plunders everybody. 

Legal Plunder 

3- Nobody plunders anybody. 
We must make our choice among lim
ited plunder, universal plunder, and 
no plunder. The law can follow only 
one of these three. 

Finally, there must be a recog
nition that might-majority rule
does not make right. Counting 
noses is no way to decide moral, 
ethical, or economic matters. This 
accompiished, plunder will lose its 
legal backing and, thus, its sanc
tification. 

Let the law defend the rightful 
owner of property rather than the 
thief. Let freedom prevail! ~ 

IDEAS ON 

THE WAR against illegal plunder has been fought since the begin

ning of the world. The law itself conducts this war, and it is my 

wish and opinion that the law should always maintain this atti

tude toward plunder. 

LIBERTY But it does not always do this. Sometimes the law defends 

plunder and participates in it. Thus the beneficiaries are spared 

the shame, danger, and scruple which their acts would other

wise involve. Sometimes the law places t he whole apparatus of 

judges, police, prisons, and gendarmes at the service of the 

plunderers, and treats the victim -when he defends himself -

as a criminal. In short, there is a legal plunder. 

FREDERIC BASTIAT, The Law 



IT IS NOT within the province of 
any branch of human knowledge to 
give the ultimate reason for things. 

Man suffers; society suffers. We 
ask why. This is equivalent to ask
ing why God has given man feeling 
and free will. We know on this sub
ject only what is revealed to us by 
the faith in which we believe. 

But whatever may have been 
God's plan, what we do know as 
a positive fact, what human knowl
edge can take as a starting point, 
is that man was created a senti
ent being endowed with free will. 

This unfinished manuscript, written in 1850 
during the final months of his life, is part of 
Bastiat's effort to explain man's role in a har
monious universe. It appears as Chapter 22 in 
Economic Harmonies, translated by W. Hayden 
Boyers, edited by George B. deHuszar, avail
able in paperback from The Foundation for 
Economic Education, Irvington-on-Hudson, 
N.Y. 10533, $3.50. 
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The 
Motive Force 
of Society 

FREDERIC BASTIAT 

This is so true that I defy any
one who may be astonished at it 
to conceive of a Jiving, thinking, 
desiring, loving, acting being
of anything, in a word, resem
bling man- yet Jacking in sensi
bility or free will. 

Could God have done different
ly? Of course, our reason says yes, 
but our imagination will forever 
say no; so radically impossible is 
it for us to think of man as being 
without this double attribute. 
Now, to be sentient is to be cap
able of receiving identifiable sen
sations, that is, sensations that 
are pleasant or painful. Hence 
well-being and suffering. By the 
very fact of creating sensibility, 
God permitted evil or the possibil
ity of evil. 
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In giving us free will, He has 
endowed us with the faculty, at 
least to a certain extent, of avoid
ing what is evil and seeking after 
what is good. Free will presup
poses intelligence and is associ
ated with it. What good would it 
be to have the power to choose, if 
the power to examine, to compare, 
and to judge were not joined to 
it? Thus, every man born into the 
world possesses a motive force and 
an intellect. 

The motive force is that inner, 
irresistible drive, the very essence 
of all our energy, which impels us 
to shun evil and to seek after the 
good. We call it the instinct of 
self-preservation, personal inter
est, or self-interest. 

This impulse has sometimes 
beE-n decried, sometimes misun
derstood, but there can be no 
question as to its existence. We 
seek indefeasibly everything that 
to our mind can improve our lot; 
we avoid everything that is likely 
to impair it. This fact is at least 
as certain as that every molecule 
of matter possesses centripetal and 
centrifugal force. And even as this 
double movement of attraction and 
repulsion is the great motive force 
of the physical universe, so the 
double impulse of human attrac
tion toward happiness and human 
aversion to pain is the great mo
tive force of the social machine. 

In telligence 

But it is not enough that man 
should be irresistibly disposed to 
prefer good to evil; it is also nec
essary for him to distinguish be
tween them. And this God has 
provided for by giving man the 
complex and marvelous mechan
ism called intelligence. To direct 
our attention, to compare, to 
judge, to reason, to relate cause 
and effect, to remember, to foresee 
- such are, if I may so express 
myself, the moving cogs of this 
wonderful machine. 

The driving force that is in 
each of us moves at the direction 
of our intellect. But our intellect 
is imperfect. It is subject to error. 
We compare, we judge, we act 
accordingly; but we can be wrong, 
make a bad choice, turn toward 
evil, mistaking it for the good, or 
we may shun the good, mistaking 
it for evil. This is the first source 
of social discord; it is inevitable 
for the very reason that the main
spring of human nature, self
interest, is not, like attraction in 
the material world, a blind force, 
but one guided by an imperfect 
intellect. Let us therefore clearly 
realize that we shall find harmony 
only with this restriction attached 
to it. God has seen fit to establish 
the social order, or harmony, not 
upon the basis of perfection, but 
upon that of man's perfectibility. 
Yes, if our intellect is imperfect, 
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it is also perfectible. It develops, 
enlarges, corrects its errors; it 
repeats and verifies its operations; 
at every instant experience sets it 
right, and responsibility holds 
over our heads a whole system of 
punishments and rewards. Every 
step that we take toward error 
plunges us more deeply into suf
fering, so that the warning signal 
does not fail to make itself heard, 
and our decisions, and consequent
ly our acts, are sooner or later in
evitably set aright. 

Under the impulse that actuates 
him, man, eager to pursue happi
ness, quick to seize hold of it, is 
quite likely to seek his own good 
in another's harm. This is a second 
and fertile source of discordant 
social relations. But their field is 
limited; they are inevitably elim
inated by the law of solidarity. 
The activity of one individual 
thus misdirected provokes the op
position of all other individuals, 
who, being hostile to evil by their 
nature, reject injustice and pun
ish it. 

The Source of Progress 

In this way progress is achieved, 
and it is nonetheless progress for 
being dearly bought. It is the re
sult of a natural, universal drive 
that is innate, directed by an in
tellect that often errs, and sub
ject to a will that is often per
verse. Halted in its course by er-

ror and injustice, it surmounts 
these obstacles with the all-power
ful aid of responsibility and soli
darity - a help that is ever 
present, since it stems from the 
obstacles themselves. 

This inner, indestructible, uni
versal motive force that resides in 
every individual and makes of him 
an active being, this tendency of 
every man to seek happiness and 
to shun misery, this product, this 
effect, this necessary complement 
of sensibility, without which the 
latter would be merely a meaning
less burden, this primordial phe
nomenon which is the origin of 
all human action, this attracting 
and repelling force which we have 
called the mainspring of the so
cial machine, has been disparaged 
by most social philosophers and 
political theorists; and this is 
certainly one of the strangest 
aberrations to be found in the 
annals of science. 

It is true that self-interest is 
the cause of all the evils, as well 
as all the benefits, that can fall to 
the lot of man. This cannot fail 
to be the case, since self-interest 
determines all our actions. Certain 
political theorists, seeing this, 
have conceived of no better way 
to cut off evil at its roots than to 
stifle self-interest. But, since by 
this act they would also destroy 
the very motive force of our ac
tivity, they thought it best to en-
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dow us with a different motive 
force: devotion and self-sacrifice. 
They hoped that henceforth all so
cial transactions and arrange
ments would be carried out, at 
their bidding, on the principle of 
self-abnegation. People are no lon
ger to seek their own good but 
others'; the admonitions of pain 
and pleasure are no longer to 
count for anything, any more than 
the punishments and rewards of 
responsibility. All the laws of na
ture are to be overturned; the 
spirit of self-sacrifice is to take 
the place of the instinct of self
preservation; in a word, no one is 
ever to consider his own personal
ity except to hasten to sacrifice it 
to the common good. It is from 
in their own hearts so that it is 
this complete transformation of 
the human heart that certain po
litical theorists, who believe them
selves to be very religious, expect 
the coming of perfect social har
mony. They forget to tell us how 
they propose to carry out the in
dispensable preliminary, the trans
formation of the human heart. 

Let Them Try It 

If they are mad enough to un
dertake it, they will certainly not 
be strong enough to achieve it. 
Do they desire the proof? Let them 
try the experiment on themselves; 
let them try to stifle self-interest 
no longer evidenced in the most 

ordinary acts of their lives. They 
will not be long in admitting their 
own inability to do so. How, then, 
do they presume to impose upon 
all men, without exception, a doc
trine to which they themselves 
cannot submit? 

I confess that it is impossible 
for me to find anything religious, 
except in outward appearance and 
at the very most in intention, in 
these affected theories, these im
practicable maxims, to which their 
authors give lip service while they 
continue to act like the common 
run of humanity. Is it true reli
gion that inspires in these Cath
olic economists the presumptuous 
thought that God has done His 
work badly and that they must set 
it right? Bossuetl was not of this 
opinion when he said, "Man 
aspires to happiness; he cannot 
do otherwise." 

Tirades against self-interest will 

1 [Jacques Benigne Bossuet ( 1627-
1704) , bishop of Condom and of Meaux, 
was the outstanding pulpit orator of his 
day, his funeral orations for members of 
the royal family ranking as brilliant ex
amples of French classical style and pow
er. As tutor to the heir apparent, the son 
of Louis XIV, he wrote his Histoire uni
verselle, one of the classics on which 
French school children were raised for 
generations. His vigorous stand against 
Protestantism and his successful leader
ship of the Gallican movement, which 
brought increased independence to the 
Catholic Church in France, reveal him as 
an important ecclesiastical, as well as lit
erary, figure.-TRANSLATOR.J 
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never have great scientific signifi
cance; for by its very nature it is 
indestructible, or at least it can
not be destroyed within man with
out destroying man himself. All 
that religion, morality, and polit
ical economy can do is to enlighten 
us regarding this impulse, to show 
us not only the immediate but also 
the ultimate consequences of the 
acts that it prompts within us. 
Greater and constantly increasing 
satisfaction following a momen
tary sensation of pain; long and 
constantly aggravated suffering 
following a momentary pleasure: 
this, in the last analysis, is moral 
good and evil. What determines 
man's choice in favor of virtue 
must be his higher, enlightened 
self-interest, but basically self
interest it will always be. 

If it is strange that people have 
decried self-interest, not only in 
its immoral abuses, but also as the 
providential motive force of all 
human activity, it is even more 
strange that they have not taken 
it into account and have felt that 
they could work in the social sci
ences without reference to it. 

With the unaccountable folly of 
self-pride, political theorists have, 
in general, considered themselves 
the guardians and directors of 
this motive force. For every one 
of them the point of departure is 
always the same: Assuming that 
humanity is a flock of sheep and 

that I am the shepherd, how shall 
I set about making humanity hap
py? Or else: Given, on the one 
hand, a certain quantity of clay, 
and on the other, a potter, what 
must the potter do to make the 
best possible use of the clay? 

Our political theorists may dif
fer on how to decide who is the 
best potter, or who can mold the 
clay most effectively; but they 
agree on this point, that their 
function is to mold the human 
clay, just as it is the role of the 
clay to be molded by them. They 
establish between themselves, in 
their capacity as the lawgivers, 
and the rest of mankind a relation
ship analogous to that of guardian 
and ward. It never occurs to them 
that man is a living body, feeling, 
willing, acting in obedience to 
Jaws that it is not their province 
to invent, since these Jaws already 
exist, even less to impose, but 
rather to study. It does not occur 
to them that mankind is composed 
of a great host of beings in every 
way similar to themselves, in no 
way their inferiors or subject to 
them; that their fellow men are 
endowed both with an impulse to 
act and with intelligence to 
choose; that in everything men do 
they are affected by the prompt
ings of responsibility and solidar
ity; and that, finally, from all 
these phenomena there results a 
pattern of already existing rela-
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tions that it is not the province of 
the social sciences to create, as 
these theorists imagine, but to ob
serve. 

Rousseau's Error 

Rousseau was, I believe, the po
litical theorist who most naively 
exhumed from antiquity this idea, 
which had already been resurrect
ed by the Greeks, of the omnipo
tence of the lawgiver. Convinced 
that the social order is a human 
invention, he compares it to a ma
chine. Men are the cogs; the 
prince makes it run. The lawgiver 
invents it at the bidding of the 
political theorist, who thus, in the 
last analysis, activates and con
trols the human race. That is why 
the political theorist never fails 
to address the lawgiver in the 
imperative mood; he orders him 
to give the orders: "Establish 
your nation on such and such a 
principle; give it good manners 
and customs; make it bow to the 
authority of religion; orient it to
ward war or commerce or agricul
ture or virtue, etc., etc." The more 
modest among them hide behind the 
anonymity of the passive voice. 
"Idlers will not be tolerated in the 
republic; the population will be 
suitably distributed between the 
cities and the country; steps will 
be taken so that there will be nei
ther rich nor poor; etc., etc." 

These formulas attest to the in-

ordinate presumption of those 
who use them. Implicit in them is 
a conception of man that leaves 
the human race not one shred of 
self-respect. 

I know of no doctrine more 
false in theory or more disastrous 
in practice. On both scores it leads 
to lamentable consequences. 

It gives rise to the view that 
the social economy is an artificial 
arrangement that has sprung from 
the brain of an inventor. Every 
political theorist, therefore, con
stitutes himself an inventor forth
with. His greatest desire is to win 
acceptance for the machine he has 
invented; his greatest preoccupa
tion is to represent all other pro
posed social orders as detestable 
and especially that which springs 
spontaneously from the nature of 
man and the nature of things. 
Books conceived according to this 
plan are and can be only a long 
tirade against society. 

This false science does not study 
the concatenation of cause and 
effect. It does not investigate 
the good and the evil that acts 
produce, leaving it afterwards to 
the motive force of society to se
lect the course to be followed. No, 
it enjoins, it restrains, it imposes, 
and if it does not have the power 
to do these things, at least it gives 
advice; like a physicist who would 
say to a stone, "There is nothing 
to hold you up; therefore I order 
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you to fall, or at least I advise 
you to fall." It is on this principle 
that M. Droz2 has said, "The aim 
of political economy is to make 
prosperity as general as possible"; 
a definition very favorably re
ceived by the socialists because it 
opens the door to every utopian 
scheme and leads to regimenta
tion. What would people think of 
M. Aragos if he began his course 
of lectures in this fashion : "The 
aim of astronomy is to make grav
itation as general as possible"? It 
is true that men are animate be
ings, endowed with will power 
and enjoying freedom of choice. 
But there is also a kind of inner 
force in them, a kind of gravita
tion; the question is to know 
toward what they gravitate. If it 
is inevitably toward evil, then 
there is no remedy, and certainly 
none will come from the political 
theorist, who as a man is subject 
to the same unfortunate tendency 
as the rest of mankind. If it is 
toward the good, the motive force 
is ready-made; science has no 
need of replacing it with coer
cion or advice. Its role is to en-

2 [Joseph Droz (1773-1850), French 
philosopher and economist, member of the 
French Academy.-TRANSLATOR.] 

3 [Dominique Francois Arago (1786-
1853), famous French scientist and 
statesman, member of the provisional 
government of 1848, and the Minister of 
War and the Navy.-TRANSLATOR.] 

lighten men's free will, to show 
the relation between cause and 
effect, confident that, under the 
influence of truth, "prosperity 
tends to become as general as 
possible." 

A Crvshing Responsibility 

In practice, the doctrine that 
places the motive force of society, 
not in all mankind and in the na
ture of man, but in lawgivers and 
in governments, has even more 
unfortunate consequences. It 
tends to weigh down the govern
ment with a crushing responsi
bility that does not belong to it. 
If there is suffering, it is the 
fault of the government; if there 
is poverty, the government is to 
blame. For is not the government 
the universal motive force? If this 
motive force is not good, we must 
destroy it and choose another. Or 
else the blame is placed on politi
cal economy itself, and in recent 
times we have heard it repeated 
ad nauseam: "All the suffering of 
society can be attributed to politi
cal economy."4 Why not, when it 
is presented as having for its goal 
the securing of men's happiness 

4 "Poverty is political economy's doing 
. . . Political economy has to have death 
come to its aid ... It is the theory of in
stability and theft." (Proudhon, Econom
ic Contradictions, Vol. II, p. 214.) 

"If the people lack the means of sub
sistence ... it is the fault of political 
economy." (Ibid., p. 430.) 
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without any effort on their part? 
When such ideas are current, the 
last thing that occurs to men is 
to turn their gaze upon them
selves, and to see whether the 
real cause of their woes is not 
their own ignorance and inj us
tice -their ignorance, which ex
poses them to the law of respon
sibility; their injustice, which 
brings down upon them the ac
tion of the law of solidarity. How 
could men dream of blaming them
selves for their woes when they 
have been persuaded that by na
ture they are inert, that the source 
of all action, and consequently of 
all responsibility, lies outside 
themselves, in the will of the 
sovereign and of the lawgiver? 

If I had to point out the char
acteristic trait that differentiates 
socialism from the science of eco
nomics, I should find it here. So
cialism includes a countless num
ber of sects. Each one has its own 
utopia, and we may well say that 
they are so far from agreement 
that they wage bitter war upon 
one another. Between M. Blanc's 
organized social workshops and M. 
Proudhon's anarchy, between 
Fourier's association and M. Cab
et's communism, there is certain
ly all the difference between night 
and day. What, then, is the com
mon denominator to which all 
forms of socialism are reducible, 
and what is the bond that unites 

them against natural society, or 
society as planned by Providence? 
There is none except this: They 
do not want natural society. What 
they do want is an artificial so
ciety, which has come forth full
grown from the brain of its in
ventor. It is true that each one 
desires to play Jupiter to this 
Minerva; it is true that each one 
fondly caresses his own invention 
and dreams of his own social or
der. But what they have in com
mon is their refusal to recognize 
in mankind either the motive 
force that impels men toward the 
good or the self-healing power 
that delivers them from evil. They 
quarrel over who will mold the hu
man clay, but they agree that 
there is human clay to mold. 
Mankind is not in their eyes a 
living and harmonious being en
dowed by God Himself with the 
power to progress and to survive, 
but an inert mass that has been 
waiting for them to give it feeling 
and life; human nature is not a 
subject to be studied, but matter 
on which to perform experiments. 

Th e Economic Approach 

Political economy, on the con
trary, after first establishing the 
fact that within every man are 
the forces of impulsion and repul
sion that together constitute the 
motive power of society, after 
making certain that this motive 
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force tends toward what is good, 
does not propose to destroy it and 
to replace it with another of its 
own creation. Political economy 
studies the highly varied and com
plex social phenomena to which 
this motive force gives rise. 

Does this mean that political 
economy has no more to do with 
social progress than the study of 
astronomy has to do with the ac
tual movement of the heavenly bod
ies? Certainly not. Political econ
omy deals with beings who possess 
intelligence and free will and as 
such - let us · never forget - are 
subject to error. Their tendency is 
toward the good; but they can be 
mistaken. The utilitarian function 
of science, therefore, is not to cre
ate causes and effects, not to 
change man's natural bent, not to 
foist upon him social orders, in
junctions, or even advice, but to 
show him the good and the evil 
that results from his own deci
sions. 

Thus, political economy is a sci
ence concerned exclusively with 
the observation and description of 
phenomena. It does not say to 
men : "I urge you, I advise you, 
not to get too close to the fire" ; 
or: "I have thought up a social 
order; the gods have inspired me 
to create institutions that will 
keep you far enough away from 
the fire." No; political economy 
notes that fire burns, announces 

the fact, proves it, and does the 
same for all similar phenomena of 
the moral or economic order, con
vinced that this is all that is nec
essary. It assumes that an unwill
ingness to be burned to death is a 
basic, innate attitude that it did 
not create and that it cannot alter. 

Differences by which Men Grow 

Political economists cannot al
ways be in agreement, but it is 
easy to see that their differences 
are of quite another kind from 
those that divide the socialists. 
Two men who devote themselves 
to observing the same phenome
non and its effects, like rent, for 
example, or exchange or competi
tion, may not arrive at the same 
conclusion; but this proves noth
ing except that one of the two, at 
least, has observed badly. The 
work will have to be done over. 
With the help of other investi
gators the chances are that the 
truth will finally be discovered. 
That is why - provided only that 
every economist, like every astron
omer, keeps himself informed on 
the advances his predecessors have 
made - this science cannot fail to 
contribute to progress and conse
quently to be ever more useful, 
constantly correcting past errors 
in observation, and continually 
adding new observations to those 
already made. 

But the socialists- isolating 
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themselves from one another, so 
that they may concoct, each one 
on his own, artificial contrivances 
out of their own imaginations -
could go on pursuing their investi
gations in this way through all 
eternity without ever coming to 
an agreement and without one 
man's work ever in any way help
ing another's. Say profited from 
Smith's investigations; Rossi, 
from Say's; Blanqui and Joseph 
Garnier, from those of all their 
predecessors. But Plato, Sir Thom
as More, Harrington,5 Fenelon, 
Fourier may revel to their heart's 
delight in drawing up their Re
publics, their Utopias, their Oce
anas, their Salentes, their Phalan-

An Interesting Question 

steries, without there ever being 
any connection between any one of 
these flights of fancy and the 
others. These dreamers draw it 
all, men and things alike, out of 
their own heads. They dream up a 
social order not connected with the 
human heart; then they invent a 
new human heart to go with their 
social order. . . . ~ 

5 [James Harrington (1611-1677), 
English political philosopher, whose work 
on the ideal state, entitled Common
wealth of Oceana (1656), advocating a 
written constitution, rotation of magis
trates and legislators, indirect election of 
the president, the secret ballot, and agrar
ian reforms, is believed to have influ
enced political thought in the United 
States and other democracies.-TRANS
LATOR.] 

IDEAS ON 

LIBERTY 

THE SOCIALIST does not trust in the goodness of humanity. He is 
convinced that the hungry will not be fed, the naked clothed, the 
aged cared for, the sick visited, unless the power of the state 
intervenes to confiscate from society the means necessary for the 
state to attend to these needy. But this poses an interesting 
question. If the vast majority in our society really share this 
powerful urge to help the needy, why do they fear for the fate 
of charity if left to the voluntary care of the p€oople? It is a 
well-known fact that there is little or no administrative cost in 
the sort of family or neighborhood charity for which America 
was famous, whereas there is great administrative cost in the 
compulsory redistribution of wealth by government agencies. So 
what is there to lose in allowing the people to follow their avowed 
inclinations without recourse to the power of the state? 

GLENN L. PEARSON, College of Religion, 
Brigham Young University 
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I~LON 
~~HERE TO $TAY? 

SOMEDAY, you will have to retire. 
How much money will you need 
to support a decent standard of 
living when that time comes? 
$7,000 for a single year? $10,000? 
$25,000? $100,000? There is no 
way to know, because there is no 
way to know exactly how much 
inflation there will be. But even 
without exact figures, we can 
know that it will take many more 
dollars to support oneself in the 
future if inflation continues. 

A 35-year-old man now earning 
$20,000 a year may need $200,000 
a year or more by the time he 
retires. How can he possibly save 
that much? Whatever he does 
save will be continually eroded by 
inflation, with the value of his 
dollars being stolen away gradu· 
ally over the years. And the word 
"stolen" is used here in a very 
literal sense. 

Mr. Markovitz is a commodity research analyst 
for a New York-based brokerage firm. 
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Inflation has a tendency to ac
celerate- to get worse and worse, 
and at an ever-rising rate. During 
the past year or so, inflation has 
finally reached proportions signifi
cant enough for everyone to notice 
its effects, though few understand 
its cause. 

Inflation usually is "explained" 
in one of the following ways : 

(1 ) Greedy businessmen, un
satisfied with "reasonable" profits, 
raise prices to line their own 
pockets at the expense of consum
ers. Then laborers have to ask for 
higher pay in order to maintain 
their standard of Jiving. Business
men, in turn, use this increased 
labor cost as a pretext for raising 
prices once more, and a vicious 
cycle ensues that results in spiral
ing inflation. 

(2) Greedy labor unions, unsat
isfied with "reasonable" pay 
scales, raise their demands in 
order to line their own pockets at 
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the employer's expense. He then 
raises prices, passing the expense 
along to the consumer. The con
sumer, noting that his cost of liv
ing is increasing, asks for more of 
a wage increase. Again, the vic
ious cycle ensues. 

These two explanations are sim
ilar from an economic point of 
view, but different from a political 
point of view. "Liberal" politicians 
tend to use the first explanation, 
laying the blame conveniently at 
the door of business, whereas 
"conservatives," just as conve
niently, would lay the blame at the 
door of labor unions. Both ex
planations rely upon the same 
economic argument, and each is as 
false as the other. 

Monetary Manipulation 

Inflation is caused by neither 
business nor labor. The real cause 
is the government's manipulation 
of the monetary system. If getting 
a raise were simply a matter of 
demanding it and going out on 
strike, then why doesn't labor ask 
for 1000 per cent instead of a 
mere 10 per cent? And if raising 
prices were simply a matter of the 
businessman's whim, then why 
doesn't he raise prices by 1000 per 
cent instead of a mere 10 per 
cent? Obviously, these are ex
tremes. But economic principles 
apply at the extremes as well as 
in the middle. It should be obvious 

that, in these extreme cases, it is 
definitely not the threat of govern
ment action that prevents the in
creases. Even if the government 
tried to encourage such huge in
creases, they still could not be 
adopted. No one would buy the 
exorbitantly priced goods, so bus
iness would fail. No one would 
hire the exorbitantly priced labor, 
so workers would be unemployed. 
Yet, even though this principle of 
supply and demand is obvious in 
the extreme case, most people tend 
to lose sight of it when only small 
amounts are involved. 

In order not to lose sight of it, 
let us ask: Why wouldn't people 
buy goods priced 1000 per cent 
higher? Why wouldn't business
men hire labor costing 1000 per 
cent more? The answer is simply 
that they can't afford it. They 
haven't got the money. 

Now, let's carry this one step 
further. The same principle that 
applied to the extreme case of 
1000 per cent above, also applies 
to the case of 10 per cent, or even 
the case of 1 per cent: Consumers 
can't pay even 1 per cent more for 
all their purchases unless they 
have 1 per cent more money. Bus
inessmen can't pay even 1 per C'ent 
more wages unless they have 1 per 
cent more money. 

Where does this money come 
from? The government prints it 
on pieces of green paper, calls it 
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"legal tender," and hands it out by 
various means until it gradually 
permeates the economy. Thus, it 
can now be deduced that even the 
"ridiculous" 1000 per cent increas
es are not so impossible after all. 
If the government were to inject 
1000 per cent more money into the 
economy, all prices would rise 
about 1000 per cent. Wage earners 
would be getting $50 per hour, 
and a loaf of bread would cost $5. 
The only thing that prevents this 
is the government's decision not 
to print that much money. Instead, 
the government prints only 5, 8, 
or 10 per cent more money each 
year, so prices rise only about 5, 
8, or 10 per cent. (Note, however, 
that a "mere" 8 per cent annual 
increase amounts to over 1000 per 
cent in 30 years, when com
pounded.) 

What does all this mean for the 
"typical" consumer? In general, it 
means bad things. Inflation hurts 
wage earners, those with savings, 
and those on fixed incomes such 
as the elderly and the handi
capped. Inflation helps the sophis
ticated borrowers and the poli
ticians. Inflat ion literally takes 
money out of the pockets of some 
and puts it into the pockets of 
others. 

Here's how the whole scheme 
works: By a roundabout and com
plicated procedure, the Federal 
Reserve Bank is allowed, in es-

sence, to print money which it 
"lends" to the government at in
terest. (This, by the way, is 
where most of the national debt is 
owed: to the banks.) This money 
consists of those green "Federal 
Reserve Notes" that everyone car
ries in his wallet. These pieces of 
paper used to be redeemable in 
silver. Now, all they are is a 
"promise" - a promise to pay the 
bearer one dollar. Not one dollar 
in silver or gold. Just one dollar. 
And what is "one dollar" today? 
Why, it's another one of those 
same pieces of paper! In other 
words, the money people carry in 
their pockets is really nothing 
more thari a promise to give a 
promise to give a promise . .. with
out ever really promising anything 
at all. 

Legal Tender Laws
A Unique Privilege 

However, the government has 
passed a law which gives a unique 
privilege to the Federal Reserve 
Bank (a nominally private bank). 
The "legal tender" law says that 
this bank's notes must be accepted 
at face value for the payment of 
any debts. Creditors are thus 
forced by law to accept payment 
in such paper dollars irrespective 
of any loss in value on the market. 
This is very important because it 
is the key element that makes in
flation profitable for the banks 
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and the government, at almost 
everyone else's expense. 

A large part of the newly 
printed "legal tender" goes to the 
government, which then spends it 
to buy some of the goods in the 
economy, leaving fewer goods for 
the rest of us. Since the general 
public still has essentially the 
same amount of money it started 
with, this money is left to chase 
fewer goods, the result being high
er prices. 

It all boils down to the law of 
supply and demand, which applies 
to money as well as anything else : 
if there is more money around, its 
value per unit decreases. Inflation 
is this increase in the quantity of 
money, which "depreciates" the 
value of each dollar. In this way, 
inflation amounts, literally, to the 
theft of the earned values of peo
ple who save. It is a disguised tax 
-it enables the government to 
take real goods out of the market 
apparently without anyone having 
to pay. Everyone does pay, but in 
the form of higher prices instead 
of an outright tax. This is particu
larly convenient because it enables 
the government to carry out its 
policies without being subject to 
the scrutiny of the citizens. For 
example, during the Viet Nam 
war, the government had the Fed
eral Reserve print huge sums of 
money to pay for men and material 
to fight the war. The current infla-

tion owes much to the printing 
spree of those years. If, instead, 
the government had taxed us di
rectly, we would have known then 
how much it was costing us and 
might have reacted much sooner. 
Financing the war by inflation de
prived us of this choice. 

Patterson's Scheme 

As a matter of interest, central 
bank inflation was invented under 
circumstances of war by William 
Patterson, a canny Scot who 
founded the first Bank of England 
in the 1690's. Both the bank and 
the King benefited. The bank made 
fortunes in interest collected on 
money created out of thin air, by 
permission of the King. The King 
was allowed to continue fighting 
the war. The war had been very 
popular, but people began to lose 
their enthusiasm as their pocket
books were pinched more and more 
by taxes. Patterson's scheme al
lowed reduced taxes, so citizens 
didn't realize that their money 
resources were being depleted 
through inflation instead. The 
King was relieved of the distaste
ful prospect of having to termi
nate the war, Patterson reaped 
immense profits from his clever 
scheme, the public was hood
winked into paying for the whole 
thing both in money and blood, 
and the institution of central 
banking was invented that would 
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continue to hoodwink people for 
hundreds of years. 

Inflation has always been a 
problem for countries whose gov
ernments were allowed to print 
money without limit. For various 
reasons, inflation has a strong 
tendency to accelerate unless it is 
stopped altogether. Unfortunately, 
the usual remedy offered by gov
ernments is price controls, which 
cannot work in theory, have never 
worked in practice, and are not 
working today, because they do 
not attack the real cause of infla
tion: the wanton printing of paper 
money. Price controls simply cre
ate shortages, as is attested to by 
our current economic problems. 

One index some economists use 

Laissez Faire 

to predict forthcoming inflation is 
the Federal Reserve's holdings of 
government bonds. When these 
increase, it means that the deci
sion was made to print more 
money to "pay" for them, and that 
inflation is on the way. The very 
government officials who pose as 
"inflation fighters" are in fact the 
people in society who are most 
responsible for the inflation in the 
first place. 

The only way to end inflation is 
to end the unlimited power to 
print paper money. Unless the 
legal tender laws are abolished, 
there is slight prospect of a return 
to the kind of a hard currency 
traders would choose as a medium 
of exchange. I) 

IDEAS ON 

LIBERTY 

IT IS the very essence of prices that they are the offshoot of the 
actions of individuals and groups of individuals acting on their 

own behalf. The catallactic concept of exchange ratios and prices 
precludes anything that is the effect of actions of a central 
authority, of people resorting to violence and threats in the 
name of society or the state or of an armed pressure group. In 
declaring that it is not the business of the government to deter
mine prices, we do not step beyond the borders of logical think
ing. A government can no more determine prices than a goose 

can lay hen's eggs. 

LUDWIG VON MIBEs, Human Action 



DAVID KELLEY 

ANARCHISM is, on the face of it, a 
political philosophy; it' is, there
fore, a theory about the proper re
lation between the individual and 
the government. The theory is very 
simple: it is that there is no pro
per relation between the individ
ual and the government- because 
there ought to be no government. 
For this reason, anarchism is held 
by many to be a simple-minded 
theory. By many on the right, how
ever, it is held to be merely a sim
plification of their basic princi
ples, with all the appeal of such 
simplicity. For libertarians believe 
that government has fewer proper 
functions than it currently as
sumes, in this country and others; 
and when the so-called free mar
ket anarchists say that govern
ment has no proper function, it is 
often thought that they are merely 
taking the principle of liberty, 
with great rigor if little wisdom, 
to a logical extreme. And this 
image of the anarchist as a logi-

Mr. Kelley is a graduate student in philosophy 
at Princeton University. 

cal purist, as a friend of rigor 
though the skies fall, is also culti
vated very assiduously by the an
archists themselves. But the 
image, I suggest, is an illusion. 
Logic, like virtue, is something of 
which one cannot have an excess; 
but anarchism is distinguished by 
its lack of that quality. Its anti
pathy to law apparently extends 
even to the laws of thought. 

The first and most basic failure 
of the anarchist logic is its fail
ure to notice a crucial distinction. 
An anarchist is one who wishes to 
place coercion, the use of force and 
the ability to use it, on the market. 
The use of force to prevent the 
initiation of force against its cit
izens is the basic function of gov
ernment, and the essence of "free 
market" anarchism is to hold that 
this service should be on the mar
ket, like any other. In holding this 
view, anarch~sts overlook a cru
cial difference between this coer
cive service, and all other econom
ic goods and services. 

The distinctive feature of coer-
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cion derives from the position of 
values in the market place. Values 
are, in the first instance, the sub
ject of moral philosophy, whose 
task it is to discover their nature, 
and to formulate the proper stand
ards for evaluating goods and ac
tions, means and ends. This task 
is one of discovery, because values 
are objective. It is a fact that some 
things are values whereas others 
are not; it is a fact that some 
things are more valuable than 
others. In a free market and a free 
society, however, individuals may 
pursue whatever ends they choose, 
regardless of whether they really 
are valuable; and they may appor
tion their time and money to 
things in ways that may or may 
not reflect the relative importance 
of these values. People can and of 
course should take moral consid
erations into account, but nothing 
compels them to do so. 

Despite the protestations of 
statists from Plato onward, there 
is no contradiction here. For in a 
free society, the actions of one per
son do not restrict the proper lib
erty of another, including his lib
erty to act morally. One has no 
right, therefore, to restrict the ac
tions of someone just because they 
are immoral. In a free market, the 
production and trade of economic 
goods are determined by individ
ual value preferences; and whether 
these are moral or immoral, ration-

al or irrational, the exchanges of 
economic goods to which they give 
rise do not violate anyone's right
ful freedom- that is to say, his 
rights. Your enjoyment of your 
rights is not endangered by my 
misuse of mine. If this were not the 
case, then to the extent that it 
were not, the market would have 
to be regulated by some institution 
outside the market: for the mar
ket is unjustifiable if it allows the 
violation of individual rights. For
tunately, the market as we know 
it does not allow this, and requires 
no outside regulation -with the 
exception of a single economic 
good : coercion. 

Coercion Is Different 

The use of coercion against 
criminals and foreign aggressors is 
a service, one provided by the gov
ernment to its citizens. As such it 
may be considered an economic 
good. But it differs from all 
other economic goods in just the 
respect mentioned. When its use is 
morally improper, it does violate 
individual rights. Coercion, in this 
world, must sometimes be exercis
ed. Given the existence of crim
inals, and the constant possibility 
that some men will prefer crim
inal to honest means and ends, the 
existence of a power to prevent 
and punish this by force has a 
certain value. Its value is re
stricted, however, by the moral 
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principle forbidding its use 
against persons who have not 
themselves used force against 
others. If this power is exercised 
improperly, if it is not used in 
accordance with the objective prin
ciples that define and delimit its 
value, then it violates rights- the 
rights of innocent people, or at 
least the right of the guilty to 
have their guilt objectively dem
onstrated before suffering punish
ment. This is true by the very 
nature of coercion, and it is true 
only of coercion. 

Coercion, therefore, and coercion 
alone, falls under the proviso men
tioned earlier: since it has the 
potential for violating rights if 
used improperly, its use cannot be 
determined by the value prefer
ences people happen to hold, 
whether right or wrong; and so 
cannot be determined by market 
forces. Coercion has a place in 
social life, but it must be kept in 
place; and the market is not the 
institution to do this. Power to 
coerce, then, must be reposed in 
another institution altogether, one 
outside the market and the sway 
of subjective value preferences. 
This institution must have strict 
control- a monopoly, in effect 
over the use of force, since its 
function is to take force off the 
market. Its use of coercion must 
be determined solely by rules de
rived from the appropriate moral 

principles ; and it must operate in 
accordance with such rules with
out taking into consideration any 
individual or collective desires to 
the contrary. This institution all 
men call government. 

The Nature of the Market 

Here, then, is the first failure 
of the anarchist logic: it fails to 
discern that feature of coercion 
which distinguishes it from the 
economic goods offered on the 
market. A second failure concerns 
the nature of the market itself. It 
consists in the assumption that 
the market would exist without 
the government. Anarchists wish 
to see the services presently of
fered by the government of
fered instead by private "protec
tion agencies" competing on the 
free market. We have seen why 
this is not appropriate, given the 
nature of this particular good. We 
must now question the assumption 
that in the absence of govern
mental institutions outside and 
protecting the market, a free mar
ket would even exist for protection 
agencies to offer their services in. 

The free market is one in which 
all exchanges are voluntary. A 
person can trade his time, effort, 
money or goods for those of an
other only if the latter is willing. 
The economic laws of a free mar
ket are true only when or to the 
extent that this condition obtains. 
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Consider, for example, the law of 
supply and demand. What would 
happen to prices if one did not 
have to pay for a good at a price 
acceptable to the seller, but could 
take the good by force, giving 
nothing in exchange? There is no 
way of telling. The law of supply 
and demand does not apply to 
thieves. The economic analysis of 
the market assumes that the use 
of force does not occur, that all 
exchanges are mutually acceptable 
to the parties involved. It assumes, 
in effect, that the cost of using 
force is infinite. 

This assumption is legitimate, 
for in free market theory there 
exists an institution outside the 
market which protects the rights 
of individuals, and therefore en
sures that the principle of volun
tary exchange will be observed. 
This institution may work well or 
badly, but its working well or 
badly is not a subject of economic 
law; it is the concern, rather, of 
political and legal theory. The 
government codifies and enforces 
the rules of the market; it es
tablishes a framework of rights 
and liberties that men must re
spect in action. Economic theory 
then tells us what happens as in
dividuals act within that frame
work to acquire the things they 
value. Economic laws are to polit
ical laws as principles of strategy 
are to the rules of a game. 

A Dilemma 

For anarchism, however, all this 
is changed. Anarchists bold that 
in their scheme also, force would 
not be used; coercion would not 
be a feasible alternative to volun
tary exchange. But they cannot 
assume this in describing the mar
ket as they would have it. They 
cannot assign the problem to an
other field, as we do, and say that 
whatever is necessary to prevent 
the use of force we shall bring 
about by consciously designing 
our institutions to that end. The 
anarchists would place govern
mental services on the market, to 
be offered by entrepreneurs on the 
basis of their own value prefer
ences and their expectations about 
the preferences of others. But if 
so, then they can only try to pre
dict what is likely to come about 
from the interplay of human in
terests. If we ask how our rights 
are to be secured to us in the 
anarchist system, the anarchist 
can only answer que sera sera. At 
best he can try to predict what 
would happen. 

The anarchists, then, have their 
work cut out for them. They must 
show how, by the mechanism of 
the market, things work out in 
such a way that force is not used. 
But of course they cannot do this 
without assuming the existence of 
a free market, an assumption to 
which they are not entitled. They 
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cannot make their case - substan
tiate their prediction that force 
will not be used -without relying 
on economic laws; but economic 
laws, as we have seen, are true 
only on the assumption that all 
exchange is voluntary, which is 
the very point at issue. It should, 
no doubt, be easy to prove that 
the cost of using force is prohibi
tive, if one assumes from the out
set that the cost of using force is 
infinite. But the proof would be 
invalid; it would be circular. A 
principle of strategy, which tells 
one what to do given that the 
rules must be followed, is hardly 
the vehicle by which to prove that 
the rules must be followed in the 
first place. 

The Problem of Monopolies 

Consider, for example, the prob
lem of monopolies in an anar
chistic society. What is to prevent 
protection agencies from banding 
together to destroy the competi
tion and form a monopoly over 
protective services? Is it because 
monopolies do not occur in a free 
society? But the reason monopo
lies do not occur is that anyone is 
free to compete with large firms 
and, by underselling them, cut 
into their market; it is because 
the only determinant of success in 
a free market is the ability of the 
entrepreneur to persuade consum
ers of the value of his goods, to 

give them the best choice. What 
would happen if force as well as 
persuasion could be used against 
consumers and competitors? Why 
would the large protection agen
cies restrain themselves from driv
ing out the competition by force? 
That is, after all, what happens 
in the nearest model we have to 
the anarchist system of protec
tion agencies -the criminal un
derworld. Clearly the anarchists 
are assuming what they have to 
prove: that the market would be 
free, that competition would exist 
unhindered, that coercion is not 
a means by which men would deal 
with each other. 

Coercion is not, of course, the 
only means by which men do deal 
with each other; in most societies, 
gang warfare is an exceptiop. The 
anarchist may wish to argue, on 
the basis of this fact, that from a 
state of nature protection agencies 
would arise in peaceful competi
tion, and the anarchist vision 
would be fulfilled. But this argu
ment too is denied him. For 
wherever men, finding themselves 
without government, have not de
scended to the level of gang war
fare, they have done something 
else equally damaging to the anar
chist hypothesis: they have formed 
new governments. Or, in the anar
chist terminology, they have formed 
monopolistic "protection agen
cies." But this is precisely what 
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the anarchist says would not hap
pen in an anarchistic situation. 
Anarchism lives on its opposition 
to government, but every govern
ment that exists is a refutation of 
anarchism; for it belies the anar
chists' prediction that if only we 
can send government away it will 
not come back. 

Again, anarchists complain that 
governments are immoral because 
they 'initiate, or would initiate, the 
use of force against anyone form
ing a rival "protection agency." 
Now it is false that this would be 
immoral: a government is justi
fied in preventing any private 
power designed to exercise coer
cion, because such a power is a 
threat to the rights of its citizens, 
even if the power is never actual
ized. But the fact that govern
ments would use force in this way 
is another refutation of anar
chism; for such a use of force by 
one "protection agency" against 
another to keep its monopoly is 
precisely what the anarchist pre
dicts would not occur. 

That such things happen, or 
would happen, is embarrassing to 
the anarchist because he allows 
no means for preventing them 
from happening. The anarchist is 
caught in a dilemma. Like his 
namesake of the nihilistic left, he 
rejects the social institution 
through which men attempt, by 
positive action, to insure them-

selves of certain conditions nec
essary for social existence; yet 
unlike the nihilist he believes that 
there are such conditions, and that 
a form of society in which they 
do not obtain is unacceptable. 
Caught in this dilemma, he can 
only try to argue that these con
ditions will come about by natural 
law, so that we need do nothing 
ourselves. But this argument, we 
have seen, is riddled with logical 
errors. It ignores the difference 
between coercion and economic 
goods on the market, a difference 
that undercuts the argument from 
the outset. It relies, for its argu
ment that coercion would not in 
fact occur, on principles that as
sume coercion cannot occur, which 
makes the argument circular. And 
since it rests on a prediction about 
what men would do, it is vulner
able to the historical facts about 
what men have done. In the end, 
the anarchist cannot escape his 
dilemma; his dilemma is a contra
diction. He is advocating a certain 
end, a society free of violence 
among men, while rejecting the 
only means of achieving that end. 
Thus anarchism is hardly even a 
political philosophy. It is, much 
rather, an attempt to escape the 
responsibility of providing one. It 
would, as its critics contend, be a 
disaster in practice; but that is 
because it is fantastic and inco
herent in theory. 1l 



A REVIEWER'S NOTEBOOK 

Said the Crawling Peg 
To the Dirty Float, 
"We're two lost souls 
" In a leaky boat, 
"And down below there's a hole 

in the hold 
"That can't be plugged with 

Paper Gold." 

THIS, in rhymed capsule, is the 
gist of the proceedings of the first 
International Monetary Seminar, 
which was sponsored last spring 
by the Committee for Monetary 
Research and Education, Inc., at 
the Arden House campus of Co
lumbia University. The seminar 
was held some time before the 
Arabs, contemptuous of paper 
money whether called Paper Gold 

JOHN CHAMBERLAIN 

or not, decided to use the "oil 
weapon" to force the western world 
to let Israel go down the drain. 
But the handwriting was on the 
wall even before the Arab ukase. 

With not a single western nation 
dedicated to disciplining its econ
omy, why would the raw material 
owners in the so-called Third 
World go on giving their riches 
away for what John Exter calls, 
not IOUs, but "Who-owes-you
nothings"? The.publication in book 
form of the Arden House proceed
ings (Toward a New World Mone
tary System, edited by G. C. Wie
gand and issued by the Engineer
ing and Mining Journal of the Mc
Graw-Hill Publications Company; 
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$8.95) is a not-so-gentle reminder 
that the oil-producing countries of 
the world, having achieved what 
is close to a corner on exportable 
energy, could use their dominant 
position to pick up most of the 
loose gold in the world. They 
would then proceed to hold their 
gold, along with their oil, until the 
West had ceased to deal in "Who
owes-you-nothings." 

The contributors to Toward a 
New World Monetary System can't 
quite spell out what the money of 
account, or the numeraire, of the 
future will be, but most of them 
seem to agree that gold will be 
either the official or the unofficial 
standard. There may be no such 
thing as an objective store-of-value 
(value is always subjective, as 
Carl Menger and Ludwig von 
Mises both taught), but, histori
cally, most people have agreed 
that a basic medium of exchange 
must have purity, rarity and in
built resistance to rot. Gold fills 
the bill better than silver, which 
is more abundant and tends to 
drift off into use in industrial and 
commercial forms. 

Basic Disagreement 

The authorities who debated 
with each other at Arden House 
were not of one mind on the sub
ject of the Bretton Woods system, 
which was viable until a distrust
ful world; uncertain of what to do 

about a seventy-billion "Eurodol
lar" overhang due to the scandal
ous monetary behavior of Wash
ington, began to worry about the 
persistently adverse international 
balance of the U.S. Henry Hazlitt 
and John Exter, I gather, would 
agree that Bretton Woods, with 
its central bank manipulation of 
currency "swaps," its "special 
drawing rights," and so forth, is 
beyond resurrection. Fritz Mach
lup, on the other hand, seems to be 
saying, along with Professor 
David Meiselman, that there could 
be life in the old dog yet. I am 
not enough of a technical student 
of banking to follow Professor 
Machlup on "gliding parities" and 
the various degrees of "managed 
floating" (isn't that a contradic
tion in terms?), but I can see that 
politicians in past eras have not 
always respected a gold numeraire. 
Says Fritz Machlup, "In my read
ing of economic history neither 
the gold standard nor any other 
system of fixed exchange rates have 
(sic] ever effectively curbed gov
ernments in their extravagant 
spending policies ... when eventu
ally the inflation of credit, prices 
and incomes threatened to deplete 
the country's gold and exchange 
reserves, the gold parities or dol
lar parities were changed or given 
up. A barrier which is lifted when
ever it really bars is hardly worth 
having." 
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Professor Machlup's knowledge 
of history may be good, but there 
are tides in the affairs of nations. 
When indiscipline has resulted in 
chaos, there is nothing to do but 
to agitate f()r a discipline that 
would permit people to protect 
themselves against the further 
depredations of irresponsible pol
iticians. Without peering too far 
ahead into the mist, can't it be 
said that the time has come to 
let U.S. citizens own gold if they 
so choose? We are now off the 
gold exchange standard, so what 
is the objection to letting people 
establish their own private hedges 
against a continuing inflation? If 
Arabs can hold gold, why not 
John Doakes in Kokomo? 

Helpful Suggestions 

Henry Hazlitt's contribution to 
the Arden House deliberations 
seems to me to be eminently sound 
simply because he does not strive 
to combine a lot of things into 
"a higher synthesis" that would 
be a blueprint for a better inter
national monetary system. What 
Mr. Hazlitt does is to suggest that 
we stop doing a number of things 
on the national scene before wor
rying about great international 
conclaves. He says that establish
ing a sound currency is an ethical 
problem that begins at home. Peo
ple have a moral right to make 
contracts in anything they choose; 

that is what personal liberty 
means. One of the things that 
Congress could do without waiting 
upon international cooperation 
would be to restore the right of 
American citizens to buy gold on 
whatever terms they choose. This, 
says Mr. Hazlitt, woald open gold 
markets everywhere in the world, 
and it would immediately estab
lish gold as a de facto interna
tional money, whether monetized 
or not. 

The second thing advocated by 
Hazlitt would be to balance the 
Federal budget. He would do this 
not by raising taxes but by slash
ing expenditures. If we were to 
discipline ourselves by balancing 
the budget over a fairly long 
period, the dollar would be re
spected in world markets, and it 
would become possible at some 
point to return to a full gold 
standard. 

Poor Reception 

What Mr. Hazlitt has to say is, 
of course, not being listened to in 
Washington. Nixon, in his des
perate effort to find favor with 
some of his "liberal" enemies, has 
asked for a whopping budget that 
can be paid for in full only by 
running up some more Keynesian 
deficits. The little spending trickles 
will flow together to become broad 
rivers. As our "pols" see it, it 
would be a desirable thing to 
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protect people against "catastroph
ic" illness, so why not a "national" 
health plan? Poor people should 
have access to lawyers, so why not 
a private (i.e., a government
financed) corporation, something 
comparable to the Post Office, to 
provide "free" legal service to 
those who can't afford good coun
sel? And why not a Family As
sistance Plan to put a "floor" 
under everybody? This is the way 
the tide now runs on Capitol Hill. 
So what Mr. Hazlitt proposes will 
probably not be listened to until 
we have had another round of 
inflation, culminating eventually 
in an inflationary crisis. 

Even though we have not 
reached the point where it is likely 
that the majority of our politi
cians are ready to listen to Mr. 
Hazlitt's common sense, some 
things may be done to improve 
the U.S. position in the world. 
William J. Casey, Jr., our Under 
Secretary for Economic Affairs, 
suggests, in an interesting paper 
on the "Internationalization of 
the Capital Markets," that we bal
ance off the investments that we 
make abroad by attracting foreign 
investors to our own shores. He 
thinks we "have enormous assets 
not the least of which" is a "high 
standard of disclosure and fair 
dealing." Will the Arabs, who 
have gold to invest, listen? We'll 
see. 

~THE PEOPLE FACTOR : Manag
ing the Human Climate by Philip 
Lesly (Dow-Jones-Irwin, Inc., 
Homewood, Illinois, 1974) $9.95. 

R eviewed by Chm·les Hull Wolfe 

IN THIS book, an unusually per
ceptive, knowledgeable and articu
late public relations man has at
tempted to tell how a private insti
tution can do an effective com
municatio~s job in a relatively 
new situation - in a human atti
tude-climate no longer peaceful 
and mild but essentially hostile 
and stormy. 

As the author puts it in his in
troduction, "In an era when most 
men and women seem to have be
come assertive, when every kind 
of viewpoint has a movement and 
a loud voice," the gap between in
stitutions and their publics "is 
threatening to undermine all of 
our organizations and the society 
they compose. It seems not only 
pertinent but urgent that the 
causes of this estrangement be 
diagnosed, and a course of treat
ment sought." 

From time to time the author 
reveals considerable understand
ing of the American "miracle" 
which simultaneously "produced 
the greatest degree of individual 
freedom and the greatest range of 
individual choice of any major so
ciety in history." He is also aware 
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that this society's foundations are 
threatened by those on the "left," 
and that their activism includes 
physical militancy and the pre
sumption that private institutions 
are "guilty until they have gone 
through an inquisition." 

But Philip Lesly manages to 
trace this attack to a variety of 
secondary causes, terming the "es
trangement" between private or
ganizations and their publics "a 
direct consequence of the growth 
and complexity of our institu
tions," the failure of business to 
communicate the need for profits, 
and the fact that "in some areas 
business has not performed ade
quately in the public interest." 

Nowhere, as far as I could de
tect, did the author bluntly and 
boldly portray the underlying 
cause- the deliberate, long-stand
ing attack by collectivist-minded 
intellectuals determined to destroy 
our traditional, religiously-ori
ented society and system of indi
vidual liberty, and replace it with 
secularism and statism. 

Had the author worked from 
this premise, he could have better 
interpreted various phenomena 
which he has correctly observed 
but not adequately explained, such 
as the promulgation by contempo
rary intellectuals of two contra
dictory articles of faith: 1) That 
the average individual cannot be 
relied on to assume responsibility 

for his own actions, and 2) That 
the average individual must be 
given power to determine how all 
our institutions are operated. 

While contradictory in and of 
themselves, in today's mental cli
mate both contentions tend to 
further the cause of socialism, and 
thus are consistent as precepts of 
socialist propaganda. 

Just as the author leaves some
thing to be desired in explaining 
root causes of the worsening busi
ness climate, he also fails to make 
some important recommendations 
for improving the mental atmos
phere. For example, as far as I'm 
aware, he never urges those who 
prefer responsible freedom to de
vote themselves to a systematic, 
in-depth study of liberty, and to 
develop their ability to intelligent
ly present the case for a free so
ciety and a free market. 

Again, in titling his book, the 
author may have violated one of 
his own precepts- that to lessen 
our social problems, we must stop 
creating unattainable expectations 
- for surely his title implies that 
the human climate in America can 
be managed. In an authoritarian 
country, "managing" the human 
attitude-climate - controlling or 
directing it, rendering it subservi
ent to one's will -would be hard 
enough; but in a relatively free 
society, no one- and certainly no 
businessman or corporation- has 
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the power to make such clear-cut 
guidance possible. 

Nonetheless, Philip Lesly is a 
most interesting and well-read man 
who appreciates liberty and fair 
play, and who reveals considerable 
writing skill and a great deal of 
insight on a wide variety of sub
jects. Most friends of freedom 
should be able to gain from his 
book useful ideas on how to com
municate more effectively. 

~PSYCHO-CHEMICAL WAR
FARE: THE CHINESE COM
MUNIST DRUG OFFENSIVE 
AGAINST THE WEST by A. H. 
Stanton Candlin (New Rochelle, 
N. Y. : Arlington House, 1974) 
540 pp., $14.95. 

Reviewed by Allan C. Brownfeld 

IN THIS VOLUME, the author argues 
persuasively that the Chinese Com
munists are engaged in a massive 
campaign aimed at the West with 
narcotic drugs as the primary 
weapons. 

A. H. Stanton Candlin, a native 
of Tientsin, North China, and a 
long-time member of the British 
Foreign Service who was at one 
time Chemical Advisor to the Brit
ish High Commission in Germany, 
and held important intelligence re
sponsibilities, makes an impressive 
case. 

The use of narcotics as a politi
cal weapon by the Chinese Commu
nists, Mr. Candlin points out, is 
not unique in world history. "His
tory," he writes, "is replete with 
examples of the use of drugs to at
tain political ends ... consider in 
this regard, examples of the use of 
drugs for political purposes, such 
as provided by the sect of the As
sassins in Syria, Persia, and else
where; the Roshaniyeh in Afghan
istan; and, in more recent times, 
the Japanese narcotics or psycho
chemical warfare offensive." 

Marco Polo wrote in his Travels 
of the Assassins: "The Grand Mas
ter of the Assassins, whenever he 
discovers a young man resolute 
enough to belong to his murderous 
legions, invites the youth to his 
table and intoxicates him with the 
plant Hashish. Having been secret
ly transported to the pleasure gar
dens, the young man imagines that 
he has entered the paradise of 
Mahomet . . . he is informed that 
he can enjoy, perpetually, the de
lights he has just tasted if he will 
take part in the war against the 
Infidel as commanded by the 
Prophet." 

It is from the Japanese, how
ever, that the Chinese Communists 
learned how drugs could be used as 
an effective political weapon. The 
principal characteristics of the 
Japanese campaign, the author 
notes, were that, "It provided a 
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means of exploiting Chinese sus
ceptibility towards drugs ... 
whereby they .could undermine the 
fabric of Chinese society and liqui
date the authority and influence of 
the National Government ... By it 
they could weaken the Chinese will 
to resist at all levels ... It was a 
means of inducing collective de
featism among their enemies." 

Mr. Candlin warns that the nar
cotics offensive being launched by 
the Chinese Communists embodies 
in a special Marxian sense the ap
plication of the ancient military 
maxim of Sun Tzu (c. 500 B.C.), 
sometimes called the Chinese 
Clausewitz: "To fight and conquer 
in all your battles is not supreme 
excellence. Supreme excellence con
sists in breaking the enemy's re
sistance without fighting." 

The book is filled with documen
tary evidence and statements such 
as that from Harry J. Anslinger, 
the U.S. Commissioner for N ar
cotics for many years. 

In 1950, after the Chinese Com
munists established control of the 
Mainland, Mao Tse-tung forbade 
opium smoking in China and a few 
opium growers were executed with 
great publicity. Yet shortly after 
this, Commissioner Anslinger 
placed an American complaint be
fore the United Nations to the ef
fect that the Communist Chinese 
were smuggling narcotics into Ja
pan. His evidence was overwhelm-

ing and proved that during the 
early 1950s China was heavily en
gaged in the illicit drug trade. 

When Mr. Anslinger made these 
charges at the U.N., the Soviet 
Union vigorously denied them. Af
ter the Sino-Soviet split, however, 
Pravda, in its issue of September 
12, 1964, charged that Communist 
China was the biggest opium, mor
phine, and heroin producer in the 
world. Total proceeds from the illic
it narcotics traffic were alleged to 
yield some $500 million annual 
revenue. 

Drugs in Vietnam 

Mr. Candlin expresses the view 
that the Chinese Communists were 
largely responsible for the drug 
offensive carried out against Amer
ican servicemen in Vietnam. He re
ports of the investigation by John 
Steinberg of the Senate Subcom
mittee on Juvenile Delinquency 
who discovered that heroin which 
was 99.5% pure was being sold for 
as little as $1.00 a vial. Heroin 
which was only 10% pure, he noted, 
could be sold for at least $10.00 a 
vial. It was, states Candlin, thus 
clear that the increase in narcotics 
was by no means only a money mak
ing venture, but had other pur
poses. 

The volume contains such eye
witness reports as that of Miss 
Yuan Moun-ru, who testified be
fore the Asian and Pacific Affairs 
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Subcommittee of the House For
eign Affairs Committee in May, 
1972. A refugee from Communist 
China, Miss Yuan reported that, 
"My route of escape from China to 
Burma is via Yunnan Province. I 
rode through Lu River Valley and 
the district of Kaonigon Moun
tains. I saw with my own eyes the 
Chinese Communist liberation 
army growing opium in that area. 
So were the Burmese Communists 
and their mountain army under 
Chinese Communist influence." 

Another statement of the Chi
nese Communis~ policy came on 
December 13, 1961 from Lawrence 
Sullivan, Coordinator of Informa
tion for the U.S. House of Repre
sentatives, who declared that, "For 
the first time in human history, the 
systematic production and distri
bution of narcotic drugs has be
come an organized government 
monopoly in Red China. In ten 
years, Mao Tse-tung has built up a 

virtual monopoly in opium, heroin, 
and morphine." 

Prior to "detente," the author 
notes, there was real concern in 
Washington over Communist 
China's role in the narcotics traffic. 
This increased when Egyptian edi
tor Mohammed Heikal reported a 
conversation in which Chou En-Lai 
had told President Nasser that, 
"We are planting the best kinds of 
opium especially for the Ameri
cans." 

Now, however, there is an at
tempt to ignore this material. "The 
threat," Mr. Candlin writes, "has 
apparently been concealed from the 
public by persons who evidently 
had the desire to cultivate better 
relations with the Red Chinese." 

With the publication of this im
portant book, however, the burden 
of proof is placed upon those who 
deny such a role for the Peking 
regime. It seems unlikely that they 
will be able to meet it. t) 
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