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((Wave of the FUture""?

EnwARD P. COLESON

IN 1883 an obscure German ref­
ugee died in a London slum. A half
dozen or so attended the funer­
al and one of his friends said a
few kind words over his remains.
Although the deceased had had
the advantages of a university ed­
ucation when this was a rare
privilege and his wife came of the
upper class in her native Ger­
many, the family had lived for
years under the most wretched
conditions imaginable in a sordid
slum while he spent his time in
the reading room of the British
Museum writing endlessly, piling
up heaps of illegible manuscript,

Dr. Coleson is Professor of Social Science at
Spring Arbor College in Michigan. His latest
book, The Harvest of Twenty Centuries
(1967), pertains to Christian education and
the global crisis.

much of which was not published
until after his death.

The writer was Karl Marx and
the friend who supported him over
the years, bade him the last fare­
well, and finally published volumes
two and three of his monumental
work was Friedrich Engels, son
of a wealthy industrialist. Cer­
tainly, no "prophet" ever died a
more complete failure. Yet no
"gospel" has ever spread more
rapidly. If present trends con­
tinue and communism maintains
its current rate of growth, it
would be very possible that Marx­
ism could dominate the earth com­
pletely by the centennial of the
death of its author; that is, by
1983 - just in time to provide the
setting for George Orwell's 198.1,,!
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Small Beginnings of
Mighty Movements

Many men of good will in our
time have been completely over­
whelmed by the march of events
in today's world: the seemingly
inevitable and inexorable sweep of
communism across the earth, the
spread of violence here and almost
everywhere, the collapse of ethical
standards, and all the other symp­
toms of disintegration all about
us. One of their problems is that
they fail to understand the growth
of movements across the ages and
thus are unduly depressed with
the present outlook because they
cannot see the possible develop­
ments of tomorrow. They are not
alone in their pessimism. Late in
his life Karl Marx lost all hope
for the future of the "cause" he
had given his life to promote and
was very despondent, because he
could not see that it would take a
generation or two for his efforts
to bear fruit. He died a broken­
hearted old man. Twenty years
later, in 1903, which was just 65
years ago, Lenin launched his Bol­
shevik organization with perhaps
seventeen supporters - still noth­
ing to get excited about but much
more significant than his contem­
poraries could possibly have imag­
ined.

Of course, the socialist move­
ment was much more than Marx
or Lenin, and was long in the mak-

ing, but even perceptive men of
the time failed to see how very
successful they were becoming.
According to Margaret Cole,l H. G.
'VeIls, a pioneer British Fabian
Socialist, offended his fellow Fa­
bians back in 1905 by reminding
them how "shabbily poor" and in­
significant their little organization
really was. He insisted the mem­
bers were generally inactive and
the tracts they distributed were
feeble indeed. He said they per­
meated "English society with their
reputed Socialism about as much
as a mouse may be said to per­
meate a cat." He then challenged
them to go out into the Strand
and see the enormous capitalist
establishments of London which
were going about their business
as if there were no socialist threat
- as indeed there seemed not to
be. One might comment that what­
ever competence H. G. Wells had
as an historian, he was certainly
no prophet. He simply could not
see how "veIl they were doing and
how swiftly they would take over
England. But the seed was sown
and would mature throughout the
world, given time, as we are so
painfully aware today.

Lest the reader may assume that
the communists have some magic
formula for success - that it is in­
deed the "wave of the future," as

1 Margaret Cole, The Story of Fabian
Socialism, pp. 119-120.
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they themselves claim - let us ex­
amine a few other movements to
see how they tend to grow.

Christ and Mohammed

In 29 or 30 A. D. a Galilean car­
penter was crucified at Jerusalem
by the Roman governor to appease
the populace. He had twelve disci­
ples, but one betrayed him. Only
one followed him to the cross. Yet,
thirty-five years later Christians
were sufficiently conspicuous
around Rome, 1,500 miles away
across the lVlediterranean, so that
Nero noticed them and thought of
blaming them for the Great Fire
after he burned the "Eternal City"
in 64 A.D. In spite of the most
systematic and awful persecution,
the Church triumphed over her
enemies and became the official
religion of the Roman Empire
within three centuries after the
Crucifixion. The teachings of the
~laster also spread far beyond the
frontiers of the civilized world
and helped to soften the blow of
the fall of Rome. Christian mis­
sionaries had already partially
conquered the barbarians with the
Gospel of the Prince of Peace,
which helped to mitigate the hor­
rors of the collapse of civilization.

During the long centuries of
darkness which followed the col­
lapse of Western civilization, an­
other faith arose not far from the
birthplace of Judaism and Chris-

tianity in the Near East. Its ori­
gins were humble and unpromis­
ing also, but its triumph was
indeed spectacular. In 632 A.D. an
illiterate Arabian camel driver
died. Ten years before, he had
escaped from Mecca when his
neighbors refused to listen to his
new religion and became' impatient
with his insistent demands that
they give up their idols. The would­
be prophet was received with en­
thusiasm away from home and
lived to see his new faith trium­
phant in Arabia.

The Moslem "blitzkrieg" (light­
ning warfare) speedily conquered
Alexander's old empire in the East
and all of North Africa in the
West. Within a lifetime the fol­
lowers of the Prophet had won
more territory than Rome ruled at
its height. The Mohammedan flood
was stopped at the gates of Con­
stantinople in southeastern Eu­
rope, but in the West they were
more successful. Here, they poured
into Spain and on into France, as
if the world were theirs for the
taking. Never was the Christian
West in greater peril: "The cres­
cent was about to round to the
full." In 732, a century after the
death of Mohammed, the Moslem
advance was repulsed at Tours in
west-central France. Thus, another
great movement was born in an­
other unlikely spot and grew be­
yond belief to become a mighty
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force in the earth. And many other
examples could be cited.

Keynes' "Economic Utopia"

Now, it would be a great mis­
take to assume that just anyone
who gets up on a soap box can
set off a chain reaction which will
sweep the world; most such at­
tempts obviously die on the vine.
While it would clearly exceed the
limits of one brief article to ex­
plore the why of the rise of move­
ments in human history, perhaps
we can at least partially trace the
growth of freedom in the West
during the last two or three cen­
turies and understand the reason
for the rapid rise of totalitarian­
ism today. Such a survey should
help us to see also what the future
may hold in store for us.

Before we attempt this overview
of the path we have been following
over the years - and, as Robert
Frost would say, the "road not
taken" by modern man - a quick
glimpse of contrasting periods of
history may be most edifying.
Such an attempt presents real dif­
ficulties, of course, since the prob­
lem of bias is very real indeed.
I'm thinking especially of the his­
tory of England and the United
States over the past two centuries.

T. S. Ashton notes that accord­
ing to an exceedingly common
view, "the course of English his­
tory since about the year 1760 to

the setting up of the welfare state
in 1945 was marked by little but
toil and sweat and oppression."2
To counter this mistaken idea may
I quote the British godfather of
the American New Deal, John
Maynard Keynes himself.3 Lord
Keynes, who was born in 1883,
the ye'ar Karl Marx died, tells how
he grew up in the "economic El­
dorado" of the late Victorian pe­
riod when people had forgotten
Malthus and his gloomy predic­
tions of mass starvation, when
products moved quite freely across
frontiers over all the earth and
men could travel to any land
"without passport or other formal­
ity," when men could get any
quantity of gold their credit would
command and invest it anywhere
they might desire. Indeed, Keynes
describes this "economic utopia,"
,vhat one might call our "Paradise
Lost," in even more glowing terms
than I would.

Actually, his high praise of this
era of freedom and rapidly rising
living standards is quite like the
estimate of Benjamin M. Ander­
son, although Anderson and
Keynes may have agreed on little
else. In the opening pages of his
Economics and the Public Welfare,
Anderson reminds us:

2 F. A. Hayek (ed.), Capitalism and
the Historians, pp. 33-34.

3 J. M. Keynes, The Economic Conse­
quences of the Peace, pp. 10-12.
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Those who have an adult's recol­
lection and an adult's understanding
of the world which preceded the first
World War look back upon it with a
great nostalgia. There was a sense
of security then which has never since
existed. Progress was generally taken
for granted ... decade after decade
had seen increasing political freedom,
the progressive spread of democratic
institutions, the steady lifting of the
standard of life for the masses. . . .
It was an era of good faith. Men be­
lieved in promises. Men believed in
the promises of governments. Trea­
ties were serious matters. In financial
matters the good faith of govern­
ments and central banks was taken
for granted. Governments and cen­
tral banks were not always able to
keep their promises, but when this
happened they were ashamed.... In
1913 men trusted the promises of
governments and governments
trusted one anothe-r to a degree that
is difficult to understand today. The
greatest and most important task of
the next few decades must be to re­
build the shattered fabric of national
and international good faith. Men
and nations must learn to trust one
another again. Political good faith
must be restored. Treaties must
again become sacred.4

The Complex World of J776

Now, many of my contempo­
raries would allovi that what
Keynes and Anderson said about
the prewar period might be true;

4 Benjamin M. Anderson, Economics
and the Public Welfare, pp. 3-4.

but they insist that what was
feasible back then is no longer
possible in this "complex modern
age." People today consider, and
quite correctly, too, that life was
less complicated back in the "Gay
Nineties" or the "horse and
buggy days." By an extension of
the same logic, Adam Smith's
vvorld of 1776 should have been
very simple indeed since he wrote
The Wealth of Nations at what
might be called the dawn of the
Industrial Revolution. As a matter
of fact, Smith was writing his
great work which supplied the
ideas for the new age while one
of his friends, James Watt, was
perfecting the steam engine which
was to supply the power.

But this was no age of simplic­
ity. This was an era of astounding
complexity. Smith never lived to
see those simpler times which
were in part an outgrowth of his
own economic and political philos­
ophy. The Wealth of Nations is
filled with the writer's protests
against ,,,hat he considered the
inane and oppressive restrictions
of the mercantilist period of which
he was an unwilling part. Much
is said in history courses about
mercantilism and "a favorable bal­
ance of trade." But suffice it to
say, for our present purpose, that
mercantilism was an attempt by
the government, through a ple­
thora of controls, to regulate the
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nation into prosperity. Some no­
tion of the widespread nature of
these regulations and their prac­
tical consequences may be gained
from historian Henry Thomas
Buckle's characterization of the
period:

In every quarter, and at every mo­
ment, the hand of government was
felt. Duties on importation, and duties
on exportation; bounties to raise
up a losing trade, and taxes to pull
down a remunerative one; this branch
of industry forbidden, and that
branch of industry encouraged; one
article of commerce must not be
grown, because it was grown in the
colonies, another article might be
grown and bought, but not sold again,
while a third article might be bought
and sold, but not leave the country.
Then too, we find laws to regulate
wages ; laws to regulate prices ; laws
to regulate profits; laws to regulate
the interest of money; custom-house
arrangements of the most vexatious
kind, aided by a complicated scheme,
which was well called the sliding
scale, - a scheme of such perverse
ingenuity, that the duties constantly
varied on the same article, and no
man could calculate beforehand what
he would have to pay ... the first
inevitable consequence was, that, in
every part of Europe, there arose
numerous and powerful smugglers,
who lived by disobeying the laws
which their ignorant rulers had im­
posed.5

5 Henry Thomas Buckle, History of
Civilization in England, Vol. I, pp. 201­
202.

Abolish Restrictions

Adam Smith's cure for the con­
fusion of his age was straight­
forward enough: simply let the
government sweep away the end­
less maze of controls and let peo­
ple take care of their own business
in their own way. Some notion of
how involved mercantilist regula­
tions could become may be judged
from the fact that it took over
three thousand pages to print the
regulations for the textile industry
of France - and all of this before
the beginning of the industrial
age which is supposed to have
made life complicated. Even then,
they were changed with such be­
wildering rapidity that no one
could keep up with the latest or­
ders. French weavers once went
through a whole season without
moving a shuttle while waiting
for the governmknt to make up
its mind. Penalties were so severe
that no one could afford to dis­
regard the codes: offenders were
hanged, broken on the wheel, or
sentenced to the galleys. No less
than 16,000 people are said to have
perished over - of all things - the
regulations covering printed cal­
icoes. Little wonder that Smith
rebelled against the needless re­
strictions, although England never
carried the system to the absurd
length that France or Spain did.

However, Smith was no anarch­
ist. He sought rather to reduce
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the legal code to the simplicity of
the moral law. He felt that sweep­
ing away the complex and devious
economic regulations of mercan­
tilism would relieve the govern­
ment of an intolerable administra­
tive burden (the task of minding
everybody's business) and permit
the sovereign to concentrate on
what Smith regarded as the true
duty of the state:

All systems either of preference or
of restraint, therefore, being thus com­
pletely taken away, the obvious and
simple system of natural liberty es­
tablishes itself of its own accord.
Every man, as long as he does not
violate the laws of justice, is left
perfectly free to pursue his own in­
terest his own way, and to bring both
his industry and capital into competi­
tion with those of any other man, or
order of men. The sovereign is com­
pletely discharged from a duty, in
the attempting to perform which he
must always be exposed to innumer­
able delusions, and for the proper
performance of which no human wis­
dom or knowledge could ever be suf­
ficient; the duty of superintending
the industry of private people, and
of directing it towards the employ­
ments most suitable to the interest of
the society. According to the system
of natural liberty, the sovereign has
only three duties to attend to; three
duties of great importance, indeed,
but plain and intelligible to common
understandings: first, the duty of
protecting the society from the vio­
lence and invasion of other independ-

ent societies; secondly, the duty of
protecting, as far as possible, every
member of the society from the in­
justice or oppression of every other
member of it, or the duty of establish­
ing an exact administration of jus­
tice; and, thirdly, the duty of erect­
ing and maintaining certain public
works and certain public institutions,
which it can never be for the interest
of any individual, or small number
of individuals, to erect and maintain;
because the profit could never repay
the expense to any individual or small
number of individuals, though it may
frequently do much more than repay
it to a great society.6

Adam Smith and British Greatness

We commonly assume that it
was all very easy for Adam Smith,
great man that he was, to
straighten out the world of his
day. Actually, Smith was a rather
obscure Scottish professor. While
traveling in the mid-1760's, he
stopped off to see a little group
of French philosophers who were
pondering the problems of France
and mankind, although nobody
was paying much attention to
them, either. They called them­
selves Physiocrats, which means
the "rule of nature."

The founder of this "school" of
economics was Fran~ois Quesnay,
a self-made man who so distin­
guished himself as a physician
that he became Louis XV's per-

6 Adam Smith, The Wealth of Nations,
Everyman's Library, Vol. 2, pp. 180-181.
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sonal doctor. According to Henry
George's account, Quesnay,

... abstaining from the intrigues
of the court, . . . won the sincere re­
spect of Louis XV (who) made him
a noble, gave him a coat of arms, as­
signed him apartments in the palace,
calling him affectionately his thinker
. . . . And around . . . this "King's
Thinker" was accustomed to gather
a group of eminent men who joined
him in an aim the grandest the hu­
man mind can entertain - being noth­
ing less than the· establishment ·of
liberty and the abolition of poverty
among men, by the conformation of
human laws to the natural order in­
tended by the Creator. These men saw
what has often been forgotten amid
the complexities of a high civiliza­
tion, but is yet as clear as the sun at
noonday....

That these men rose in France, and
as it were in the very palace of the
absolute king, just as the rotten Bour­
bon dynasty was hastening to its fall
is one of the most striking of th~
paradoxes with which history
abounds. Never, before nor since, out
of the night of despotism gleamed
there such clear light of liberty. They
were (however) deluded by the idea
... that the power of a king ... might
be utilized to break the power of
other special interests, and to bring
liberty and plenty to France, and
through France to the world. They
had their day of hope . . . when in
1774 . . . Turgot was made Finance
Minister of Louis XVI, and at once
began cutting the restrictions that

were stifling French industry. But
they leaned on a reed [the King].
Turgot was removed. His reforms
were stopped. The pent up misery of
the masses . . . burst into the blind
madness of the great revolution [in
1789] . The Physiocrats were over­
thrown, many of them perishing on
the guillotine. . . .

On the continental trip he made be­
tween 1764 and 1766 ... Adam Smith
made the personal acquaintance of
Quesnay ... and was, while in Paris,
a frequent and welcome visitor at
the apartments in the palace, where,
unmindful of the gaieties and in­
trigues of the most splendid and cor­
rupt court of Europe that went on
but a floor below them, this remark­
able group discussed matters of the
highest and most permanent interest
to mankind.7

The Wealth of Nations

Adam Smith, like the Physi­
ocrats, never saw his ideas put
into practice, although he did pub­
lish a "best seller" a decade after
his trip to France. His great work,
A n Inquir-y into the Nature and
Causes of the lVealth of Nations,
to use the full title, was an in­
stantaneous success, was soon
translated into several foreign
languages, and ran through five
editions in his lifetime. It be­
came a sort of statesman's hand­
book, although it was years before

7 Henry George, The Science of Polit­
ical Economy, pp. 149-160.
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it made much difference in prac­
tical policy. Finally, some three­
quarters of a century later, Parlia­
ment took the great step of
dismantling the whole system of
protection for domestic producers,
and Britain emerged as a "free
trade" nation.

The most celebrated case of the
dramatic fight for economic free­
dom was the so-called "Repeal of
the Corn Laws," which did away
with protection for English farm­
ers. England had long had a "farm
program," a high tariff on grain,
which kept out foreign agricul­
tural products and hence increased
the cost of living for the English
laborer. Since, traditionally, the
aristocrats of England were
wealthy landowners and had long
controlled Parliament, it took a
tremendous popular upheaval to
eliminate the Corn Laws. This was
effected in 1846, in part as the
consequence of the "potato famine"
in Ireland which brought the
chronic problems of human need
to a dramatic focus. Something
had to be done "right now," since
people were starving in large num­
bers. Once Parliament started
slashing tariffs, it was only a
matter of time until they were
almost completely eliminated.

Most other Western nations
joined in the movement to open
their markets also; which led to
the great period of peace, prosper-

ity, and progress so highly lauded
by Lord Keynes. Britain became
the center of world trade and fi­
nance. But all of this came to pass
a century after. Adam Smith and
the Physiocrats pondered the prob­
lems of the world, just as we today
are reaping the harvest of Karl
Marx's sowing.

Ideas: Bomb with a Long Fuse

Why the "gradual encroachment
of ideas," as Lord Keynes ex­
pressed it? Several factors con­
tribute to the long delay between
thought and action. One is the
fact that a great teacher arises
with some new doctrine or a mod­
ern version of an old one,but he
can scarcely hope to make much
of an impact on his own age which
is run by men whose thought pat­
terns are already set; his hope is
the student of today. This means
that it will take at least another
generation, perhaps even longer,
before his ideas can bear fruit.
Furthermore, when we human
beings get in a rut - as we habitu­
ally do - we commonly do not
change our ways, however urgent
or desirable the changes may be.
\Vhen some crisis comes, such as
the "Potato Famine of 1846" or
the "Crash of '29," perhaps then
we may get out of our rut only
to fall into another. Our "New
Deal" rut is some thirty-five years
long by now, and a change may be
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anticipated presently; but it will
take quite a jolt to get us out of it.
Widespread discontent at the grass
roots is an important factor.

One reason why mercantilism,
the ancient version of the planned
economy, went out of fashion in
the last century was that genera­
tions of ordinary people had be­
come disillusioned with the at­
tempts of the several European
governments to regulate and con­
trol their nations into prosperity.
A good many people back then
were aware of this public nui­
sance, though they had never read
Adam Smith. A lot of folks today,
who never heard of Von Mises'
Planning for Freedom, have been
vexed with national planning since
Henry Wallace "plowed under cot­
ton and killed little pigs." A mul­
titude of Europeans who never
read Hayek's The Road to Serf­
dom have seen the "Berlin Wall"
or the "Iron Curtain." More than

a billion people now know what
communism is all about, and first­
hand, too, although few of them
have ever waded through Das Ka­
pital. No doubt, many of them are
the bitterest enemies of the sys­
tem. On our side of the Curtain,
the "welfare state" is bankrupt
also, both figuratively and liter­
ally.

This dramatic failure of social­
ism in all its forms and around the
world gives the man of good will
who believes in liberty an oppor­
tunity he has not had in a long,
long time - the opportunity to pre­
sent Adam Smith's "obvious and
simple system of natural liberty"
as the solution to the global crisis.
And if we have the persistence of
Karl Marx and the patience of the
Fabian socialists, it just may be
that tomorrow will be ours - that
freedom will indeed be the wave
of our future. ~

Dumping

When cheap foreign goods flood our markets­

Come into our ports without end -

The best way to punish the aliens

Is to buy all the goods they can send.

WILLFORD I. KING, Economics in Rhyme



RECENTLY our State Legislature
made it mandatory for any indi­
vidual who rides a two-wheel, mo­
tor-driven vehicle to wear a crash
helmet. The law seems to have
been received with open arms by
almost everyone. I can recall no
local, state, or Federal legislation
within the past forty years that
faced less opposition. Consensus
appears to be that this law will
neutralize any lack of skill or
judgment and protect the irrespon­
sible from his own folly, in spite
of himself.

Now I am not, in any sense, op­
posed to crash helmets. The large­
ly hostile environment in which
man attempts to survive would
seem to dictate extreme caution
and proper use of all available
safety equipment. Personally, I
would not think of riding a motor
vehicle without a skid-lid. But the
sad truth is the Federal govern-

Mr. Raley is a free-lance author, speaker,
philosopher from Gadsden, Alabama.

The Price Is
NOT RIGHT

JESS RALEY

ment already protects me from my
many inadequacies so much more
lavishly than I can afford, it ap­
pears doubtful that further help
can be endured at this time.

There is something pathetic
about man's relationship with law
- from the very dawn of history
to this day. We know that civiliza­
tion is built on a foundation of
law. Human nature being what it
is, no culture, social order, or na­
tion could have emerged without
certain basic laws, written or un­
written. Once committed to law­
making, however, no nation seems
to have found a stopping place. All
appear to have subscribed to the
theory that if a little law is good,
a great deal of law must surely be
better. This theory seems to affirm
that a man who could function
fairly well carrying ten pounds of
weight would do much better load­
ed with a ton or more.

There is nothing contradictory
in the proposition that a minimum
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of law tends to build civilization
while labyrinthine laws tend to de­
stroy. In fact, a society of perfect
persons would have no place for
law enforcement since each indi­
vidual would of need be free and
therefore jealous of his or her re­
sponsibilities. This being true, all
laws may be viewed as a burden to
society inasmuch as each respon­
sible individual must spend more
or less time producing the wealth
required to enforce them. Less
than perfect men may still con­
clude that laws enacted solely and
unequivocally to protect society
from malicious acts of irrespon­
sible individuals and groups are
necessary and helpful. All other
laws need to be recognized as the
unnecessary evil history proves
them to be.

Even those laws free men have
found necessary to impose upon
their society can become an im­
possible burden. We know that a
culture must be protected from
other cultures that would destroy
or enslave it. But if the vast ma­
jority of powers upon this earth
should attack a given country sys­
tematically, that nation conceiv­
ably could find the price of pro­
tection beyond its means. In the
same vein, society as a whole must
be protected from the malicious
acts of its own members. But
should the day arrive when a ma­
jority must be restrained by force,

there is no hope that the minority
could, for long,. pay the bill.

For the undoubted advantage of
living in a sophisticated society I
am willing, if not happy, to go my
bit to protect that culture from its
enemies, foreign or domestic. I
must admit that, from time to
time, society may have need for a
bit of protection from some care­
less act of mine. This, too, I am
willing to pay for. But I absolutely
cannot afford to be protected from
myself. More than this, I find it
nauseating to be forced to pick up
the tab for killing the incentive
and responsibility of other indi­
viduals in the name of protecting
them from the facts of life.

Certain laws calculated to pro­
tect one from his own folly doubt­
less have proven momentarily ad­
vantageous for particular individ­
uals, but the price adds up to
slavery.

No culture that invokes laws to
protect its members from their
very own mistakes can justly
claim to afford an opportunity for
individual freedom; obviously, no
person or group can shield another
unless the defender- controls the
actions of its ward. No people who
ask for or accept laws designed
solely to protect them from them­
selves can hope to earn freedom.

John Stuart Mill would surely
be considered a square by this
sophisticated generation, but no
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modern philosopher seems to have
improved upon his thoughts ex­
pressed in On Liberty:

That the only purpose for which
power can be rightly exercised over
any member of a civilized commun­
ity, against his will, is to prevent
harm to others. His own good, either
physical or moral, is not a sufficient
warrant. He cannot rightfully be
compelled to do or forbear because it
will be better for him to do so,be­
cause it will make him happier, be­
cause, in the opinions of others,. to
do so would be wise, or even right.
These are good reasons for remon­
strating with him, or reasoning with
him, or persuading him, or entreat­
ing him, but not for compelling him,
or visiting him with any evil in case
he do otherwise. To justify that, the
conduct from which it is desired to
deter him must be calculated to pro­
duce evil to someone else.

In evening edition language,
l\Iill is telling all who can hear
that a free man absolutely cannot
be protected from himself, either
willingly or unwillingly. He as­
sumes, of course, that all men of
affairs will understand that this
theory does not apply to legal in­
fants.

To apply Mill's thil}king in Amer­
ica today would mean that an in­
dividual could be forced to respect
the life and property of others, but
no power could compel him to par­
ticipate in a social security system

as a condition of employment.
Those who choose to shilly-shally
might be reasoned with and en­
couraged to be more prudent. But
responsible individuals could not
be forced to pick up the tab for
the folly of others.

I feel strongly that individual
freedom, including freedom of
choice in matters where no one
other than myself stands to gain
or lose, is the greatest achieve­
ment man may attain; I cannot
compromise with any law that in­
hibits that freedom. Compulsory
protectionism denies freedom of
choice and discourages responsible
action. It lends aid and comfort to
the antisocial breed f:rom whose
hostile actions society as a whole
must pay to be protected. When
the irresponsible element in any
culture reaches an active majority,
first chaos,. then social reorganiza­
tion must follow.

It's not that I make no mistakes,
that all my decisions are wise, or
that no other person better man­
ages daily affairs than I do. Nor
would I attempt to deny that the
animal comforts promised by cer­
tain laws that enervate freedom
may be found advantageous at
some moment· in' life. The whole
point I hope to make 'is this: Spiri­
tually, psychologically, and eco­
nomically, the price for protection
from my own folly is much, much
more than I care to pay. ~



THE London Times several years
ago described the British socialist
experiment as "competition with­
out prizes, boredom without hope,
war without victory, and statistics
without end."

Government intervention in the
economy often is based upon spe­
cious arguments and statistics de­
signed to back them up. But sta­
tistics, while purportedly facts,
fail to perform one important
function. They do not analyze
cause and effect.

Government statisticians glory
in the growth of the national prod­
uct, as though government had
caused such growth. Thus, the
rooster would cause the sun to
rise!

Governments consume and dis­
sipate wealth rather than produce
it. Goods and services are forcibly
taken from the wealth-creating
private sector to cover losses in­
curred on government ventures in
finance, insurance, real estate,
Mr. Smith is a businessman in California.

communications, public utilities,
and other economic activities.
If the government could create
wealth, there would be no need
fo'r taxation.

Government statisticians also
attempt to prove the stabilizing
effect of political controls. The
great bid for government spon­
sored stability came with adop­
tion in 1913 of the Federal Re­
serve system, supposed to stabilize
both the economy and the cur­
rency. Yet, the cyclical pattern of
the economy has continued, with
a frequency and amplitude simi­
lar to that prior to 1913. The one
great exception: after sixteen
years of Federal Reserve stabili­
zation, there occurred the most
severe economic depression ever
recorded.

As for currency, all nations
have suffered disastrously from
inflation and fiscal mismanage­
ment following displacement of
the gold standard by government
controlled central banking. Other
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nations have known worse, but
even the American dollar has lost
two-thirds of its purchasing power
under political management since
1913.

Statistics purportedly show gov­
ernments successfully maintaining
full employment. The more totali­
tarian regimes do it through
forced labor and a low rate of
productivity per worker - some­
thing like having two workmen
fill each job. The United States
achieves high employment by ab­
sorbing many workers into gov­
ernment ranks and subsidizing
others. During the 1920's unem­
ployment averaged less than 4 per
cent while about 6 per cent of the
work force was employed by Fed­
eral, state, and local governments
and the armed forces. The latest
available figures still show about 4
per cent unemployed, whereas gov­
ernment employees and members of
the armed forces now account for
18.5 per cent of the work force.

Government statisticians would

have us believe that maximum
employment is attained through
adroit official planning. We see,
however, that it is accomplished
through government hiring, at
taxpayers' expense.

Among the most popular argu­
ments for government interven­
tion is the necessity for redistri­
bution of income. Businessmen are
too selfish to effect an equitable
distribution, say the planners, and
only impartial government officials
can bring about "social justice."
The New Deal, Fair Deal, New
Frontier, and War on Poverty
identify successive attempts by
government to rearrange incomes
in a new and "fairer" pattern, all
to the net effect that the poor are
still with us.

The following breakdown of
family income statistics, prepared
by the Bureau of the Census and
adjusted to dollars of 1965 pur­
chasing power, might give the
impression that government re­
distribution plans had succeeded:
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It would seem that in the days
of the Fair Deal 30 per cent of
the families were impoverished
with less than $3,000 per year and
that the number had shrunk to
only 17 per cent under the Great
Society. All that the figures prove,
however, is that there has been a
constantly rising standard of liv­
ing. This can be attributed to one
cause only - the creation of new
wealth, an entirely private func­
tion. When constantly increasing
incomes are fitted to fixed income
brackets it appears that the dis­
tribution of income is also vary­
ing. Socialists point to this statis­
tical aberration as proof that the
graduated income tax, the pre-s­
sure of labor unions, and govern­
ment control of the economy in

general have had the effect of
forcing the rich to disgorge part
of their income and pass it down
to the less fortunate.

However, there is an impartial
statistical process which elimi­
nates the effect of arising living
standard on the pattern of income
distribution and resolves the arg­
ument as to whether government
planning or the free market is
responsible for the manner in
which incomes are apportioned.
This is done by showing the per:­
centage of the national income
received by each fifth of the fam­
ilies over the same series of years.
Also shown for each year is the
percentage of national income re-­
ceived by the top 5 per cent of all
families:

Except for some slight scalping
of the very top earners, it appears
that the various government
"deals" in modern America have
achieved no significant redistribu­
tion of incomes among families.
The 40 per cent of all families

with lowest incomes still receive
the same 17 per cent of the na­
tional total.

Dr. Gabriel Kolko, generally fav­
oring bigger and better taxes in
his book, Wealth and Power in
America, states: "The basic dis-
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tribution of income and wealth
in the United States is essentially
the same now as it was in 1939,
or even 1910." Even the powerful
graduated income tax seems to
affect the pattern but little. This
may be explained in part by the
fact that costs of redistributing
income may exceed the amount
reshuffled. The "commission" for
this service is apparently high and
stays in the hands of the relatively
well-paid social workers and pov­
erty fighters - many of whom are
in the top 10 per cent of income
earners. Other government inter­
ventions, such as minimum wage
laws, cause unemployment among
the poor and tend to reduce the
percentage of income received by
the lowest groups. It might be
pointed out that the government
taxes the poor also. A study by
the Tax Foundation estimates that
28 per cent of incomes under
$2,000 a year goes for taxes.

At the close of the nineteenth
century an Italian scholar named
Pareto made a study of income
distribution in times past wher­
ever he could find that an income
tax had been levied. Such a tax
is the only source of statistics for
such a study. He found a church­
imposed income tax in Peru some
200 years ago, certain income
taxes in Europe over the centuries,
and the American income tax dur­
ing the Civil War. Income dis-

tribution proved to be startlingly
consistent regardless of time,
place, or degree of tax graduation,
the pattern very much resembling
that shown by more recent sta­
tistics for families in the United
States.

Writing in 1928, the economist,
Joseph Schumpeter, had this to
say about his exhaustive study of
nineteenth century Britain:

Until about forty years ago many
economists besides Marx believed
that the capitalist process tended to
change relative shares in the na­
tional total so that the obvious in­
ference from our average might be
invalidated by the rich growing
richer and the poor growing poorer,
at least relatively. But there is no
such tendency. Whatever may be
thought of the statistical measures
devised for the purpose, this much
is certain: that the structure of the
pyramid of incomes, expressed in
terms of money, has not greatly
changed during the period covered
by our material- which for Eng­
land covers the whole of the nine­
teenth century - and that the rela­
tive share of wages plus salary has
also been relatively constant over
time. There is, so long as we are
discussing what the capitalist en­
gine might do if left to itself, no
reason to believe that the distribu­
tion of incomes or the dispersion
about our average could in 1978 be
significantly different from what it
was in 1928.
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So often it is stated that in un­
developed countries there are only
two classes - the very rich and
the very poor. This is an economic
illusion. In a country such as
India with per capita income un­
der $100 per year, there appears
to be nothing but poverty. Any
man of means stands out in star­
tling contrast to his impoverished
surroundings and creates the im­
pression that there is no middle
class. But careful analysis will
reveal a pattern of income dis­
tribution similar to that in the
more advanced countries - all fol­
lowing Pareto's curve.

The only antidote to poverty is
wealth. And wealth, by definition,
is created by those who make
themselves wealthy through serv­
ing others in open exchange. Fred
Kent's story of The Well helps
to explain why this is true.

In a pastoral community composed
of 101 independent and self-suffi­
cient farmers, each worked 13 hours
per day to keep body and soul to­
gether. Other than rain, the only
source of water was a spring on a
hillside which each farmer visited
each day. This cost him an hour of
work daily. Working overtime, one
of the farmers dug a trench down
to the valley and by forming a well,
provided running water to each of
the farmers for which he charged
lh hour of work per day. As can be

seen, the provident farmer became
rich to the extent of having 50 hours
of labor redound to his benefit daily,
yet each member of the community
benefited by lh hour less work per
day.

Wherever the heavy hand of
government interferes in economic
affairs, things become more ex­
pensive rather than cheaper. Hos­
pitalization, education, and postal
rates, for example, grow ever
more costly while private enter­
prise continues to create more and
better and cheaper products and
services.

You can be sure that if each
Asian worker were backed by
$30,000 in capital, there would be
no mass starvation and no 25-year
limit on the average life span.
Such is the miracle of wealth.
Only a few know how to create it.
And the impartial and all-wise
free market will distribute it in a
manner which creates harmony
rather than conflict among men.

The American economist John
Bates Clark observed years ago:

Free competition tends to give to
labor what labor creates, to capital­
ists what capital creates, and to the
entrepreneurs what the coordinating
function creates. To each agent a
distinguishable share in production,
to each a corresponding reward­
such is the natural law of distribu­
&a •



ANTHONY LEJEUNE

FOR THE BRITISH to say, as some
frequently do, that America ought
to become more of a welfare state
is rather like a drug addict trying
to get other people hOQked on his
own suicidal habit.

What worries me when I look
westward across the Atlantic is
not that there is too little welfar­
ism in America but that there is
starting to be too much. In all
sorts of ways I see America head­
ed downthe sam_e19_ad Britain has
already traveled, and I long to
shout, "Go back, go back, before
it's too late!"

Britain's present sad plight, of
which devaluation and the govern­
ment's austerity package are only
the latest and most spectacular
aspect, has not been caused sole­
ly, perhaps not even directly, by

Mr. Lejeune is a British journalist. This article
is reprinted here by special permission from
The National Observer of January 29, 1968.

her welfare policies. But welfar­
ism, the attitude of mind that en­
genders and is engendered by a
welfare state (and this is some­
thing quite different from the
genuine welfare of individuals),
has certainly been a major factor.

It is no coincidence that Brit­
ain's three devaluations - "this
disastrous treble," as the London
Times described them - have taken
place under Britain's three Labor
governments, under governments,
that is, which started out with
welfarism as their chief aim.

Self-Generating Demand

The progress of the welfare
state was, admittedly, not much
slo,ved down, let alone reversed,
by the intervening Conservative
administrations. And this, too, was
no coincidence. Welfarism, once it
gets into a nation's blood stream,
is self-generating. The demand for
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it increases as people become more
dependent, both financially and
psychologically, on services from
the state and less capable of pro­
viding for themselves.

There may even be a point of
no return, after which a majority
of voters, their independence erod­
ed by inflation and taxation, really
do have more to gain from an in­
crease in welfare benefits than
from a marginal decrease in taxes.
The politicians inevitably respond
by bidding against each other with
promises of bigger and more wide­
spread benefits.

The Conservatives in Britain
repudiate with horror any sugges­
tion that they might want to dis­
mantle the welfare state. They
fought the 1964 election on a plat­
form that would have entailed even
more government spending than
the socialists offered. Recent events
have sobered them a bit, but it
remains to be seen whether they
can really refrain from welfarism
when the next election campaign
begins.

Each advance of the welfare
state takes another bite out of in­
dividualliberty, for the essence of
welfarism is that people's money

is taxed away from them, redis­
tributed, and spent in ways they
would not have chosen for them­
selves. Otherwise there would be
no point in it.

What is happening to British
education makes a. bleak example.
The universities, having allowed
themselves to become almost
wholly dependent on state finance,
are just waking up to the fact that
their freedom has disappeared;
they have to conform to the gov­
ernment's plans, whether they like
them or not.

But, compared with the gram­
nlar schools, universities are lucky.
Twenty-five years ago most of
Britain's ancient grammar schools
(secondary schools that prepare
students for universities) accepted
an offer of complete financial
maintenance and agreed, in re­
turn, that a majority of their gov­
ernors should be political appoint­
ees.

Now, in its pursuit of socialist
equality, the Labor government
has decreed that the grammar
schools shall be abolished alto­
gether, and neither the original
governors nor the parents have
any means of resisting.
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The Trap Clicks Shut
This is the characteristic pat­

tern of state benevolence. The
state assumes responsibility for
providing something that individ­
uals want - education, or medical
care, or transport; it picks up the
tab, it doles out grants. Since the
state has no money of its own, the
cost has to be met through taxes,
thus rendering individuals less
capable of providing these things
for themselves. Then the govern­
ment says: "Since this is public
money, we must decide how it
should be spent, and who should
get it, and we are entitled in re­
turn to expect obedience to what
we consider the public interest."
So the socialist trap clicks shut.

The theory of welfarism is that
people prefer security to freedom,
and perhaps they do. But in the
long run - and, as developments
in Britain show, it may not be a
very long run - the security of­
fered by a welfare state can be
more vulnerable than the security
offered by private savings in the
bank. The individual has lost any
chance of control over his own
future.

Even if the welfare state man­
ages to avoid economic disaster,
the normal standard of its social
services is more likely to be at
least slightly squalid than affluent.
However much welfarism the vot­
ers may demand, they will always

be reluctant to pay taxes high
enough to produce services as good
as individuals would be willing to
buy for themselves.

The National Health Service in
Britain is grossly undercapital­
ized, and always will be unless
new money can be brought in, not
through taxes, but directly from
those who use it. The prescription
charges that have now been re­
imposed are too small to make
much difference. If fees, even
quite small fees, were paid by
people who could afford them, not
only would more much-needed
money be available for equipment
and research and to prevent the
drain of doctors to America, but
there would also be a far healthier
relationship between doctors and
patients.

The same is true of education.
Even nominal fee-paying would
greatly increase parents' interest
in their children's schooling, as
well as helping to raise the stand­
ard of state schools nearer to that
of private schools.

A Need for Private Spending

People ought surely to be en­
couraged to spend money on their
children's education, on health, on
providing for their old age, thus
both helping themselves and re­
lieving the burden on the services
the state must provide for those
in need. But welfarists actually
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disapprove of money being spent
in this way. Private doctoring and
private schools are constantly at­
tacked by the socialists in Britain
as selfish and antisocial. And, if a
man accumulates wealth for his
old age, he becomes a capitalist
and therefore wicked.

The roots of welfarism lie in a
feeling that the advantage enjoyed
by the wise virgins over the fool­
ish virgins is unfair, and should
be corrected by the community.
The wise virgins must therefore
be taxed for the benefit of the
foolish ones, and, if even this isn't
enough to produce equality, the
wise virgins must be prevented
from flaunting the superior fruits
of their wisdom - or their luck.

Whatever its philosophic attrac­
tions, this is clearly a recipe for
economic disaster. Some of the
beneficiaries of Britain's welfare
state find it more profitable to live
on state handouts than to work;
but these layabouts are not the
real problem. The problem lies in
the crushing disincentive welfar­
ism imposes on ordinary people.

Working-class families, which
perhaps in previous generations
had little opportunity to save and

invest money, could now afford to
do so, but see no point in it. The
welfare state will look after them
on a rainy day, and savers seem to
enjoy no significant advantage
over spenders. The middle classes,
for whom thrift was a traditional
virtue, have been ground between
the millstones of inflation and tax­
ation: inflation caused partly by
the reckless public and private
spending that welfarism has pro­
voked, and taxation levied partly
to pay for the welfare services
and partly, on purely political
grounds, to handicap the wise vir­
gins. So all but the most deter­
mined savers and investors have
lost heart.

The penal effect of taxation has
blunted the urge to work hard at
all levels, from top management
to the factory floor. People are
simply not prepared to sacrifice
leisure or to take risks.

Incentives Blunted

It has become completely im­
possible for companies to provide
adequate incentives for their sen­
ior executives. And this ceiling,
imposed by progressive taxation
on the salaries of men at the top,
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depresses remuneration, and there­
fore incentives, throughout the
whole salary structure. And, at
the same time, the business itself
is clogged and weighed down with
taxes.

So hypnotized are they by their
own ideology that the socialists
remain willfully oblivious of this
result of their policies. Since they
are prevented, both by the phi­
losophy and by the consequences
of welfarism, from providing gen­
uine personal incentives, they fall
back on vain exhortations to work
harder and the implausible argu­
ment that "collective consump­
tion" is as attractive a goal as
individual consumption. When
these exhortations fail to elicit the
desired response, they are sur­
prised and pained.

The Labor government has been
heartened during the past grim
weeks by the initiative of five
typists in a London suburban of­
fice who volunteered to work an
extra half hour a day "in order
to help Britain." The story was
splashed by sentimental news­
papers with a fanfare of praise
and a glare of publicity. Prince
Philip and Harold Wilson sent
messages of congratulation.
Bishops and schoolmasters said
how splendid it was. A few other
groups of workers (though not

very many) followed the typists'
example, "I'm Backing Britain"
badges sprouted like mushrooms,
and some pathetic school children,
old-age pensioners, and Pakistani
immigrants sent donations to the
chancellor of the exchequer.

Enoch Powell, the former Con­
servative cabinet minister and, it
often seems, almost the last sur­
viving champion of free enter­
prise, said that the campaign's
motto ought to be "Help Brain­
wash Britain." He was shouted
down for his pains, but he was
quite right. Without realizing it,
those five well-meaning but in­
genuous typists have shown very
clearly what lies at the end of the
welfarist road - the collapse of
the normal relationship between
work and reward, of the system
whereby the community is en­
riched by the efforts of individuals
working to earn wealth for them­
selves and their families.

Welfarism turns everybody into
a state pensioner. People's atti­
tudes, ambitions, even their vir­
tues, shrink to those of pensioners.
I have seen this happen in Britain,
and am infinitely saddened by it.
Perhaps the process is reversible.
I hope so, though the historical
precedents are not encouraging.
Meanwhile, I do not want to see
the same thing happen in America.

~
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3. POLITICAL FOUNDATIONS OF LIBERTY

ENGLAND'S RISE to a greatness
which flowered in the nineteenth
century was preceded by an order
of developments, an order which
can be summarized in this way:
constitutional- the laying of the
political foundations for liberty;
intellectual - the development of
ideas and spread of beliefs which
supported liberty; and moral - re­
ligious developments which pro­
vided the drive and discipline for
constructive achievement. The
royal navy, which was to be the
power symbol of greatness, had
begun to playa leading role on the
high seas by the latter part of the

Dr. Carson, Professor of American History at
Grove City College, Pennsylvania, will be
remembered for his earlier FREEMAN series,
The Fateful Turn, The American Tradition,
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sixteenth century, in the time of
Elizabeth 1. But England's leader­
ship in civilization was still a long
way off. Tudor despotism degen­
erated into Stuart oppression, as
we have seen, and oppression was
followed by civil war, revolution,
and reaction. On the ruins of mo­
narchical absolutism, however, the
English began to lay more nearly
enduring political foundations of
liberty. It is this work that is to
be called up here.

There are two elements that en­
ter into the establishment of lib­
erty. One is the formal means for
circumscribing and inhibiting the
power of government. The other
is the ideas and beliefs held by
those who control the government
regarding liberty. It is doubtful
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that extensive liberty can exist for
very long without the presence of
both of these elements. Belief in
liberty alone may not be expected
to restrain for long those who have
been given the power of govern­
ment, for the enticement to the use
of power is probably greater for
most men than any general love of
liberty. On the other hand, any
forms of government may be
turned to despotic ends when the
forms are not undergirded by a
desire for liberty. At any rate, ex­
tensive liberty in England awaited
the historical junction of formal
restrictions and beliefs which sup­
ported liberty.

Englishmen have long called
those forms by which they are
governed and which, it may be,
have restrained those who govern,
The Constitution. They have
spoken of the constitution as if it
had an unquestionable concrete
existence. Yet, to an American, it
is quite often not clear what the
Englishman can be referring to.
In the United States when some­
one refers to the Constitution, he
refers to an actual document - us­
ually, anyway - which was drawn
by men in convention in 1787 and
has been added to from time to
time. It has bodily existence, as it
were. This is not the case, in the
main, for the British constitution.
True, there are some documents
which are reckoned to be a part of

the constitution, such as Magna
Charta, or the Bill of Rights, or
the Act of Supremacy. But they
are only the concretizing of some
aspect of the constitution at a
given time. These concrete provi­
sions may become irrelevant or
fall into disuse, may be subtly
altered by changes in institutions,
may be revised by later parliamen­
tary enactments, or may no longer
be applicable; yet, the constitution
remains. What, then, it is proper
to ask, is the constitution?

A Shifting Balance of Power

The first thing to note about it
is that it is not fixed. It changes
without any specific action being
taken as institutions and proce­
dures change, and it may be
changed by act of Parliament. No
unusual procedure is required to
change it. Succinctly stated, the
constitution of England consists
of all those rules, written and un­
written, which prescribe how
things governmental are to be
done. These prescriptions may
have taken shape by customary
usage or by royal recognition or
by legislative enactment. Gener­
ally speaking, any practice of long
standing having to do with the
modes of governmental operation
would most likely be reckoned a
part of the constitution. In addi­
tion, long established rights and
privileges of persons are thought
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to be constitutionally safeguarded.
For example, freedom from ar­
bitrary imprisonment (the right
to a writ of habeas corpus) is a
part of the constitution. Yet, no
unusual procedures would have to
be followed to abridge this right,
or any others.

Liberty in England, then, has
depended not so much upon sub­
stantive protections of it acknowl­
edged in documents - though these
have played some part - as upon
the existence of effective counter­
weights to the powers of those
who govern. The crucial conception
for understanding how liberty has
been protected in England is that
of a Balance of Powers. More pre­
cisely, it has depended upon the
counterweight of those who do
not have the power to govern, at
least, not at a given time. In the
United States, there was a con­
certed effort to establish a balance
of powers within the government.
This has never been so to any ex­
tent in England, and it is a very
important difference between the
United States and the British
constitution.

The Loyal Opposition

There is no balance of powers
within The Government in Eng­
land, nor has there ever been to
my knowledge. The Government in
England does not have the same
denotation as "the government"

in the United States does. Indeed,
when Americans refer to "the gov­
ernment," they refer to the whole
paraphernalia of government pow­
er, all the institutions connected
with it, and all those who com­
prise its arms. To put it another
way, Americans refer in this way
to everything having to do with
governance and to nothing in par­
ticular. When speaking formally,
the British do not do this. They
refer specifically to those who
make governmental policy as The
Government. In contemporary
England, The Government is us­
ually comprised of a Prime Min­
ister and his cabinet chosen from
the ranks of the majority party
(though a coalition government
may also exist). In earlier times,
the monarch and his chief min­
isters would have comprised what
is nowadays referred to as The
Government.

The Government in England,
then, is the result of a concentra­
tion of power, not a balance of
powers. The checks upon this gov­
ernmental power are not within it,
strictly speaking (though they
might be in a coalition cabinet),
but outside of and in opposition
to it. In short, The Government
exercises all the powers of govern­
ment, but there may be contests
for control of The Government,
and those who contest may serve
to limit and restrain the use of
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that power. The Government, at
any moment, has the exclusive use
of governmental power, but any
extension or change in this power
may be contingent upon the con­
sent of others. There may, then, be
counterweights to the exercise of
power; and when these have suf­
ficient strength and independence,
it can be said with sufficient ac­
curacy that a balance of power ex­
ists which will inhibit an extension
of power by The Government or
even result in reducing the amount
formerly available. It is this sit­
uation that has produced the for­
mal protections and safeguards to
liberty in English history.

For most of the history of Eng­
land, the monarch has been, in ef­
feet, The Government, though the
terminology would not have been
used in this way. In consequence,
most of the attempts to limit, re­
strain, regularize, or inhibit gov­
ernmental action have been efforts
of various forces in opposition to
the exercise of power by the king.
The great and revered documents
of the British constitution - Mag­
na Charta, Petition of Rights, Bill
of Rights - are concessions and
acknowledgments wrested from or
imposed upon monarchs. Though
the political foundations of liberty
which concern us here were laid
in the seventeenth and eighteenth
centuries, they were built of ma­
terials which have a much greater

antiquity. Therefore, it is appro­
priateto review briefly the history
of some of the early constitutional
struggles and the forces involved.

The Norman Conquest- J066

A convenient and useful place
to begin is with the Norman Con­
quest of England in 1066 and the
ensuing years. William the Con­
queror was hardly the first king
of England, but he was probably
the first to rule a unified England
with so much power concentrated
in his hands. After William's con­
quest he attempted to set up a
situation in which all force in the
land was ultimately under his con­
trol.

No power, independent of his
will, could, in theory, be exercised
in the land. The great tenants-in­
chief, or barons, had their fiefs
directly from him. All vassals, of
whatever rank, owed their final al­
legiance to him. No castle could
be built in the land unless he
licensed it. The Roman Catholic
church, while it might technically
be independent of him, was de­
pendent upon his will in many
respects for its operations. Wil­
liam was potentially as absolute as
any medieval monarch, though he
is not remembered for being an
arbitrary king. Later kings, par­
ticularly Henry II (twelfth cen­
tury) , increased their sway by
the establishment of king's courts
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which began to make rulings on
the basis of a common law.

Even so, counter forces to that
of the king continued to exist or
shortly came into being. One that
every wise king would recognize
in the Middle Ages was custom
and customary law. People were
profoundly conservative, as they
usually are, and whatever had
been done in the past. must con­
tinue to be observed or there would
most likely be trouble. Local cus­
toms were early given the effect
of law. Even the common law
which began to be shaped in the
twelfth century was mainly a law
for all England abstracted from
common features found in local
customs and laws. The courts
which dispensed such law might
be the king's, but the law was
that of England and served po­
tentially to restrain monarchs.

Moreover, the tendency was for
all holdings and privileges to be­
come hereditary. The nobility
might owe their fiefs originally
to the monarch; but over the years
these holdings were passed on
from father to eldest son, and the
new holder held his fief as if by
right. Hence, the nobility began
to think of themselves as having
rights not dependent on the will
of the king. Similarly, charters to
towns and universities tended to
become perpetual, and the rights
and privileges derived from them

to pass in perpetuity to profes­
sors, students,' and burgers. The
Church was based at Rome, and
it had weapons - excommunication
and interdict - with which to check
and restrain monarchs. The clergy
also enjoyed certain privileges
which were not conceived of as
depending upon any arbitrary
grant or rescission by the mon­
arch. In short, the classes and
orders of medieval England
emerged as counterweights to the
powers of the king.

The Magna Charta-l2lS

How this balance of powers or
forces could be brought into play
was dramatically demonstrated in
the early years of the thirteenth
century during the reign of King
John. The first of these forces to
meet John head-on was Pope In­
nocent III, the most forceful and
powerful of medieval popes. Their
troubles arose over the appoint­
ment of an archbishop to the See
of Canterbury. When the Pope
caused Stephen Langton to be
named Archbishop, King John re­
fused to accept him, and these two
became locked in a seven-year
struggle for dominance. Innocent
III excommunicated John and laid
the realm of England under inter­
dict. "This interdict meant that
all the churches were closed: no
masses sung, no marriages or fu­
nerals conducted. Only baptism
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and confession for the dying were
permitted."1 Before the threat of
being deposed by the Pope and
having the sentence carried out by
King Philip of France, John finally
capitulated. Indeed, he went so far
as to declare that he was a vassal
of the Pope, and that he had re­
ceived England as a fief from the
pontiff. In general, it should be
pointed out that papal powers gave
the clergy some independence of
royal authority.

King John was hardly out of
difficulty with Innocent III before
he was in deep trouble with other
forces in the land. There was wide­
spread dissatisfaction with the ar­
bitrariness of John's rule. The bar­
ons took up the cause against the
king, and they defeated John at
Runnymede in 1215. They required
of him that he make written
acknowledgment of important
rights and privileges possessed by
his subjects and of restraints upon
his use of power. This was done in
the Magna Charta. Magna Charta
not only affirmed the rights and
privileges of the barons but also
of the clergy, of merchants and
tradesmen, of the towns, and of
free men in general. One clause
read, "No free-man shall be seized,
or imprisoned, or dispossessed, or
outlawed, or in any way destroyed;

1 Christopher Brooke, From Alfred
to Henry III (New York: W. W. Norton,
1966), p. 218.

nor will we condemn him, nor will
we commit him to prison, excepting
by the legal judgment of his peers,
or by the laws of the land."2 Magna
Charta was so revered because it
was the most thorough of the early
documents affirming the rights and
privileges of the classes in Eng­
land against the king. The major
point here, however, is to show
how other forces limited the power
of the king.

Tlte Model Parliament-J 295

Developments for the remainder
of the thirteenth century, under
Henry III and Edward I, continued
generally along the lines of limit­
ing monarchy. Magna Charta was
reaffirmed on a number of occa­
sions. A major problem arose over
how to keep a monarch to his
word. Committees and commis­
sions, made up of barons, were
tried, but with indifferent suc­
cess. These committees to hold the
king in check were the immediate
forerunners of Parliament. Parlia­
ment took its classic shape with
the meeting of the Model Parlia­
ment under Edward I in 1295. It
is called the "Model" because the
classes which were so long to com­
prise it were there: the nobles, the
clergy, the knights, the townsmen,
and so on. In the next century

2 Engen Weber, ed., The Western
Tradition (Boston: D. C. Heath, 1959),
p. 196.
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England became even more defi­
nitely a limited monarchy. In addi­
tion to being limited by the classes
who were represented or sat in
Parliament, the notion spread that
the king was under the law. Henry
Bracton, the great jurist of the
thirteenth century, said: "The
king should be under God and the
law."3

The traditional elements for re­
straining and counterbalancing the
power of The Government - the
king - were the classes, Parlia­
ment, and the common law. It
must be kept in mind that in the
Middle Ages these did not so much
establish liberty for Englishmen
in general as protect the char­
tered privileges and prerogatives
of the various classes, themselves
devoted to maintaining status and
stability. Realistically, too, the
classes could only provide counter­
weights to the power of the king
so long as they were independent
of him to considerable extent.

By, or in, the sixtee.nth century
the classes largely lost or were los­
ing their independence. This set
the stage for Tudor absolutism
and for the Stuart despotism
which has been earlier examined.
In the late Middle Ages, kings be­
came less and less dependent upon
the nobility as warriors. Feudal­
ism disintegrated; the nobility
were decimated by the Wars of

8 Brooke, Ope cit., p. 221.

the Roses (latter part of the fif­
teenth century); and Henry VII,
the first of the Tudors, subdued
the remainder of the nobility,
mainly with the instrument of his
Court of the Star Chamber. The
clergy lost such independence as
they had enjoyed with the break
from the Roman church, effected
in 1534. The guilds had long been
declining in vitality, and manorial
serfdom had been replaced by ten­
ant farming.

The Petition 01 Right- J628

Parliament - consisting of the
Lords temporal and spiritual, and
the Commons - continued to be
called into session and to take ac­
tion. But, for the Tudor monarchs
it was largely an auxiliary to their
absolute and, frequently, arbitrary
rule. The early Stuarts (James I
and Charles I) enjoyed no such
pleasant relationship with Parlia­
ment in the first half of the seven­
teenth century. Parliament (and
some judges, notably Sir Edward
Coke) balked at simply being aids
to the despotism of monarchs. The
kings dropped the pretense that
Parliament had any independence
and tried, so far as possible, to
rule without them.

But Parliament was still a po­
tentially organized center of re­
sistance: and when Charles I dem­
onstrated his determination to
rule without that body as far as
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possible, the potentiality became
an actuality. -The House of Com­
mons became the center of a re­
sistance which turned into a civil
war in 1642. Failing in their ef­
forts to restrain the king, they
overthrew him. In 1649, Charles I
was beheaded, and there followed
11 years of rule without a king.
Civil war turned into revolution.
But, as so often happens, revolu­
tion resulted not in the establish­
ment of constitutionally protected
liberty and balanced government
but in military rule. The English
experience without a king was not
a happy one. The rule of Oliver
Cromwell with the support of the
army was hardly more palatable
than that of the Stuarts. Shortly
after Cromwell's death, monarchy
was restored in 1660. The struggle
to restrain and limit the monarch
continued.

Indeed, the seventeenth century
was the scene of a prolonged ef­
fort to limit the monarch and to
establish other sources of power
to.counterbalance his. One line of
the effort was to get the monarch
to concede limits to his power.
The major constitutional docu­
ments of the century are of this
character, in the main. The first
of these of major importance was
the Petition of Right, assented to
by Charles I in 1628. By its terms,
there was to be no taxation with­
out the consent of Parliament, no

detaining or imprisonment simply
because the king commanded it,
nor arbitrary use of martial law.4

Another landmark on the way
to preventing arbitrary action by
the monarch was the Habeas Cor­
pus Act of 1679. It had been long
established that a man being held
prisoner should be shown cause­
be charged with violating some
law - why he was held. On the
other hand, individuals were some­
times held in prison arbitrarily
by the monarch. The Habeas Cor­
pus Act required judges to issue
the appropriate writs upon re­
quest, and it provided stiff penal­
ties should they refuse. In like
manner, those who held them in
prison could be penalized for re­
fusing to release prisoners when
presented with such a writ. In
short, the right to a writ of habeas
corpus was firmly established.

The Sill of Rights-1689

The most famous document of
the seventeenth century is, of
course, the Bill of Rights. It was
propounded by a convention in
1689, after James II had fled from
England and before William and
Mary came to the throne. In view
of the circumstances, it is under­
stood that the acceptance of its
terms was a condition of their

4 See William L. Sachse, ed., English
History in the Making (Waltham, Mass.;
Blaisdell, 1967), pp. 249-50.
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coming to power. By its terms,
there was an attempt to prevent
all those abuses with which they
were so familiar from the recent
past. A few of its provisions will
indicate the general tenor of them:

That the pretended power of sus­
pending of laws or the execution of
laws by regal authority without con­
sent of Parliament is illegal. ...

That levying money for or to the
use of the crown by pretense of pre­
rogative without grant of Parlia­
ment, for longer time or in other
manner than the same is or shall be
granted, is illegal. ...

That the raising or keeping a
standing army within the kingdom
in time of peace, unless it be with
consent of Parliament, is against
law.

That the subjects which are Prot­
estants may have arms for their de­
fense, suitable to their conditions
and as allowed by law.

That election of members of Par­
liament ought to be free.5

A Time of Testing

One thing seems certain: once
again, constitutional monarchy had
been established in England. It is
commonly said, also, that Parlia­
ment had triumphed, that hence­
forth it was the dominant branch
within government. Such a posi­
tion certainly overstates the case
so far as the actual business of
governance is concerned. The king

5 Ibid., p. 318.

was still, in effect, The Govern­
ment. As one writer says, "He still
had his prerogative of making war
and peace, choosing his own min­
isters, pardoning criminals, creat­
ing peers, summoning, proroguing
and dissolving Parliament, and
minting coin."6 Indeed, there was
strong sentiment in the last years
of the seventeenth century against
members of the House of Com­
mons participating in The Gov­
ernment. Jarrett describes the sit­
uation in this way:

The House of Commons viewed the
Executive in very much the same
way that the heroes of the tradition­
al school story view their masters.
They saw a great gulf fixed between
the authorities and themselves and
despised as a careerist and a toady
anybody who sought to bridge it.
Like the schoolboy heroes, they con­
sidered that they were there to ham­
per the establishment, not to help
it. . . . [The] Act of Settlement of
1701 . . . forced upon the King a
clause providing that anyone holding
an office of profit under the Crown
should be ineligible for membership
of the House of Commons.7

This last provision was short­
lived, but it does indicate that the
House of Commons distinctly did
not consider itself a part of The

6 Derek Jarrett, Britain: 1688-1815
(New York: St. Martin's Press, 1965),
pp. 11-12.

7 Ibid., p. 17.
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Government at the beginning of
the eighteenth century.

Limiting the Monarch

The reality that took shape,
however, did not fit neatly into
the theory of government as it has
commonly been held. In fact, a
kind of" balance of powers existed
in the eighteenth and well into
the nineteenth century. The king
still governed, or ruled, in theory
and, largely, in practice, though
the first two of the Hanoverian
monarchs (George I, 1714-1727,
and George II, 1727-1760) did al­
low much of their power to slip
away. The king still chose his
chief ministers, still made major
decisions of state, could effect elec­
tions to the House by various de­
vices, could influence members of
Parliament by perquisites at his
disposal, and could increase the
membership in the House of Lords
by new appointments.

On the other hand, he could not
rule for long without Parliament.
He was dependent upon that body
for appropriations, for the passage
of laws, and for the meeting of
obligations. A recalcitrant Parlia­
ment could bring the monarch to
his knees, and that rather quickly.
Moreover, the House of Commons
was well on the way to establishing
itself as independent in its source
of power from the Crown. Its
members were elected, and they

owed their place to the electorate,
not to the king. The point of in­
sisting upon freedom of elections
was that the monarch might not
interfere in, determine, or manip­
ulate elections. Freedom of speech
in Parliament and freedom from
arrest were also important ad­
j uncts to their independence. Also,
judicial independence was fully es­
tablished in the eighteenth cen­
tury. "For the judges, though ap­
pointed by the Crown, were no
longer subject to its influence in
their decisions, since they could
not be removed except on an ad­
dress from both houses of parlia­
ment." There was a rule that their
tenure ceased when a new mon­
arch came to the throne unless he
reappointed them, but "George III
himself, at the beginning of his
reign, promoted the Act abolishing
this rule."s

A Limited Government

England had not only limited
monarchy but, much more impor­
tant, limited government. The
king was limited by Parliament
and by an independent judiciary,
as well as by documentary consti­
tutional provisions. The House of
Lords was limited by the House of
Commons, for the latter body
alone could initiate appropriations.

8 Basil Williams, The Whig Suprem­
acy (London: Oxford University Press,
1939), p. 56.
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The House of Commons was lim­
ited by the electorate, by an hered­
itary House of Lords, and by the
monarch. Each of these had some­
what different sources of power:
the House of Commons was elected;
the House of Lords inherited or
attained position by royal appoint­
ment, the judiciary by royal ap­
pointment, and the monarch by
heredity.

More checks upon power were
developed in the eighteenth cen­
tury. The Cabinet began to take
shape. It was, in theory, the king's
instrument for government, but,
in practice, the king found it nec­
essary to appoint members of Par­
liament to places on it. Moreover,
as Parliament gained in power,
this was accompanied by an in­
terior division into political par-

ties which checked its exercise.
Political parties emerged in the
latter part of the seventeenth cen­
tury, but they came into their own
in the eighteenth. Close divisions
in parties inhibited the exercise of
power by the majority party.
Moreover, it enabled an astute
monarch to cling to power' by be­
ing a balance wheel between them.

One of the major foundations
for liberty had been laid, then, by
the eighteenth century: struc­
turally limited government. The
other one is belief in and commit­
ment to liberty. We must now
turn to the development and
spread of ideas which extended re­
ligious liberty, freed enterprise,
spurred inventiveness, and loosed
the energies of the English people.

~

The next article in this series will dis­
cuss the "Intellectual Thrust to Liberty."

Why Liberty?

WHAT has made so many men, since untold ages, stake their all on
liberty is its intrinsic glamour, a fascination it has in itself, apart
from all "practical" considerations. For only in countries where
it reigns can a man speak, live, and breathe freely, owing obedi­
ence to no authority save God and the laws of the land. The man
who asks of freedom anything other than itself is born to be a
slave.

ALEXIS DE TOCQUEVILLE, The Old Regime and the French ~evolution



WILLIAM HENRY CHAMBERLIN

THE PROPOSAL to make travel out­
side this hemisphere a crime is a
tremendous step backward from
the ideal of working for maximum
freedom of movement for men,
goods, and capital- the three free­
doms that made the nineteenth
century, after the end of Napo­
leon's wars, one of the most peace­
ful and prosperous in human his­
tory.

The proposed tax has about
every fault a tax could have. It is
inherently unj ust, because it
makes a crime of something that
is inherently innocent and benefi­
cial. It is discriminatory. It is re­
strictive. It is most probably un-

Mr. Chamberlin is a skilled observer and re­
porter of economic and political conditions at
home and abroad. In addition to writing a
number of books, he has lectured widely and
is a contributor to The Wall Street Journal
and numerous megazines.

enforceable. It is a confession that
the dollar is no longer good for a
very important purpose: payment
of travel expenses.

One of the latest Soviet "anec­
dotes," or sour jokes, is about a
communist professor who waxes
enthusiastic before his students
about Soviet achievements in the
exploration of space.

"Soon," cried the professor,
"you will be able to go to the moon,
to Mars, to Venus."

Whereupon a student timidly
interjected: "Yes, Professor, but
when can we go freely to Vienna
and Rome and Paris?"

One of the clearest distinctions
between the citizen of a free coun­
try and the subject of the totali­
tarian state is the inalienable
natural right of the former to

293
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travel, even to take up permanent
residence abroad. For the latter it
is a privilege, sparingly granted
and usually to persons of proved
enthusiasm for the regime. Should
the United States penalize and re­
strict and discourage foreign
travel to certain parts of the
world, it would move with one big
step into the totalitarian camp.
That such a measure could even
be proposed is an ominous sign of
the restrictions on individual lib­
erty which are threatened when
managed money and a managed
economy begin to replace the nor­
mal operations of the free market.

The excuse for making travel in
Europe a crime is that Americans
spend more in Europe than Euro­
peans spend in the United States,
that the United States has been
running a deficit in its balance of
international payments and that a
cutdown in American tourist
spending would be a means of re­
ducing this deficit. This line of
argument is utterly specious and
fallacious, especially for represen­
tatives of a country which has
been constantly preaching to Euro­
pean nations the virtues of free
international trade and the scrap­
ping of restrictions.

One might just as reasonably,
indeed with less harmful results
for individual liberty and the
benefits of free international con­
tact, propose an embargo on the

half billion dollars of foreign al­
coholic drinks which are annually
imported into this country or on
our billion dollars a year of for­
eign coffee.

Actions and Reactions

The weakness in all such uni­
lateral restrictions is that they in­
vite and sometimes force repri­
sals. A punitive tax on Americans
traveling in Europe will not en­
courage European tourists to visit
this country. Nor is it likely to
stimulate the market for sales of
American goods abroad. Forei.gn
airlines which will be hard hit by
restrictions on American travel
will cut down their purchases of
American planes. In short, in the
case of travel as of trade, one re­
striction provokes a counterre­
striction on the other side, until
the whole world is drawn into a
downward spiral of depression.

It is worth remembering that
the United States, at the outset of
the 1929-33 depression, adopted
the highly protectionist Smoot­
Hawley tariff on the ground that
this would soon make business
boom again. It didn't; indeed, this
tariff legislation was one of the
contributory causes in making the
depression one of the longest and
most severe in modern economic
history.

No law is worth passing that is
not enforceable. The American
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public should have learned this les­
son from the sorry experience of
national prohibition, adopted for
idealistic reasons and abandoned
in disgust and disillusionment
when its principal consequences
were widespread disrespect for
law and a formidable increase in
racketeering and crime. Such leg­
islation, given today's conditions,
is riddled with obvious loopholes
for evasion. An American today
may transfer dollars to any Euro­
pean country and exchange them
for British pounds, French or
Swiss francs, German marks, and
so on.

So the proposed requirement­
degrading and unpleasantly remi­
niscent of procedures in commu­
nist-ruled countries - that every
traveler, before departure, show
to some inquisitive bureaucrat his
stock of funds in cash and travel­
ers' checks, would also be com­
pletely futile. He might have dis­
patched a much larger sum to
London, Paris, Frankfurt, or Zu­
rich before boarding plane or ship.

Control of Foreign Exchange

To make enforcement of a tax
on travel even remotely plausible,
the government would have to
take one of the most retrograde
steps in United States economic
history. It would have to impose
stringent, all-out exchange con­
trol, requiring official approval for

any exchange of dollars for for­
eign currencies. The disastrous
effect of any such measure on the
greatest trading nation in the
world, where banks daily handle
enormous numbers of transfers of
dollars into foreign funds, would
be almost incalculably disastrous,
assuming that any such task were
manageable at all.

It is almost impossible to calcu­
late the amount of outright suf­
fering, to say nothing of exas­
perating inconvenience, that ex­
change control - the demand that
every individual convince some
faceless bureaucrat of his need
for foreign funds - would involve.
One thinks of such contingencies
as the death or disability of a
relative or close friend living
abroad, for instance.

Moreover, the United States, as
the biggest trading nation in the
world, necessarily carries out
every day uncounted thousands of
transactions in foreign exchange.
Imagine the chaos that would fol­
low if every such transaction had
to be submitted for bureaucratic
approval, with long explanations,
filed in triplicate or quadruplicate,
to prove its necessity! Only peo­
ple who have lived under a regime
of exchange control can appreciate
what a blessing it is to have a cur­
rency that is freely and readily
transferable and exchangeable.

One can reduce the case against
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the proposed punitive tax on travel
outside the western hemisphere to
the simplicity of an axiom in
geometry. Such a measure would
be quite futile and open to scores
of evasive devices unless foreign
exchange control in all its rigor
were clamped down. But such a
development would bring ruinous
consequences to the foreign export
trade which helps our interna­
tional balance of payments infi­
nitely more than it is injured by
tourist spending.

Toward a Dead End

Should the United States be so
misguided as to adopt measures
penalizing and controlling the
travel expenditures of its citizens,
it would be starting down a road
followed, at various times, by many
nations, a road that has always led
to failure and frustration. At the
end of World War II almost all the
countries of Western Europe were
tied up in hard knots of red tape,
with exchange control, artificial
fixed rates of exchange for their
currencies, rationing at home and
quotas for imports. Their trade
with each other was practically
on a barter basis, with every na­
tion demanding that its trading
partner buy as much from it as
it sold.

All experience shows that inter­
national trade is a dynamic, com­
petitive enterprise which flour-

ishes best with the least govern­
ment meddling and interference.
Europe had no more chance to re­
gain its potential in production
and international exchange with
its postwar handicaps than an
athlete could \vin the hundred­
yard dash encumbered with an as­
sorted variety of crutches and
bandages. Except for the "black
markets" in everything from goods
to currency, setting at nought of­
ficial rules and regulations, eco­
nomic life might well have ground
to a complete standstill.

Bit by bit, rationing and its in­
evitable accompaniment, black
markets, went into the discard.
Honest money replaced the in­
flated paper currencies, officially
valued far above their real worth
as measured in the realistic "black
markets."

Once money was thus able to re­
sume its proper function as a
medium of exchange, the absurd
lapse into beggar-your-neighbor,
barter methods went the way of
rationing and phony fixed values
for inconvertible paper currencies.
It no longer became necessary for
a country to fear, like bubonic
plague, the development of an un­
favorable balance of trade with
some other country. Under a sys­
tem of multilateral trade, made
possible by stable, freely exchange­
able currencies, a deficit in deal­
ings with one country was made
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up by a surplus in exchange with
another.

Zurich V5. Prague

Sometimes a visible object les­
son is worth pages of theoretical
disquisition in showing the con­
trast between a system that is
working well and one that is work­
ing badly. Some years ago, in the
course of a European trip, I had
occasion to fly from Zurich, in
Switzerland, to Prague, the capi­
tal of communist-ruled Czechoslo­
vakia.

The Kloten airport in· Zurich
was stocked with everything in
goods and services a traveler might
desire. There were magazines and
books in many languages; a vast
assortment of Swiss chocolate;
watches and cuckoo clocks. There
were exchange booths where one
could buy or sell any currency in
the world. Here 'were the outward
fruits of a genuinely free econ­
omy. One might add that there
was not the slightest difficulty in
entering or leaving Switzerland­
only a minute's glance at passports
for identification.

From the moment when the
plane touched down at Prague the
atmosphere was completely differ­
ent. Passports had to be surren­
dered for an indefinite period to
armed police. The atmosphere in
the airport was as drab and dreary
as the atmosphere in Zurich had

been pleasant and friendly. Noth­
ing was on sale from any foreign
country, except, as I recall, a be­
draggled copy of an Italian com­
munist newspaper. Zurich lived by
free international intercourse, and
looked it. Prague lived in the shut­
in isolationism of a totalitarian
state and a totalitarian economy ­
and looked it. Punitive travel re­
strictions will be a long step from
the Zurich model to the Prague.
Is this really what Americans de­
sire?

Of course, the arguments may
be heard that the proposed penal­
ties are for a limited period, two
years, and that they represent a
necessary means of protecting the
exchange value of the dollar,
threatened by America's inability
to sell as much abroad in goods
and services as it buys abroad.
Neither of these arguments car­
ries much weight.

Ignoring the Basic Problem

It is a matter of general exper­
ience that restrictions and penal­
ties are far easier to impose than
to withdraw. The new hordes of
bureaucrats who, under the pro­
posed legislation, will start their
congenial task of prying, snoop­
ing, and spying into the affairs of
American foreign travelers will
be reluctant to relinquish their
new powers. And what assurance
is there, or can there be, that the
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dollar or America's stock of gold
will be in any better plight two
years hence than they are today?
There has been a thundering si­
lence about any intention to adopt
the measures which would relieve
the pressure of domestic inflation,
which is a prime cause of Amer­
ica's balance-of-payments difficul­
ties.

Such measures would be drastic
cuts in swollen government spend­
ing and a check on the reckless
pumping of new money into our
system by the Federal Reserve.
One of the wisest comments on the
folly and undesirability of penaliz­
ing travel is that of Professor
Gottfried Haberler of Harvard
University, an internationally
known authority on currency and
balance-of-payments problems:

General nondiscriminatory pay­
ments restrictions could perhaps be
justified as a temporary measure if
something decisive were done at the
same time to correct the fundamen­
tal disequilibrium. But nothing of
this sort has been proposed. On the
contrary, the Federal Reserve con­
tinues to pump money at a record
rate into the economy. Hardly a
week passes without the President

signing into law new programs cost­
ing billions of dollars, criticizing
Congress at the same time for not
spending more.

If inflation is not stopped and the
financial house put in order, a de­
valuation of the dollar becomes un­
avoidable. An open devaluation,
preferably in the form of a floating
rate, would be far better than one
disguised in a multitude of haphaz­
ard, discriminatory taxes and con­
trols of which the existing and
presently proposed batch is only the
beginning.

It seems doubtful whether de­
valuation of the dollar, should it
become necessary, would have se­
rious practical consequences for
the value of the dollar in terms of
other currencies, as it would al­
most certainly be followed by simi­
lar moves in other countries. In
any case, nothing could be worse
than a step into the fatal bog of
exchange control, whether from
the standpoint of the American
people, the American economy, or
the world economic situation. The
proposed levy on travel is a strik­
ing example of trying to deal with
a superficial symptom while leav­
ing untouched the basic causes of
disequilibrium and inflation. ~

Complications

WE were the first to assert that the more complicated the forms
assumed by civilization, the more restricted the freedom of the
individual must become.

BENITO MUSSOLINI



AFTER 35 years of probing, I have
finally hit upon a sure-fire remedy
for socialism - the disease suffered
by those who call for state inter­
vention in order to do good or
give help to their fellow men. The
cure can be effective, however,
only if the patient can be per­
suaded to take his medicine. A
very large if!

But, first, let us understand the
malady and its symptoms.1

There is nothing unusual about
an early symptom of the disease:
a perfectly normal compassion for
those who, for whatever reasons,
fail to emerge from the poverty
level. The first real sign of break­
down comes if the compassion

1 Socialism is a double-phased malady:
the planned economy and the welfare
state. While the two seem always to go
hand-in-hand -a.s perhaps they must­
my remedy is aimed specifically at the
welfare state phase.

A Sure-Fire
Remedy

LEONARD E. READ

sours, curdling into a deep-seated
resentment and indignation when­
ever conscientious effort or labor
is rewarded less than no effort or
labor at all. For instance, one man
receives only a dollar a day for
ditch digging while someone else
is given a $10,000 check for sim­
ply posing momentarily while his
picture is snapped. The patient's
sensibilities are offended: Rank
injustice! Miserable economic in­
equities! Although these are the
danger symptoms, the case is not
necessarily hopeless. Many of us
are similarly infected.

The malady does not reach the
malignant or virulent stage until
the i-ndignant individual turns to
socialism, that is, until he advo­
cates coercion as a means of cor­
recting what he regards as eco­
nomic disparities and inequities.
Diagnosis is now easy: the patient

299
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will turn to minimum wage laws,
rent and other price controls, Fed­
eral urban renewal along with
government housing and the like,
subsidies to farmers for not farm­
ing and to others for services never
rendered, strikes as a pricing mech­
anism for labor, restrictions on
across-the-border travel, trade, and
investment, and so on. When these
symptoms appear, beware, for the
disease is contagious!

What can be done for these vic­
tims? Scolding, name-calling, im­
patience, intolerance is false ther­
apy and should be scrupulously
avoided. No sound diagnostician
fools around with surface mani­
festations; he approaches the
problem systemically, as the phy­
sicians put it.

A Mistaken Sense of Values

What delusion lies at the root
of the malady? It is a notion as
old as mankind and so ingrained
in our tradition and thinking that,
like a vestigial organ, it stays
with us not only as utterly use­
less but as positively harmful. The
traditional notion: the value of
any good or service bears a direct
relationship to the a1nount of ef­
fort or energy exerted. It is the
cost-of-production idea of value;
economists call it the labor theory
of value.

Were this theory of value car­
ried to its logical and absurd con-

elusion, the ditch digger would
receive far more than the actor
who only had his picture snapped.
The patient, however, is less con­
cerned with these exaggerated
disparities than with the com­
monplace ones. For instance, he
sees the highly educated college
professor as "underpaid." He
pities the poor farmer, on whose
produce all of us depend, who la­
bors from early morn until after
dark; the wage earner who doesn't
have a "decent standard of living" ;
on and on. But note that the sym­
pathies engendered have their
roots in the patient's theory of
value - he measures a man's worth
in terms of the effort or energy
exerted. "That just isn't fair," he
exclaims, and he takes coercive
steps "to put things right."

This is the advanced stage of
the disease, the germs of which
lie in the traditional mode of
thinking and action.

Until 1870, there was no basis
for prescribing a remedy. Then
came an important discovery: the
value of any good or service is
'what will be willingly exchanged
for it. Value, in short, depends
not so much on the objective cost
of production as on the subjective
judgment of the customer. This
was discovered nearly a century
ago; yet only a few in the popula­
tion have any apprehension of this
unassailable economic fact.
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The important fact is that the
market value of my labor is not
the value I put on it, nor does it
matter what anyone else says my
fair wage ought to be. The value
of my production is determined
by what you and others will freely
exchange for it. There is a world
of difference between our inher­
ited, vestigial notion and this re­
cently apprehended economic truth.

Our patient, it turns out, is in­
fected by the vestigial notion and
the contradiction it forces upon
him. He allows his emotions to be
governed by what he thinks an­
other's wage or reward should be;
whereas, what he thinks is irrele­
vant, unless he's the buyer. He
then contradicts his own theory
every time he shops around for
bargains - the latter a perfectly
normal and correct behavior. The
error of his theory is exposed by
his own actions, for when he shops
for bargains he is trying to buy
other people's labor as cheaply as
possible. Living such a contradic­
tion is bound to have psychological
effects, the ill effect in this case
being the resort to coercion. So­
cialism, in other words, is a psy­
chological illness.

To Each According to Need

Now, what is the curative medi­
cine so distasteful to socialists
that few will try it? The first step
is for the patient to abstain from

coercion and rely entirely on per­
sonal demonstration and persua­
sion to help those whose plight he
deplores.

The next step is for the patient
to abstain from using price and
quality as criteria for purchases.
Shopping for bargains is taboo.
Instead, he shall find those per­
sons who are the objects of his
compassion, those further down
the economic ladder than their
efforts seem to him to warrant.
He shall then purchase their goods
or services -labor - at a price
which he thinks befits their efforts
and needs. The patient's tailor, for
instance, shall be chosen not for
his competence or the desirability
of his suits but for how strenu­
ously he works at his trade. And
the patient will then reimburse the
tailor at a rate to assure him a
"decent standard of living." Fur­
ther, the patient shall follow this
rule in all transactions for all
goods and services. Henceforth,
he shall look no longer to his own
requirements but only to what he
sees as the requirements of others.

Preposterous ? Yes, this remedy
is the counsel of error. But it is
absolutely consistent with the la­
bor theory of value, the vestigial
notion that lies at the root of the
patient's illness. Will the patient
try it? If he did, he soon would
tire of it. He won't take advice
from others; but if he will only
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test his theory against his own
actions, he is cured. This is a do­
it-yourself remedy; the dosage:
read the prescription each morn­
ing on arising.

A Fair Field;

No Favors to Anyone

How, now, is economic justice to
be served? Justice is served when
the door of opportunity is as open
to one individual as to any other.
Whether or not a person serves
himself well or ill or caters to the
satisfactions of others efficiently
or inefficiently is in a realm other
than justice.A fair field and no
favor is our stand if we would en­
shrine justice. It is none of our
business how a person makes out
when justice prevails; that's en­
tirely his own affair.

Are we then to let the unfor­
tunate go unattended? Is there to
be no thought of them? Of course,
that will not be the case! The

record as well as sound theory
demonstrate that the coercive way
of life Ie-ads to general impoverish­
ment; the record and theory at­
test to the fact that the willing
exchange method of cooperation
affords prosperity on a scale here­
tofore unknown to mankind.

And for the relatively few who
remain unfortunately situated, let
each of us give of his own, not
someone else's goods as a means
of alleviation. This is the highly
commendable Judeo-Christian
practice of charity, heartening to
benefactor and benefited alike.
While charity is in a realm beyond
economics, it is evident that with­
out sound economic practices char­
ity is impossible.

In the final analysis, it is those
who produce, not bleed, for hu­
manity who are the benefactors
of mankind. Noone need prescribe
any remedy for them for they are
in good health. •

Reciprocity

TSEKUNG asked, "Is there one single word that can serve as a

principle of conduct for life?" Confucius replied, "Perhaps the

word 'reciprocity' will do. Do not do unto others what you do not

want others to do unto you."
LIN YUTANG, The Wisdom of Confucius



TIME

JOHN O. NELSON

A Lesson •In

On the Current Frenzy to Multiply Government Regulation

A VERITABLE FRENZY to multiply
government regulation presently
rules almost every electorate and
every legislature. What are we to
say of this obsession? We might
point out that it has a close affin­
ity to the practices of socialism.
But is it, therefore, wrong? May
it not be justified? Is not law a
good, something we all desire? Let
us examine the last question first.

We do not desire our own op­
pression. That can be affirmed with
certainty. Do government laws op­
press us? And if so, all laws, or
only some? The answer is: some
do, and some do not.

Some government laws prohibit
what we find it no effort not to do

Dr. Nelson is Professor of Philosophy at the
University of Colorado where he has taught
since 1950. Articles and papers by him have
appeared in numerous scholarly journals and
books in the United States and abroad.

and command what we find it no
effort to do. There are, for in­
stance, laws against murder and
laws that command us to drive on
the right-hand side of the street.

These and like laws are not op­
pressive nor do we find them to be.
But plainly, many laws that are
legislated by government do exact
from us an effort in our obeying
them. The farmer, for example,
has to curtail or ignore his own
judgment and desires in obeying
laws that tell him just how much
he may plant. That takes effort.
And so does having to measure
his acreage, having to fill out the
many forms that always accom­
pany such laws, and so on. When
a law exacts effort from us it is,
to that extent, oppressive. Thus,
we may conclude that most current
government regulation is oppres-
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sive. Moreover, even laws that taken
separately might not be oppressive
become oppressive when multiplied
sufficiently. It does not require any
particular effort, for instance, to
drive on the right-hand side of
the street; but if this regulation
is combined with a hundred others
as innocuous, just keeping in mind
what all the regulations are and
attempting to obey them all re­
quires effort. Thus, we find op­
pressive the mere number of laws
and regulations.

What justification is offered,
then, for this present insistence
on multiplying laws? A typical ex­
cuse is that without government
regulation men's lives and affairs
must lapse into chaos. This preva­
lent belief makes it seem incum­
bent that every nook and cranny
of our lives and affairs be regu­
lated by government, no matter
how oppressive such regulation
may be; for nothing, we shall be
inclined to admit, is worse than
chaos. I take exception to the be­
lief that without government reg­
ulation men's affairs and lives
must lapse into chaos. How,
though, can the validity of my
view be demonstrated?

If we could cite a case where
order in a certain area of men's
affairs prevailed without govern­
ment regulation, we should have
gone a long way in substantiating
our claim. But, even more conclu-

sive would be to cite a case where
government actually opposed pri­
vate efforts to produce order out
of chaos and, yet, order was pro­
duced. For this case would be tan­
tamount in kind to what is some­
times called a "crucial experi­
rnent" in science. All important
variables would be accounted for
and controlled: a certain chaotic
condition in man's affairs; private
effort; and government action. A
determinate result would be ob­
tained through the direct agency
of private effort - namely, order
where there had been chaos. Since
government action was moving in
an opposite direction to private ac­
tion with respect to the result ob­
tained, it could not be held that
government action was somehow
indirectly the cause of this result.
Thus, private effort must have
been the cause; and hence, govern­
ment regulation could not be
claimed to be the necessary condi­
tion of order in men's affairs.

A Time to Remember

Let us envisage, first, the pos­
sible case of every city and gen­
eral locality in the United States
having its own time, determined
by the position of the sun at noon.
And let us compound this variety
of times by supposing that a vast
network of railroads exists and
that each railroad employs the
time of its home terminal in all its
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operations and schedules. In pic­
turing this state of affairs, we pic­
ture - I think it must be agreed­
a temporal chaos. We may suppose,
moreover, that this chaotic multi­
plicity of times would impose al­
most unsupportable' burdens on
travelers, shippers, and the rail­
roads. Presumably, we have been
envisaging a mere possibility. Has
any such state of temporal chaos
ever in fact existed in the United
States? A look at history reveals
that it has.

Before 1883, local time - that is,
time determined by the local noon­
day position of the sun - prevailed
throughout the United States.
Thus, there were more than 26
local times in Michigan, 38 in Wis­
consin, 27 in Illinois, and 23 in
Indiana. A traveler going by rail
from Maine to California had to
change his watch 20 times during
the trip if he meant to keep ac­
curate time. In addition, each rail­
road operated its trains according
to the local time of its home ter­
minal. The Pennsylvania Railroad,
whose home terminal was in Phila­
delphia, employed a time that was
5 minutes slower, for example,
than New York's, the home ter­
minal of the New York Central,
and 5 minutes faster than Balti­
more's, the home terminal of the
Baltimore & Ohio. Not surpris­
ingly, this multiplicity of time
standards confounded passengers,

shippers, and railway employees
alike. Errors in keeping time and
correlating local times resulted in
innumerable inconveniences and
costly disasters. Passengers missed
trains in wholesale lots; the trains
themselves frequently collided.1

Something obviously had to be
done. Given our contemporary
prejudices, we would naturally
think that government had to step
in and did step in to bring order
out of chaos by le,gislating the
time zones with which we are
familiar today. But not so at all.

What actually happened was
poles apart. By 1872, a majority
of railroad executives were con­
vinced that some system of time
zones should be established. A
meeting of railroad superintend­
ants was convoked in St. Louis,
calling itself initially the Time­
Table Convention and later the
General Time Convention. Under
the guidance of its secretary, Wil­
liam Allen, former resident engi­
neer of the Camden & Amboy
Railroad, plans were drawn up to
eliminate the chaotic multiplicity
of local times. The first plans pro­
j ected the adoption of time zones
bounded by meridians an even
hour apart. None of these plans
passed the muster of close exami­
nation. Finally, in 1881, Allen con-

1 See, Stewart H. Holbrook, The Story
of American Railroads (New York: Crown
Publisher, 1947), pp. 354-55.
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ceived the idea of five time zones
bas'ed, not on theoretical consider­
ations, but practical knowledge of
geography, economics, the location
of large cities, and the general
habits of the populace. The plan
provided for time zones roughly
divided at the 75th, 90th, 105th,
and 120th meridians west of
Greenwich and thus falling ap­
proximately on the longitudes of
Philadelphia, Memphis, Denver,
and Fresno. The General Time
Convention adopted Allen's. plan
on October 11, 1883, and selected
the noon of November 18 as the
moment it should go into effect.
At that precise moment the rail­
roads, all acting in perfect con­
cert, changed their operations and
schedules from local to the new
time.2

Let us note: this regulation of
time initiated by the railroads was
a purely private undertaking. The
new time zones had no force of
law. No one except railroad em­
ployees was compelled to set his
watch by the new standards. What,
then, was the response of the gen­
eral public ?Except for a few
preachers who thundered that the
change of time "was a lie" and
"un-Christian," a few newspaper
editors who objected that the rail­
roads were tyrannically dictating
time to 55,000,000 Americans and
should be stopped by law from

2 Ibid., pp. 355-56.

doing so, and some local politicians
who cried that the act was "un­
constitutional, being an attempt
to change the immutable laws of
God Almighty and hard on the
workingman by changing day into
night"3 - a typical political mis­
interpretation of plain fact - ex­
cept, in short, for the predictable
fulminations of some local politi­
cians, clerics, and journalists, the
general public found the change
good and adopted it. Without
being forced, people. by and .large
set their watches by the new rail­
road time; towns and cities fol­
lowed - indeed, had to follow­
suit.

Government's Role

Now, all this time, what was the
attitude or response of govern­
ment? As we have already noted,
some local governments and their
officials opposed the new dispen­
sation, though the opposition
proved ineffective. What about the
Federal government? Surely - be­
hind the scenes at least - it must
have loaned a helping hand to the
Time Table Convention and en­
couraged or indeed inspired the
bringing of order out of chaos!
But, again, not so. In fact, the
very opposite. Let me quote from
Holbrook's illuminating account:

The traveling public, and shipper
too, quickly fell in with the new time-

3 Ibid., p. 356; see also p. 357.
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belt plan, and naturally found it
good. But Uncle Sam wasn't ready
to admit the change was beneficial.
A few days before November 18th
the Attorney General of the United
States issued an order that no gov­
ernment department had a right to
adopt railroad time until authorized
by Congress. The railroads went
right ahead with the plan, and the
Attorney General, according to a
good but perhaps apocryphal story,
went to the Washington depot late
in the afternoon of the 18th to take
a train for Philadelphia. He was
greatly astonished, it was reported,
to find he was exactly 8 minutes and
20 seconds too late.4

It might be added that on
March 19, 1918 - a full generation
after the general adoption of rail­
road time by the country - Con­
gress passed the Standard Time
Act, which gave (to what purpose,
it is hard to see) a government
commission power to define by law
the boundaries of each time zone.
One is reminded here of a pla­
giarist who, having stolen and in
the process mangled another man's
work, then takes credit for its
creation.

We have demonstrated as con­
clusively as such things can be
demonstrated that government
regulation is not necessary to the
existence of order in men's lives
and affairs. The belief that it is,

4 Ibid., p. 359.

therefore, is false. Does it follow
that we have shown that the cur­
rent multiplication of oppressive
government regulation is unj usti­
fied? Not quite. We have shown
that this current practice is not
justified by the belief that with­
out government regulation men's
affairs would lapse into chaos.

It might be claimed, however,
that the present multiplication of
oppressive law can be justified on
other assumptions. For example,
it might be argued that though
private effort as well as govern­
ment regulation can produce order
in men's affairs, government regu­
lation can produce greater order,
or greater safety, or greater se­
curity, or greater prosperity; and
that, on these grounds, the multi­
plicity of government regulation
currently taking place is justified,
even though oppressive. Now, I
am sure that each of these claims
can be shown to be absolutely
false. I merely want to point out
that we have not shown this in the
present paper. Our results have
thus been more limited.

The many-headed monster of
socialistic misconception which
dominates the modern mind is not
likely to be slain by one blow.
However, cutting off one of its
heads is a step toward its eventual
destruction. We have, I believe,
lopped off the most central and
voracious one. +



EQUALITY?

EDWARD Y. BREESE

LIBERTE, Fraternite, Egalite, the
J acobins proclaimed, and set about
oiling the brand new guillotine.
These were stern and practical
men when it came to the daily
mechanics of revolution. Some of
their professed ideas might take
their heads into the clouds, but
their actions instinctively con­
formed to the realities of a trou­
bled time.

They knew, without troubling
to theorize, that political equality
in their time could only be had by
the knife. The man who wants to
level a forest can't possibly jack
up all the immature or stunted
trees. It's a lot more practical to
try cutting the tops out of those
which tower above the rest. This
way, equality of a sort can ulti­
mately be achieved.

Mr. Breese has taught Industrial Manage­
ment at Georgia Tech and headed the De­
partment of Humanities at Embry-Riddle
Aeronautical Institute in Florida. At present
he is a free-lance writer.

In the end, of course, it will
have to be equality at the level
of the smallest and weakest trees.

Equality among people in their
relations with each other is also
likely to be at their lowest com­
mon level.

It is only in the ancient, pre­
Christian era that we find exam­
ples of people who sought equality
by pruning out the weaker growth
rather than the stronger. The
Spartans eliminated at birth those
who could obviously not grow up
to be warriors or the breeders of
warriors. So, according to report,
did the Amazons.

There are occasional reports of
other primitive tribes living at
such marginal levels that all who
could not "pull their weight" had
to be ruthlessly eliminated to en­
sure the survival of the group.

If equality is really desirable
per se - and I'm not trying to say
that it is - this cutting away of
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weak and defective units would
seem the logical method for hu­
manity to follow. It would improve
the norm of achievement and the
available breeding stock at a pro­
gressive rate as the generations
passed. It is logical.

Fortunately, or unfortunately,
as you wish, I doubt that it is
practical in the twentieth century
of the Christian ethic. We have
been taught too long and too
thoroughly that it should be "wom­
en and children first in the life­
boats."

A full generation of political
and economic socialism and mono­
lithic statism in our own day has
capped the process of indoctrina­
tion.

This is why I am continually
puzzled by the current semantics
of "equality." In a day and age
of careless and sloppy usage, it's
hard to tell just what is meant
by the word.

The professed intellectuals and
"liberals" appear to mean an
equality of humanity at four lev­
els: economic, political, educa­
tional, and social. But they have
not explained why equality at all
four levels would be desirable for
humanity as a whole.

They are less frank - and con­
siderably less clearheaded - than
were the Jacobins or the followers
of Toussaint or Spartacus. None
of them come right out and say

the equalizing should be accom­
plished by beheading the tall trees.
Some of them may not realize that
this is the only way it could be
done.

There also seems to be a high
level of confusion as to just how
this alleged latter-day paradise is
to be brought about. They are
agreed upon certain a priori as­
sumptions as to the desirability
and necessity of reaching their
goals. Question these, and you're
promptly labeled bigot and enemy
of the race. But their own think­
ing as to pragmatic implementa­
tion of the Four Equalities is
both primitive and fragmentary.

Educational Equalization

I have heard it seriously ad­
vanced that equality of education
at the highest level can be reached
by requiring the top universities
to lower their admission and scho­
lastic requirements, even to the
point of abolishing competition
and grades. If this is only done,
its advocates hold that even the
educationally and mentally "disad­
vantaged" can receive a top level
education (?) at Princeton or
M.LT.

The question mark (?) above
is mine. There is no question in
the minds of the proponents of
this absurd doctrine. Specifically,
I question what education, if any,
could possibly be obtained at an
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institution which had obligingly
adjusted itself downward to the
lowest common level.

I won't try here to pursue this
thought further or to question
equality at the social and political
levels. But, I want to examine
s9me of the possible results of
fuzzy thinking about "economic
equality."

First of all, any such thing is
manifestly impossible. Even its
greatest advocates are presently
admitting this in practice, if not
in theory. Any economic system­
no matter what it may be called ­
has to embody three classes of
people.

There must be primary pro­
ducers (Le., workers) who use
synthetic or extractive processes
for the alteration of raw material
into finished goods or who pro­
vide services. Some of these will
be better rewarded than others,
if for no other reason than the
differing utility of the products.

There will be drones - some,
through no personal fault, as with
the very old and very young.
Others will seek support out of
laziness or antisocial tendency. In
any case there will be drones in
even the most efficient organiza­
tion.

Finally, there will have to be a
class of entrepreneurs or manag­
ers. This is one human function
which cannot be built into a cy-

bernetic machine or delegated to
even the most sophisticated of
robots.

Grant this, and it becomes ob­
vious that "economic equality" in
any society must be stratified in
at least these three levels. It may
be possible, though I doubt it, to
force all workers to labor for one
wage. But they may never be ex­
pected to work for an income no
better than that of the drones,
for they, too, would become drones
in that case. Nor will the manag­
ers exercise their specialized abil­
ities without tangible and meas­
urable reward.

In Contrast to Russia

Let any doubter study the pres­
ent managerial class within the
Soviet Union. Let him especially
ponder the results of surveys
which show the "commissar" class
nearly psychologically, tempera­
mentally, and motivationally iden­
tical with their Western counter­
parts in the "executive" ranks.

Yet, this impossible leveling
process is inherent in any such
proposal as a "guaranteed annual
income" for all Americans. Put
such a system into operation, and
more and more individuals will
stoop to take advantage of it.

As the drones increase, so will
the burden upon the backs of the
remaining workers and managers.
More and more of their produce
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will be diverted to the nonpro­
ducers. This process has its own
built-in breakdown factor. The end
has to be disaster for all.

Opportunities Earned

What about "equality of eco­
nomic opportunity"? Of all things,
this sounds the most possible, the
most beneficial to all, and the most
nearly in line with the ideals of
a free society. Up to a point, it
certainly is.

"Equality of opportunity," how­
ever, cannot be given, any more
than can freedom, education, cour­
age, or status. It has to be earned
or made for oneself by the individ­
ual concerned. Neither liberty nor
intelligence can be legislated. Nor
can equality of any sort except at
a dead bottom level.

Attempts to work out an elab­
orate legal or social system to en­
sure any sort of equality are in­
evitably self-defeating. Humanity
could save itself endless struggle,
suffering, and frustration if this
truth were recognized.

Once the issue is seen clearly,
there is something we can do
about equality of opportunity. We
can strive to establish a system
which will enable each individual
to advance to the limit of his own
capacity and ability. We can thus

aid each one to be and become
and achieve to the upper limit of
his potential. This is what Plato
defined as "justice." And this is
the only way in which those at
every level can be raised.

There's really no mystery about
how such a favorable climate can
be attained. It's been done - right
here - only a little while ago as
history runs. Our Founding Fath­
ers opened American life to the
freest economic system yet at­
tempted by any people.

As long as we held to the free,
competitive economy our people,
as individuals and as a whole,
made giant strides. Our society
was both vertically and horizontal­
ly mobile and fluid. The net re­
suIt was growth, progression,
achievement.

Only when we attempted to ac­
celerate or improve the process by
coercive legislation did our trou­
bles begin. A free economy can no
more operate within a tight frame­
work of regulatory law than can
a man bound in a strait-jacket.
The natural, beneficial processes
of open competition are fatally
inhibited by controls.

Individuals must be free to help
themselves if mankind is to be
elevated. ~



A REVIEWER'S NOTEBOOK JOHN CHAMBERLAIN

IF YOU SCRATCH a historian, you
find a politician. At least that's
the way it's been ever since the
New Deal and the New Economics
conquered the academy. Arthur
Schlesinger, writing about the
Age of Jackson, couldn't resist
imposing the face of Franklin
D. Roosevelt on Old Hickory. Hard
Money and Free Enterprising
Democrats of the eighteen thirties
were turned into partisans of the
New Frontier and the Great So­
ciety. William Graham Sumner,
who attacked the plutocracy of his
day and actively opposed the
Spanish-American War, was
transmogrified by our Richard
Hofstadters and our R. G. Mc­
Closkeys into a Social Darwinist
and an imperialist. The Populist
tracts celebrated in Vernon Par­
rington's Main Currents in Amer­
ican Thought figured in a whole
literature of the nineteen twen-

1)10

ties and thirties as the Wave of
the Future. So it has gone for two
or three historiographical genera­
tions.

The rage to turn the past into
the present has made for lively
controversy, and helped many a
man to a Ph.D. No doubt it is a
sure cure for unemployment in
Academe, for, if the past has al­
ways to be made over into a blue­
print for what is going to happen
next week, it means that the his­
tory books must be changed every
decade. But what happens to the
Exterior View in all this chopping
and changing? How can we treat
our ancestors with simple under­
standing of their own reactions to
their own contemporary problems?
How can we read reality into their
economics, their morality, their
religious feelings?

In his The World of Andrew
Carnegie: 1865-1901, Louis M.
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Hacker has addressed .himself to
the tremendous task of explaining
the most symbolic of our nine­
teenth century competitive enter­
prisers in terms of the intellec­
tual and moral forces that
beat in upon him. This isn't
designed to be a history of the
Carnegie Steel Company, though
you will find such a history in it.
What Louis Hacker has done is to
reconstruct the ethos of an era,
giving us long and detailed sec­
tions on what was being said and
done by judges and law courts and
labor organizers and f.armers and
railroad men and bankers and
schoolteachers and clergymen to
enforce the so-called Puritan ethic
of nineteenth century America.
The socialists and anarchists are
here, too, but mostly as a premoni­
tory growl off stage. Hacker does
not overestimate their importance
as of the eighteen eighties merely
because America became some­
thing else after Andrew Carnegie
had passed from the scene.

Behind the Cliches

The ground-breaking impor­
tance of Louis Hacker's book de­
rives from the author's willingness
to get behind the cliches of a full
half-century of historical writing.
We have been told often enough
that the development of the United
States in the post-Civil War period
was achieved at the expense of the

ANDREW CARNEGIE

farmers. This is the Populist ver­
sion of history. The farmer, so
the legend runs, sold his product
in a world market at low prices
and bought his machinery in a
protected market at high prices.
To continue the legend, the rail­
roads rooked him with high
freight charges. Moreover, since
the railroads had cornered much
of the best land, getting alternate
sections as free gifts along their
rights of way, the farmer sup­
posedly couldn't add to his acreage
without mortgaging himself to
the hilt. With the cards stacked
against him, the farmer had to go
into politics. He created his Farm-



314 THE FREEMAN May

ers' Alliances, his Granges, his
Populist Party organizations­
and eventually captured the gov­
ernment in Washington when the
old Populist platforms were taken
over by the New Deal.

The only trouble with this his­
tory, as Louis Hacker shows, is
that it doesn't fit the facts. True
enough, we had high tariffs in the
late nineteenth century. But the
U.S. market was so big and so
wide, and there were so many
competitive units, that the tariff
did not have much effect on the
price level once American com­
panies had grown beyond the "in­
fant industry" stage. By 1880,
says Hacker, the U.S. was making
more Bessemer rails than Great
Britain; by 1890, more pig iron;
and by 1895, our prices for both
were lower than those of the Brit­
ish. While industrial prices in
this country were dropping in the
1870-1900 period, the value of
America's farm plant - in land,
buildings, animals, implements,
and machinery - increased 104 per
cent in constant dollars as com­
pared with 24 per cent for 1900­
20. The Gross Product per farm
worker increased 60 per cent in
the four decades following the
Civil War.

Agrarian Mythology

As for land, it isn't true that
the railroads made a killing at the

farmer's expense out of the do­
main they got for next .to nothing.
The railroads did everything they
could to promote settlement of the
West, establishing land depart­
ments and selling their land grant
windfalls on easy terms. Mean­
while, freight rates went down
along with the interest rates
charged by the banks. If the
growth of check money is made
part of the post-Civil War equa­
tion, there was an expanding cur­
rency throughout the whole period
of squawking about the demone­
tization of silver and the desira­
bility of retiring the Greenbacks.

Since Louis Hacker can quote
yards of statistics to bear him
out, how are we to account for the
agrarian radicalism that colored
the latter years of the nineteenth
century? Mr. Hacker points out
that the old Middle Border states
- Wisconsin, Illinois, Michigan,
Indiana, Ohio - did not go for the
Bryanite nostrums. Populism,
which swept the Mountain States,
the High Plains states, and the
South, had special causes that
were bound up with the drought
cycle in the treeless plains and the
crop lien system wherever cotton
was grown. The western farmer
went into politics because he was
a disappointed speculator. He had
sold his Indiana or Iowa land for
a high price and had moved out
into western Kansas or Dakota in
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hopes of repeating his real estate
killing. But the drought cycle
caught up with him in the late
eighties. The U.S. Army engineer
and geologist, John W. Powell,
had predicted the return of
drought conditions to what had
once been called the Great Amer­
ican Desert, and Powell was a true
prophet. When the rains ceased
to come after 1887, the speculator
farmers streamed back East to
complain to the politicians.

The disappointed land specula­
tors found eager allies in the west­
ern silver mine lobby and among
the tenant farmers of the South.
The villains, of course, were the
Gold Bugs, the Wall Streeters, the
"international bankers." The cry
went up that only a national cir­
culating medium that amounted to
$50 per person would prevent de­
pression. But, as Louis Hacker
shows, there was no dearth of
money in a country in which "the
steady increase of bank deposits
and of the substitution of checks
for notes kept the total money
supply at a high level." Bryan
failed in 1896 because the country
saw through the Populist delu­
sions.

Remarkable Progress

The Hacker conclusion is that
there wasn't very much the matter
with America in the post-CiviI
War period. Competition had

served the public well. The "rob­
ber barons" took their profits, but
these were plowed back into in­
dustry - and "the American peo­
ple and th~ American economy
were the real gainers."

The facts being what they were,
it is small wonder that the Amer­
ican Federation of Labor, which
believed in pushing for higher
wages that would have come with
increased productivity anyway,
should survive where the more
Marxian labor movements ex­
pired.

Mr. Hacker fleshes out his story
of Carnegie's world with a wealth
of fascinating detail. There are
beautiful biographies of jurists
(example: Supreme Court Justice
Stephen J. Field), of sociologists
(William Graham Sumner), of
Populist radicals (Ignatius Don­
nelly). There is a whole section
devoted to the growth of the Car­
negie steel companies up to the
time of their merger with the
Morgan-Gary-Moore companies to
make up the United States Steel
Corporation.

With the growth of Big Govern­
ment, everything has been
changed. Mr. Hacker doesn't think
the modern world is necessarily
an improvement on the world that
created Andrew Carnegie. But
whatever our opinions may be,
Carnegie's world deserves a more
patient understanding than it has
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received from our recent histor­
ians. Mr. Hacker has written a
great book that will become more
definitive as our perspectives
clear. ~

~THE BALANCE OF PAY­

MENTS: FREE VERSUS

FIXED EXCHANGE RATES by
Milton Friedman and Robert V.
Roosa (Washington, D. C.: Amer­

ican Enterprise Institute for Pub­
lic Policy Research, 1967), 200

pp., $4.50.

Reviewed by Mary Jean Bennett

THE PLIGHT of the dollar, as mir­
rored in the great international
money crisis and long persistent
U.S. balance of payments deficits,
has aroused all manner of debate
and actions such as removal of the
25 per cent gold cover from our
currency, curbs by the President
restricting private overseas lend­
ing and investing, and possible
restrictions on foreign travel.

Debate has ranged from pro­
tectionism to cutting loose from
gold altogether - Le., letting the
exchange rate of the dollar seek
its own level, "floating" among
the currencies of the world.

The issue of fixed versus float­
ing exchange rates was skillfully
debated at length last year in a
public forum sponsored by the

American Enterprise Institute fOl
Public Policy Research. On thE
rostrum were two articulate and
highly knowledgeable debaters:
fixed-rate defender Robert V,
Roosa, former Under Secretary of
the Treasury for MonetaryAffair~

under Presidents Kennedy and
Johnson and now a partner of
Brown Brothers Harriman and
Company in New York; and float­
ing-rate defender l\Hlton Fried­
man of the University of Chicago,
former president of the American
Economic Association, adviser to
Goldwater during the 1964 cam­
paign, and no,v a columnist in
Newsweek.

Both Roosa and Friedman be­
moan the accumulated U.S. pay­
ments deficit of more than $37 bil­
lion since 1950. This tremendous
sum has been financed by pay­
ments from our gold stock, down
by more than half to less than $12
billion, and by a vast build-up in
short-term dollar liabilities, up to
more than $30 billion. These
claims could easily withdraw all
the remaining gold in official U.S.
monetary reserves - given further
breaches of foreign confidence in
the dollar.

The accumulated deficit also
has been "covered" by complex
and oftentimes unpublicized cen­
tral bank arrangements including
currency swaps, "Roosa bond"
flotations, and London gold pool
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contributions. In addition, there
has been a rising tide of payments
controls ranging from the Inter­
est Equalization Tax legislated in
1963 to Congressional questioning
in 1968 on whether Aunt Louise
from Des Moines should be quite
free to travel abroad this summer.

At this point, the two debaters
part company. Roosa is a defender
of the status quo, of the current
fixed rate system, of what the Ad-

ministration has done to plug the
payments gap. He comes out four­
square for a new international
"paper-gold" currency unit to help
expand international liquidity and
sustain growing world trade.
(Since the debate, Roosa's suc­
cessor, Treasury Under Secretary
Frederick L. Deming, has also en­
dorsed without reservation the
new Special Drawing Rights
(SDR's) authorized by the Inter-
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national Monetary Fund meeting
in Rio last September.)

Professor Friedman, deft inno­
vator and free market exponent
that he is, wants a sharp break
with the status quo. He blames
the persistent U.S. balance of pay­
ments deficits on fixed exchange
rates, on what he calls bureau­
cratic price fixing. He holds that
currency exchange rates should
become free market prices deter­
mined primarily by private deal­
ings the world over. He argues
that the payments problem would
yield to floating exchange rates
because there could not be a sur­
plus or a shortage in the sense of
eager buyers unable to find sellers
or eager sellers unable to find buy­
ers; fluctuating prices would stir
the necessary ea.gerness. In addi­
tion,

Floating exchange rates would put
an end to the grave. problems re­
quiring repeated meetings of secre­
taries of the Treasury and gov­
ernors of central banks to try to
draw up sweeping reforms. It would
put an end to the occasional crisis
of producing frantic scurrying of
high governmental officials from
capital to capital, midnight phone
calls among'the great central banks
lining up emergency loans to sup­
port one another's currency.

To put it mildly, Friedman's
position doesn't sit well with Dr.
Roosa. Fixed-rate defender Roosa,

while conceding the fixed-rate sys­
tem is far from a perfect model,
says that at least it provides an
established scale of economic meas­
urement, easily translatable from
one nation to another, enabling
merchants, investors, and bankers
of one country to do business with
others on known terms - knowing,
for example, with reasonable ac­
curacy just how many Japanese
yen would be equivalent to one
Swedish kroner or one Mexican
peso.

In other words, contends Dr.
Roosa, without fixed exchange
rates international trade and in­
vestment would deteriorate. Mer­
chant, investor, banker, and for­
eign exchange dealer would grope
for the exchange rate that would
enable them to make workable
economic calculations. Uncertainty
would foreclose many a deal. Hedg­
ing through forward exchange
transactions would be all but im­
possible because no exchange
dealer could handle wild currency
swings.

"I am very much afraid," says
he, "that the rate for any cur­
rency against all others would
have to fluctuate so widely that
the country's own trade would be
throttled and its capital misdi­
rected."

Friedman rebuts, pointing to
the stable Canadian currency ex­
perience from 1950 to 1962 when



1968 OTHER BOOKS 319

the Canadian dollar "floated," and
to the increasing financial chaos
caused by the "voluntary" invest­
ing-lending guidelines of Presi­
dent Johnson (further aggravated
since then by the new mandatory
controls announced on New Year's
Day). Clearly, Friedman gets the
upper hand in the argument.

So the brilliant debate goes, pro
and con, rebuttal and counter-re­
buttal, including some incisive
questioning of the intellectual ad­
versaries themselves by competent
forum participants. One question
overhanging the debate like the
sword of Damocles was not raised
but maybe its answer was too ob­
vious: That question is: Whither
the dollar? ~

~ THE LAST HERO: CHARLES
A. LINDBERGH by Walter S.
Ross (New York: Harper & Row,
1968), 402 pp., $7.95.

Reviewed by Robert M. Thornton

CHARLES LINDBERGH has been in
the public eye since 1927 when he
piloted a single engine plane non­
stop across the Atlantic from New
York to Paris. A tragic kidnap­
ping case five years later brought
unwanted publicity; and during
the period just before Pearl Har­
bor Lindbergh was involved in the
controversy over American foreign
policy. These things most of us

know, but there is much more to
Lindbergh's life than has appeared
in the headlines.

There is, for instance, Lind­
bergh's pioneering work in the
early days of two modern-day
wonders: organ transplants and
space travel. Lindbergh worked
with French scientist Alexis Car­
rel during the nineteen thirties in
the development of a perfusion
pump to keep organs alive outside
the body. He was helpful also in
securing financial backing for
Robert Goddard's experiments in
rocketry and offered much-needed
encouragement to the neglected
inventor. And all the while Lind­
bergh has been an enthusiastic
promoter of aviation science,
choosing to earn his pay as a com­
mercial airline consultant rather
than seeking a big salary for the
use of his name. His goal has ever
been real accomplishment, not
mere fame and fortune.

Ross called Lindbergh "the last
hero" because the flight across the
Atlantic was so much a one-man
feat. Lindbergh raised the money
to finance the flight, helped to de­
sign and build his plane, The
Spirit of St. Louis, plotted his
own course, provisioned his plane
- planned the entire trip with re­
markable care for detail. No dis­
paragement of today's astronauts
is intended, but they can function
only as members of a huge team
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backed by billions of dollars in tax­
payers' money, corps of techni­
cians' and batteries of computers.
And Lindbe·rgh was a hero because
years of adulation did not shake
his integrity. Nor did strong op-
position prevent him from relying
on his own judgment, even at the
risk of his life. vVe can better un­
derstand his spirit of independ­
ence after reading how he was
raised. Lindbergh senior believed
a youngster should learn responsi­
bility at a tender age, and young
Charles was encouraged to act on
his own initiative.

Contrary to his public image,
Lindbergh is not withdrawn or
aloof. In the weeks after his solo
flight to Paris, when he was al­
most held in reverence by every­
one he met, a flying buddy from
early days delighted him by a bit
of roughhouse after Lindbergh
had accidentally sent him tumbling.
How much better this, said Lind­
bergh, than to be treated like roy­
alty. And, too, Lindbergh was fond
of pulling practical jokes on his
friends and family. Here was a
warm, sensitive human being
forced by the poor taste of report­
ers, columnists, and newspaper

readers to resort to· all sorts of
subterfuges so that his family
might enjoy privacy and live a
fairly normal life.

Lindbergh was one of the best­
known members of America First,

Rn or~9.nizaHon opposing Amert­
can entrance into World War II.
but he put aside his objectioT.ts
once this country had entered/the
conflict. Lindbergh's opposition to
the war had made him persona
non grata with the Roosevelt ad­
ministration, and he was refused
a commission in the Air Force.
However, a plane manufacturer
did take advantage of his talents,
and Lindbergh, in order to do a
good job advising his employer,
actually flew fifty combat missions
in the Pacific Theater as a civil­
ian! He was then in his forties­
an old man among fighter pilots ­
but he was a skillful pilot and his
experience and knowledge proved
invaluable.

A people cannot survive with­
out heroes, and it cannot flourish
unless its imagination is captured
by heroes of the right sort. Amer­
ica has had its share of such men,
and Lindbergh would be the first
to say that more are yet to come.

~
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