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Foreword

One of the signs of advancing age in the American
college professor is a tendency for him to write
less and publish more. This seeming paradox is easily
explained by the phenomenon of Collected Works, that
is, by what on television would be described as reruns.
As in television, no great public outcry is needed to
bring forth the reruns; a question from his wife, a polite
suggestion from a colleague, and the cut-and-paste op-
eration is under way.

I have put together here what I believe to be the
best of the rather meager output of my professional
career up to this point. For reasons (mostly financial)
that always seemed adequate at the moment, I have
been more of a speechmaker than a writer. Thus, you
will find that many of the pieces in this collection are
but speeches put down on paper.

I have edited the manuscripts, but only to make them
more readable and to reduce duplication of ideas and
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phrasings. In most cases, I successfully resisted the
temptation to erase those statements that, in the light
of later knowledge, would cast doubt on my omni-
science (for example, some moderate words in praise
of Richard Nixon, written in May 1971). The papers
are grouped in categories that make sense to me, but
obviously some of the papers could as easily have been
placed in other groupings.

Some of those holding the markers for my intellec-
tual debts are identified in the papers; others, just
literally too numerous to mention, will have to be con-
tent with an occasional and probably very accurate,
“But of course I said that long ago—and more ele-
gantly.”

Very explicit words of appreciation need be directed
to Catherine Fertig, my secretary and an expert at
deciphering handwritten manuscripts; to Marise Mel-
son, my daughter and copyeditor, who is possessed of
a good sense of style in manuscripts and in life; and to
my late wife, Alice, for her patient, loving, and low-
key nagging of me to finish this project.

B e .
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Part 1

Can Capitalism Survive?

he basic ideas of this paper were expressed on a
Tnumber of occasions and in various forms. It was
first presented in the exotic setting of a business con-
ference held at the Playboy Club in Lake Geneva,
Wisconsin. In somewhat different form, it was later
presented in the Ludwig von Mises Lecture Series at
Hillsdale College. I am presenting it here as the first
paper because it poses the Big Questions—as identified
by Joseph Schumpeter and agreed to by Ben Rogge.






Chapter 1

Can Capitalism Survive?

an capitalism survive? No, I do not think it can. The
thesis I shall endeavor to establish is that the actual
and prospective performance of the capitalist system is
such as to negative the idea of its breaking down under the
weight of economic failure, but that its very success under-
mines the social institutions which protect it, and inevitably
creates conditions in which it will not be able to live and
which strongly point to socialism as the heir apparent.?

These words were written in 1942 by Joseph Schum-
peter, Austrian-born Harvard social scientist, in his
prophetic work, Capitalism, Socialism and Democracy.
Inasmuch as I intend to build my comments around
this work, it might be appropriate for me to reinforce
my own judgment of Schumpeter’s competence with
a statement by the Nobel Prize-winning economist,
Paul Samuelson. In one of his Newsweek columns in
1970, Samuelson wrote:

1 Joseph A. Schumpeter, Capitalism, Socialism, and Democracy, 3rd
ed. (New York: Harper & Row, 1962), p. 61.
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It is just twenty years since Joseph Schumpeter died. Al-
though it is not my practice to tout profitable speculations,
today I'd like to suggest that Schumpeter’s diagnosis of the
probable decay of capitalism deserves a new reading in our
own time. The general reader cannot do better than begin
with his 1942, Capitalism, Socialism and Democracy.

Nothing that has happened in recent years at Berkeley
or Harvard would come as a surprise to those who have
absorbed this work. And if there are good clubs in the
great beyond, one can picture Schumpeter—an 87-year-old
by this time, martini glass in hand—reading The New York
Review of Books and chuckling with clinical amusement.
Only his Viennese veneer keeps him from saying, “I told
you s0.”2

(In common with his sometime colleague at Harvard,
John Kenneth Galbraith, Schumpeter was possessed of
a very healthy ego. He is reported to have remarked in
his later years that, as a young man, he had had three
ambitions: to become one of the world’s greatest econ-
omists, one of the world’s greatest horsemen, and one
of the world’s greatest lovers. He continued by saying
that he was happy to report that he had succeeded in
two of those ambitions. He did not identify which two.)

On what does Schumpeter base his forecast, and
how does all this relate to the life and times of the

2 Paul A. Samuelson, “Joseph Schumpeter,” Newsweek, April 13,
1970, p. 75.
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American businessman today? Bear with me; all will
be revealed in due course. We begin with the analysis.

(1) The first question that Schumpeter seeks to an-
swer is this: Has capitalism proved to be a successful
economic system in the sense of producing over time
continuing improvement in the economic well-being of
the masses? His answer to this is an unequivocal and
resounding, Yes! In his words, “The capitalist process,
not by coincidence, but by virtue of its mechanism, pro-
gressively raises the standards of life of the masses.”
“Queen Elizabeth owned silk stockings. The capitalist
achievement does not typically consist in providing
more silk stockings for queens but in bringing them
within the reach of factory girls in return for steadily
decreasing amounts of effort.”

I direct your attention to his phrase, “not by co-
incidence. . . .” Critics of capitalism usually argue that
the economic performance under capitalism in England
and the United States was not the result of capitalism
but of a combination of fortuitous circumstances and
wise governmental action to counteract capitalist
excesses.

Schumpeter takes each of the “fortuitous circum-
stances” in turn and discards them as possible explana-
tions of the capitalist track record. For example, the
virgin land and other natural resources of the Amer-

3 Schumpeter, Capitalism, p. 68.
4 Ibid., p. 67.
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ican continent were but “objective opportunities”
waiting to be exploited by an efficient economic system
—and capitalism was that system. I might add that
some million or so Indians lived lives of severe eco-
nomic privation on top of those self-same resources
in an area where over 200 million now live lives of
Galbraithian affluence.

In the same way the technological revolution of the
last two hundred years has been not an historic accident
but a predictable concomitant of the capitalist system.
More on this later.

To the claim that capitalism’s success was signifi-
cantly produced by governmental corrections of cap-
italist excesses, he makes two replies. The first is that
the track record (in terms of improvement in real
wages) was just as good in the period of minimal state
intervention and minimal trade union activity (1870-
1914) as in later periods. The second is that most such
interventions actually reduced the rate of improvement
in economic well-being. For example, he argues that
the unemployment figure was increased by the anti-
capitalist policies of the 1930s. He concludes: “We
have now established a reasonable case to the effect
that the observed behavior of output per head of popu-
lation during the period of fullfledged capitalism was
not an accident but may be held to measure roughly
capitalist performance.”

5 Ibid., p. 110.
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(2) Schumpeter turns next to the question of
whether there are any purely economic factors that
would prejudice the chances of capitalism continuing
to bring improvement in the economic well-being of
the masses. In this section, he is answering the doom-
sayers of the thirties (including and particularly John
Maynard Keynes) who saw in the depression evidence
of a deeper malaise in the capitalist economy, in the
form of a vanishing of the investment opportunity that
had sparked the capitalist engine for so many decades.

His attacks here are centered upon an enemy that
has largely disappeared by now, as the “stagnation
thesis” which so captured our imagination in the thir-
ties has been undone by the simple course of events. I'll
spare you the details of the argument and report only
one of the assumptions of the stagnationists: that, by
the late 1930s, all of the great technological break-
throughs had been made, and the capitalist world
from then on would be missing this great stimulus to
private investment spending. This is an example of
what the New Yorker refers to as the “clouded crystal
ball.” Schumpeter correctly labels this assumption of
the stagnationists as nonsense and describes their other
assumptions as either equally nonsensical or irrelevant.
His conclusion is that there were no purely economic
factors to obstruct continuing success for the capitalist
system.

(3) In his answer to his next question, Schumpeter
presents what I believe to be the most accurate and
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useful description of the nature of competition under
capitalism ever developed. His question is this: How
can capitalism be so successful a system when capitalist
reality has always been at such odds with the perfect
competition requirement of the textbook models?
There are only two possible explanations. One is that
“fortuitous circumstances” produced economic growth
in spite of the gross imperfections of the capitalist sys-
tem—but Schumpeter has already denied the validity
of this thesis. The second, and the one for which he
opts, is that the traditional textbook model of compe-
tition and monopoly, with its emphasis on perfect com-
petition as the ideal and the target, is simply not
relevant. As he puts it, “If we economists were given
less to wishful thinking and more to the observation of
facts, doubts would immediately arise as to the realistic
virtues of a theory that would have led us to expect a
very different result.”®

Perhaps the best way to explain the difference be-
tween the textbook and the Schumpeter models of
competitive behavior is with an example. In Table A
you are given the shares of the diuretic market held
by various firms over a ten-year period. By the criteria
of the textbook model, each year—taken separately—
would reveal a grossly imperfect market structure.
Why? Because a few firms dominate the market. In
addition (although the data given here do not reveal

8 Ibid., p. 75.



eueipy] ‘sijodeueipuj ‘Kuedwo)) AT 1jq ‘uoisialg SuneXiely :90Imog

L1 L 94 197 8 0961
L %L %81 8¢ 0T 6561
8 %8L 14! 8561
[4! %Tl L9 6 LS61
el 6 L9 Il 9661
L %eT 19 el 9 §S61
01 65 S 91 01 121!
LT %S1 [4! £ 114 £S61
11 81 Le Y4 6 Tsel
%01 BLL %61 %TT %TE 1561

slyo €If ¢IH OIH 6D 8D 94 vd €D d v

jonpoid sweu aper} = n3iq
Auedwod = o139
0961—-1S61 1YIBIA o1331NnI(q 9y} Jo sareys sdtuedwo)) Snug
V 214V



22 Can Capitalism Survive?

this), the profit margins on these products for the lead-
ing firms each year would most probably be very hand-
some indeed—perhaps far above what would be
thought to be a “normal” profit. The technical descrip-
tion of the market structure, in the language of the
textbook model, would be that of “oligopoly”—the rule
of the few.

All of this Schumpeter would label as nonsense.
Why? Because the investigator would be examining
“each year—taken separately” rather than the never-
ending game of leapfrog that the data reveal and that
represents the true nature of the competitive process.

To the textbook economist, both the size of the firms
relative to the market and the high profits on individual
products would be evidence of market imperfection,
implying “corrective” action (e.g. breaking up the
larger firms). To Schumpeter, not only are size and
profits not anticompetitive per se; both are natural and
desirable features of the competitive process, when
viewed as a dynamic process operating through the
course of time. The size is often needed to assure inno-
vative efficiency, and the profits are needed to keep the
challengers trying. (In fact, says Schumpeter, when
the losses of the failures are combined with the profits
of the successes, the net cost to the consumer of all
this may be zero—or less.)

Neither the Yankees nor IBM nor General Motors
need be dismembered; time and tide and “creative
destruction” will operate on each and bring a demotion
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in rank—unless they behave as if they face immediate
and equal rivals, i.e. unless they behave “competi-
tively.” And, of course, unless they receive governmen-
tal assistance in maintaining their market positions.

Schumpeter concludes his work in this area by say-
ing that “long-run cases of pure monopoly must be of
the rarest occurrence. . . . The power to exploit at
pleasure a given pattern of demand . . . can under the
conditions of intact capitalism hardly persist for a
period long enough to matter . . . unless buttressed by
public authority.”’

My own conviction, deriving largely from Schum-
peter, is that competition does not have to be created
or protected; it inheres in the very nature of man. It
can be reduced or eliminated only by coercive acts of
governments. All that a government need do to en-
courage competition is not to get in its way.

1 agree with Schumpeter’s words in his preface to
the second edition of Capitalism, Socialism and De-
mocracy, when he writes, “I believe that most of the
current talk about monopoly is nothing but radical
ideology. ...”

In my opinion the antitrust laws of this country are
anticapitalist in intent and in effect and, in addition,
constitute one of the major sources of confusion and
unwarranted guilt feelings on the part of the business-
man. These laws brand as antisocial precisely those

7Ibid., p. 99.
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achievements by which the businessman evaluates his
performance—growth in size, superiority over rivals,
increasing market share, profits above average, etc.

They also produce such absurdities as the case
brought a few years ago against Topps Chewing Gum
for monopolizing the baseball picture card industry.
In the words of the FTC examiner, Topps had been
“hustling around getting the players’ signatures, pretty
well cornering the major league players.” He added, in
a dramatic after-climax, that “players were paid $5.00
for a five-year contract.” Who could possibly compete
with a company that was willing to throw money
around like that? (That was ten years ago; today, un-
der the influence of potential rivals, the figure has gone
up to no less than $250 a year!)

(4) Schumpeter’s case for capitalism is now com-
plete and it is impressive indeed. Why does this not
assure the public and political acceptance of the sys-
tem? Because, says Schumpeter, “it is an error to be-
lieve that political attack arises primarily from
grievance and that it can be turned by justification. . . .
In no case is [rational argument] a match for the
extra-rational determinants of conduct.”®

In effect if capitalism is to survive, it must defend
itself in the arena of values and emotions—and here its
very success as an economic system reduces its chances
of victory. We can best see Schumpeter’s analysis of

8 Ibid., p. 144.
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this by examining the impact of capitalism on each of
the groups in society that might serve as a bulwark
against the system.

(5) We begin with the principal beneficiaries of
capitalism—the masses. Why do they not defend the
system that has made them the most affluent people in
the history of man? Because they do not connect their
affluence with the capitalist system, because they are
incapable of understanding any economic system as
such, because they are more aware of their daily frus-
trations and insecurities under the system than they are
of their long-run gains from the system, and because
they are taught by the intellectuals in society to resent
the capitalist system and its central figure—the busi-
nessman.

This same point is eloquently made by another dis-
tinguished social observer, Ortega y Gasset. In Revolt
of the Masses, he writes:

The common man, finding himself in a world so excellent,
technically and socially, believes it has been produced by
nature, and never thinks of the personal efforts of highly
endowed individuals which the creation of this new world
presupposed. Still less will he admit the notion that all
these facilities still require the support of certain difficult
human virtues, the least failure of which would cause the
rapid disappearance of the whole magnificent edifice.®

9 Jose Ortega y Gasset, Revolt of the Masses (New York: Norton,
1932).
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(6) The traditional aristocratic element in society
that in the nineteenth century tended to protect the
liberal capitalist system from its radical critics is itself
a victim of the capitalist success. Capitalism is ration-
alistic in nature and creates an unfriendly climate for
the tradition-based class system of the precapitalist
society.

(7) But why does any of this matter? Can’t the
businessman be his own defender? Why must he rely
on others? Why indeed. The response is that even if
he were fully aware of the problem and determined to
do something about it, the businessman lacks the ca-
pacity to capture the imagination of the society. In the
words of Schumpeter,

A genius in the business office may be, and often is,
utterly unable outside of it to say boo to a goose—both in
the drawing room and on the platform. Knowing this he
wants to be left alone and to leave politics alone. . . . There
is surely no trace of any mystic glamor about him which is
what counts in the ruling of men. The stock exchange is a
poor substitute for the Holy Grail.1°

But this is not all. As capitalism matures, the form
of the business firm and the role of the businessman
change in such ways as to weaken the businessman’s
will to resist the critics of capitalism. Most importantly

10 Schumpeter, Capitalism, pp. 138-9.
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(to Schumpeter), with the growth of the large organi-
zation so essential to economic efficiency, the role of
the individual entrepreneur is replaced by the work of
the team, and innovation itself is reduced to routine.
Personality is blotted out and with it the gut sense of
ownership of the means of production that character-
ized the self-made man of early capitalism. Capitalism
creates the organization man—and the organization
man is indifferent to the fate of capitalism. He even-
tually comes to care little whether he reports to the
anonymous stockholders or the anonymous citizen-
owners of socialism.

A case in point from my own experience: As a col-
lege student, I was employed one summer by the pri-
vately owned gas distribution system in Hastings,
Nebraska, to try to persuade the citizens of the city
that it would be a most unwise action for them to vote
yes on a referendum proposal for the city to take over
that system. Each Monday morning we “customer re-
lations” men were given an impassioned lecture by the
manager of the system on the evils of socialism. In
spite of our eloquence (or because of it), the good
burghers voted four to one to take over the system. One
week later the manager of the now socialized enter-
prise was appointed, and who was it? Old God-how-I-
hate-socialism himself! (This illustrates a point I have
long argued: the kind of aggressive, ambitious, effec-
tive person who succeeds under capitalism is also likely
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to rise to power under most other economic arrange-
ments. It is only under capitalism that his drive is har-
nessed in service to the interests of the consumers.)

(8) The result of all this is to make of capitalism
a virtually undefended fortress, but this alone would
not mean its destruction. What is needed is an enemy
force—and this too capitalism provides, in the form of
the intellectuals.

How is the intellectual defined?

Intellectuals are people who wield the power of the spoken
and written word, and one of the touches that distinguishes
them from other people who do the same is the absence of
direct responsibility for practical affairs. . . . The critical
attitude [arises] no less from the intellectual’s situation as
an onlooker—in most cases, also an outsider—than from
the fact that his main chance of asserting himself lies in his
actual or potential nuisance value.*

The intellectual tends always to be a critic of the
system, of the establishment, whether he is in Russia
or the U.S. In Russia he is not tolerated—or is attuned
solely to serving the current rulers and their ideology.
But the businessman is by nature tolerant. He wants to
sell people something—not send them to Siberia.

The growing affluence of a mature capitalist society
permits a continuing expansion in systems of higher
education and hence in the ranks of the intellectuals.
In fact, in 1942 Schumpeter accurately foresaw the

11 Ibid., p. 147.
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current surplus of intellectuals, surplus in the sense of
there being far more intellectuals than employment op-
portunities with income and prestige equal to the self-
evaluations of such people. For this, said Schumpeter,
the intellectuals will hold the capitalist system respon-
sible, which will add fuel to their already burning
critical fires. Moreover, the widening gap between their
own incomes and those of the businessmen will induce
them to find ego-restoring explanations of the business-
man’s success—Iluck, exploitation, fraud, monopoly,
etc. These rationalizations are described by Schum-
peter as “the autotherapy of the unsuccessful.”

One group that the intellectuals will seek to identify
with and to stimulate to greater anticapitalist activity
will be the workers. Schumpeter describes the advances
of the intellectuals to them in words that would seem
truly prophetic to anyone who has recently seen pic-
tures of the adulatory groups around a Cesar Chavez.
“Having no genuine authority and feeling always in
danger of being unceremoniously told to mind his own
business, he must flatter, promise and incite, nurse left
wings and scowling minorities, sponsor doubtful or
submarginal cases, appeal to fringe ends, profess him-
self ready to obey.””?

A second group with which the intellectuals will feel
a natural alliance will be the governmental bureaucrats,
with whom they share a common educational back-

12 Ibid., p. 154.
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ground. In addition, of course, the bureaucrats will be
increasingly involved in administering anticapitalist
legislative policies. I might note that, to the intellec-
tuals, these anticapitalist legislative creations will have
a second happy feature—employment opportunities
for themselves and their friends, carrying with them
both decent pay and indecent amounts of power over
others.

(9) The enemy and his allies are now at the gates
of the capitalist fortress. Is there any hope that the
businessman will finally sense the danger to himself and
the system of which he is a part and rise to meet the
challenge? As Schumpeter sees it, quite the contrary.
Here are his words:

Perhaps the most striking feature of the picture is the
extent to which the bourgeoisie, besides educating its own
enemies, allows itself in turn to be educated by them. It
absorbs the slogans of current radicalism and seems quite
willing to undergo a process of conversion to a creed hos-
tile to its very existence. Haltingly and grudgingly it con-
cedes in part the implications of that creed. This would be
most astonishing and indeed very hard to explain were it
not for the fact that the typical bourgeois is rapidly losing
faith in his own creed.

This is verified by the very characteristic manner in
which particular capitalist interests and bourgeoisie as a
whole behave when facing direct attack. They talk and
plead—or hire people to do it for them; they snatch at
every chance of compromise; they are ever ready to give
in; they never put up a fight under the flag of their own
ideals and interests—in this country there was no real
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resistance anywhere against the imposition of crushing
financial burdens during the last decade or against labor
legislation incompatible with the effective management of
industry. . . . Means of defense were not entirely lacking
and history is full of examples of the success of small
groups who, believing in their cause, were resolved to stand
by their guns. The only explanation for the meekness we
observe is that the bourgeois order no longer makes any
sense to the bourgeoisie itself and that, when all is said
and nothing is done, it does not really care.'?

I

We now have in front of us Schumpeter’s 1942 pre-
diction of things to come—and a most unpleasing pros-
pect it is indeed (at least to those who think even
tolerably well of capitalism). What can we say of this
prophecy in 19747 Is Schumpeter’s analysis even now
being validated by the course of events or is it not? I
take no pleasure in reporting to you my own conviction
that the course of events is lending ever greater credi-
bility to the Schumpeter thesis. I do not propose to re-
peat here each piece of evidence that leads me to that
conclusion. But here are some samples.

Do we or do we not have a surplus of intellectuals
(as defined by Schumpeter)? Are they or are they not,
by and large, critical of the American businessman and
of the system of which he is a part? Do they or do they

13 Ibid., p. 161.
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not “nurse left wings and scowling minorities, sponsor
doubtful or submarginal cases” (such as the lettuce
boycott)? Do not these critics of capitalism largely
control the world of the academy? of the media? of
the pulpit? When did you last see a businessman treated
sympathetically in a novel or a play? Whose name is
better known to the American people: Ralph Nader or
the president of General Motors or General Electric?

Can we find in the masses of the people any real
understanding of the system that has heaped riches
upon them or any instinct to defend from attack the
central figure in that system, the businessman? Are they
not, as Ortega has put it, the spoiled beneficiaries of a
process they neither understand nor appreciate?

But neither of these would be of first importance if
the businessman himself were even occasionally inter-
ested in the survival of the system, aware of what that
really means, and willing to work for it. That he is
not, in the typical case, any of these, most of the time,
is more or less clear.

I offer in evidence the following examples: first, the
tendency of the corporate leadership of this country
to parrot the talk about the social responsibility of the
businessman. With Adam Smith, I have never known
much good done by a man who affected to trade for the
public good. And, as Professor Milton Friedman has
put it so many times, the way in which the businessman
can best serve society is to try to maximize his profits
within the law. Nothing is more clearly anticapitalist
than the notion that the profit-directed activities of the
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businessman are antisocial, and the related notion that
he can serve society only by eschewing that goal and
directing his activities according to his (or some intel-
lectual’s) idea of the public good.

A second example is the response of the business
community to the imposition of wage and price controls
in the summer of 1971. For several years prior to that
time, I had been collecting a folder of statements by
leading businessmen demanding that such controls be
established, and I have now added to that folder all of
the statements from the same men (and their principal
organizations) congratulating the President on his wis-
dom in imposing controls.

(It is of some interest to note that the first economist
of note to congratulate President Nixon on his wisdom
in imposing controls was John Kenneth Galbraith. Of
course this compliment was a little backhanded; he
noted that Nixon had opposed such controls through-
out his political life but, as he put it, “fortunately the
President is a man without principle or scruple, willing
to do what is expedient and necessary.” The fact is that
Nixon took over a ship under heavy inflationary stress,
induced by the unwise fiscal and monetary policies of
his predecessors. It was as if the captain of the Titanic,
immediately after his ship hit the iceberg, had turned
to his second in command and said, “Now you’ve al-
ways wanted a ship of your own. Take over.”)

Direct controls do not and cannot stop inflation
(only an end to new-money-financed deficits can do
that); they destroy the sensitive signal system that is
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at the center of a market economy; they are an eco-
nomic absurdity and a moral monstrosity—yet we find
them supported by some substantial part of the Amer-
ican business community. In fact, the response of the
businessman to the general encroachment of govern-
ment in his affairs has been similar to that predicted by
Schumpeter and similar to the response of the native
girl to Lord Jim’s advances, described by Conrad as
follows: “He would have ravished her, but for her
timely compliance.”

John Kenneth Galbraith and his friends have indeed
taught the businessman well, and what they have
taught him is to repeat the phrases that must eventually
sound his own death knell. The capitalist fortress is
indeed almost naked of defenders and is encompassed
round with a host of enemies.

I

Are there no signs pointing in the other direction?
Are there no bright spots anywhere? Must the Schum-
peterian process work its way to its appointed end? Is
there nothing that can be done? Is mine not a defeatist
message?

I begin my reply with a statement by Schumpeter in
the preface to the second edition:

This leads to the charge of “defeatism.” I deny entirely
that this term is applicable to a piece of analysis. Defeatism
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denotes a certain psychic state that has meaning only in
reference to action. Facts in themselves and inferences
from them can never be defeatist or the opposite whatever
that might be. The report that a given ship is sinking is
not defeatist. Only the spirit in which this report is received
can be defeatist: The crew can sit down and drink. But it
can also rush to the pumps.1*

As you would guess, I am suggesting that such as
are inclined rush to the pumps. But is the situation
really all that desperate? Are there any hopeful signs?
The flow of human experience is always disturbed by
eddies and cross currents and the cutting of new chan-
nels, and is always complex. There are some business-
men who are aware of and attempting to do something
about the problem. Not all the intellectuals are critics
of capitalism. But the flood tide is still close to what
Schumpeter predicted it would be, and the outlook is
anything but reassuring.

My self-assigned task here has been one of diag-
nosis, not prescription. I offer you in closing the only
possible assurance of my presentation. It comes from
that master student of human affairs, Adam Smith, and
it was penned at a time when the outlook for capitalism
was less bright than it is today. Here is what he had
to say:

This frugality and good conduct, however, is upon most
occasions, it appears from experience, sufficient to com-

14 Ibid., p. xi.



36+ Can Capitalism Survive?

pensate, not only the private prodigality and misconduct of
individuals, but the public extravagance of government.
The uniform, constant, and uninterrupted effort of every
man to better his condition, the principle from which pub-
lic and national, as well as private opulence is originally
derived, is frequently powerful enough to maintain the
natural progress of things toward improvement, in spite
both of the extravagance of government, and of the great-
est errors of administration. Like the unknown principle of
animal life, it frequently restores health and vigour to the
constitution, in spite, not only of the disease, but of the
absurd prescriptions of the doctor.1?

15 Adam Smith, The Wealth of Nations (New York: Modern Li-
brary, 1937), p. 326.



Part 11

The Philosophy
of Freedom

In this section I present those papers in which I have
attempted to set forth exactly what I stand for and
why. The first paper, “The Case for Economic Free-
dom,” was given as a speech on numerous occasions
(particularly at seminars organized by the Foundation
for Economic Education at Irvington, New York) be-
fore being put down on paper. The second paper was
originally prepared for an appearance before the stu-
dents and faculty of the college where I teach, Wabash
College, and was my attempt to tell them the kind of
person (in Rogge) they were harboring in their midst.
“Who’s to Blame” was presented to an even earlier con-
vocation at Wabash College, at a time when I was
serving as Dean of the College. It is presented as a
further development of the idea of personal respon-
sibility discussed in the first two papers of this section.
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“Paradise in Posey County” was another of my chapel
messages to young men; in it I explore (and criticize)
the idea of Utopia as displayed in two famous experi-
ments in communal living in Indiana.
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Chapter 1

The Case for
Economic Freedom

y economic philosophy is here offered with full
knowledge that it is not generally accepted as
the right one. On the contrary, my brand of economics
has now become Brand X, the one that is never selected
as the whitest by the housewife, the one that is said
to be slow acting, the one that contains no miracle in-
gredient. It loses nine times out of ten in the popularity
polls run on Election Day, and, in most elections, it
doesn’t even present a candidate.

I shall identify my brand of economics as that of
economic freedom, and I shall define economic free-
dom as that set of economic arrangements that would
exist in a society in which the government’s only func-
tion would be to prevent one man from using force or
fraud against another—including within this, of course,
the task of national defense. So that there can be no
misunderstanding here, let me say that this is pure, un-
compromising laissez faire economics. It is not the
mixed economys; it is the unmixed economy.
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I readily admit that I do not expect to see such an
economy in my lifetime or in anyone’s lifetime in the
infinity of years ahead of us. I present it rather as the
ideal we should strive for and should be disappointed
in never fully attaining.

Where do we find the most powerful and persuasive
case for economic freedom? I don’t know; probably it
hasn’t been prepared as yet. Certainly it is unlikely that
the case I present is the definitive one. However, it is
the one that is persuasive with me, that leads me to
my own deep commitment to the free market. I present
it as grist for your own mill and not as the divinely in-
spired last word on the subject.

The Moral Case

You will note as I develop my case that I attach
relatively little importance to the demonstrated effi-
ciency of the free-market system in promoting eco-
nomic growth, in raising levels of living. In fact, my
central thesis is that the most important part of the
case for economic freedom is not its vaunted efficiency
as a system for organizing resources, not its dramatic
success in promoting economic growth, but rather its
consistency with certain fundamental moral principles
of life itself.

I say, “the most important part of the case” for two
reasons. First, the significance I attach to those moral
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principles would lead me to prefer the free enterprise
system even if it were demonstrably less efficient than
alternative systems, even if it were to produce a slower
rate of economic growth than systems of central direc-
tion and control. Second, the great mass of the people
of any country is never really going to understand the
purely economic workings of any economic system, be
it free enterprise or socialism. Hence, most people are
going to judge an economic system by its consistency
with their moral principles rather than by its purely
scientific operating characteristics. If economic free-
dom survives in the years ahead, it will be only because
a majority of the people accept its basic morality. The
success of the system in bringing ever higher levels of
living will be no more persuasive in the future than it
has been in the past. Let me illustrate.

The doctrine of man held in general in nineteenth-
century America argued that each man was ultimately
responsible for what happened to him, for his own
salvation, both in the here and now and in the here-
after. Thus, whether a man prospered or failed in eco-
nomic life was each man’s individual responsibility:
each man had a right to the rewards for success and, in
the same sense, deserved the punishment that came
with failure. It followed as well that it is explicitly im-
moral to use the power of government to take from one
man to give to another, to legalize Robin Hood. This
doctrine of man found its economic counterpart in the
system of free enterprise and, hence, the system of free
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enterprise was accepted and respected by many who
had no real understanding of its subtleties as a tech-
nique for organizing resource use.

As this doctrine of man was replaced by one which
made of man a helpless victim of his subconscious and
his environment—responsible for neither his successes
nor his failures—the free enterprise system came to be
rejected by many who still had no real understanding
of its actual operating characteristics.

Basic Values Considered

Inasmuch as my own value systems and my own
assumptions about human beings are so important to
the case, I want to sketch them for you.

To begin with, the central value in my choice system
is individual freedom. By freedom I mean exactly and
only freedom from coercion by others. I do not mean
the four freedoms of President Roosevelt, which are
not freedoms at all, but only rhetorical devices to per-
suade people to give up some of their true freedom. In
the Rogge system, each man must be free to do what is
his duty as he defines it, so long as he does not use force
against another.

Next, I believe each man to be ultimately responsible
for what happens to him. True, he is influenced by his
heredity, his environment, his subconscious, and by
pure chance. But I insist that precisely what makes
man man is his ability to rise above these influences, to
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change and determine his own destiny. If this be true,
then it follows that each of us is terribly and inevitably
and forever responsible for everything he does. The
answer to the question, “Who’s to blame?” is always,
“Mea culpa, I am.”

I believe as well that man is imperfect, now and
forever. He is imperfect in his knowledge of the ulti-
mate purpose of his life, imperfect in his choice of
means to serve those purposes he does select, imperfect
in the integrity with which he deals with himself and
those around him, imperfect in his capacity to love his
fellow man. If man is imperfect, then all of his con-
structs must be imperfect, and the choice is always
among degrees and kinds of imperfection. The New
Jerusalem is never going to be realized here on earth,
and the man who insists that it is, is always lost unto
freedom.

Moreover, man’s imperfections are intensified as he
acquires the power to coerce others; “power tends to
corrupt and absolute power corrupts absolutely.”

This completes the listing of my assumptions, and
it should be clear that the list does not constitute a
total philosophy of life. Most importantly, it does not
define what I believe the free man’s duty to be, or more
specifically, what I believe my own duty to be and the
source of the charge to me. However important these
questions, I do not consider them relevant to the choice
of an economic system.

Here, then, are two sections of the case for economic
freedom as I would construct it. The first section pre-
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sents economic freedom as an ultimate end in itself and
the second presents it as a means to the preservation
of the noneconomic elements in total freedom.

Individual Freedom of Choice

The first section of the case is made in the stating
of it, if one accepts the fundamental premise.

Major premise: Each man should be free to take
whatever action he wishes, so long as he does not use
force or fraud against another.

Minor premise: All economic behavior is “action” as
identified above.

Conclusion: Each man should be free to take what-
ever action he wishes in his economic behavior, so long
as he does not use force or fraud against another.

In other words, economic freedom is a part of total
freedom; if freedom is an end in itself, as our society
has traditionally asserted it to be, then economic free-
dom is an end in itself, to be valued for itself alone and
not just for its instrumental value in serving other
goals.

If this thesis is accepted, then there must aways exist
a tremendous presumption against each and every pro-
posal for governmental limitation of economic free-
dom. What is wrong with a state system of compulsory
social security? It denies to the individual his freedom,
his right to choose what he will do with his own money
resources. What is wrong with a governmentally en-
forced minimum wage? It denies to the employer and
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the employee their individual freedoms, their individual
rights to enter into voluntary relationships not involv-
ing force or fraud. What is wrong with a tariff or an
import quota? It denies to the individual consumer his
right to buy what he wishes, wherever he wishes.

It is breathtaking to think what this simple approach
would do to the apparatus of state control at all levels
of government. Strike from the books all legislation
that denies economic freedom to any individual, and
three-fourths of all the activities now undertaken by
government would be eliminated.

I am no dreamer of empty dreams, and I do not ex-
pect that the day will ever come when this principle of
economic freedom as a part of total freedom will be
fully accepted and applied. Yet I am convinced that
unless this principle is given some standing, unless
those who examine proposals for new regulation of the
individual by government look on this loss of freedom
as a “cost” of the proposed legislation, the chances of
free enterprise surviving are small indeed. The would-
be controller can always find reasons why it might seem
expedient to control the individual; unless slowed down
by some general feeling that it is immoral to do so, he
will usually have his way.

Noneconomic Freedoms

So much for the first section of the case. Now for
the second. The major premise here is the same, that is,
the premise of the rightness of freedom. Here, though,



46 « Can Capitalism Survive?

the concern is with the noneconomic elements in total
freedom—with freedom of speech, of religion, of the
press, of personal behavior. My thesis is that these free-
doms are not likely to be long preserved in a society
that has denied economic freedom to its individual
members.

Before developing this thesis, I wish to comment
briefly on the importance of these noneconomic free-
doms. I do so because we who are known as conserv-
atives have often given too little attention to these
freedoms or have even played a significant role in re-
ducing them. The modern liberal is usually inconsistent
in that he defends man’s noneconomic freedoms, but is
often quite indifferent to his economic freedom. The
modern conservative is often inconsistent in that he
defends man’s economic freedom but is indifferent to
his noneconomic freedoms. Why are there so few con-
servatives in the struggles over censorship, over denials
of equality before the law for people of all races, over
blue laws, and so on? Why do we let the modern lib-
erals dominate an organization such as the American
Civil Liberties Union? The general purposes of this or-
ganization are completely consistent with, even neces-
sary to, the truly free society.

Particularly in times of stress such as these, we must
fight against the general pressure to curb the rights of
individual human beings, even those whose ideas and
actions we detest. Now is the time to remember the ex-
ample of men such as David Ricardo, the London
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banker and economist of the classical free-market
school in the first part of the last century. Born a Jew,
married to a Quaker, he devoted some part of his en-
ergy and his fortune to eliminating the legal discrim-
ination against Catholics in the England of his day.

It is precisely because I believe these noneconomic
freedoms to be so important that I believe economic
freedom to be so important. The argument here could
be drawn from the wisdom of the Bible and the state-
ment that “where a man’s treasure is, there will his
heart be also.” Give me control over a man’s economic
actions, and hence over his means of survival, and
except for a few occasional heroes, I'll promise to
deliver to you men who think and write and behave as
I want them to.

The case is not difficult to make for the fully con-
trolled economy, the true socialistic state. Milton
Friedman, professor of economics at the University
of Chicago, in his book, Capitalism and Freedom,
takes the case of a socialist society that has a sincere
desire to preserve the freedom of the press. The first
problem would be that there would be no private
capital, no private fortunes that could be used to
subsidize an antisocialist, procapitalist press. Hence,
the socialist state would have to do it. However, the
men and women undertaking the task would have to be
released from the socialist labor pool and would have
to be assured that they would never be discriminated
against in employment opportunities in the socialist
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apparatus if they were to wish to change occupations
later. Then these procapitalist members of the socialist
society would have to go to other functionaries of the
state to secure the buildings, the presses, the paper,
the skilled and unskilled workmen, and all the other
components of a working newspaper. Then they would
face the problem of finding distribution outlets, either
creating their own (a frightening task) or using the
same ones used by the official socialist propaganda
organs. Finally, where would they find readers? How
many men and women would risk showing up at their
state-controlled jobs carrying copies of the Daily
Capitalist?

There are so many unlikely steps in this process that
the assumption that true freedom of the press could
be maintained in a socialist society is so unrealistic as
to be ludicrous.

Partly Socialized

Of course, we are not facing as yet a fully socialized
America, but only one in which there is significant gov-
ernment intervention in a still predominantly private
enterprise economy. Do these interventions pose any
threat to the noneconomic freedoms? I believe they do.

First of all, the total of coercive devices now avail-
able to any administration of either party at the na-
tional level is so great that true freedom to work
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actively against the current administration (whatever
it might be) is seriously reduced. For example, farmers
have become captives of the government in such a way
that they are forced into political alignments that seri-
ously reduce their ability to protest actions they do not
approve. The new trade bill, though right in the prin-
ciple of free trade, gives to the President enormous
power to reward his friends and punish his critics.

Second, the form of these interventions is such as
to threaten seriously one of the real cornerstones of all
freedoms—equality before the law. For example, farm-
ers and trade union members are now encouraged and
assisted in doing precisely that for which businessmen
are sent to jail (i.e., acting collusively to manipulate
prices). The blindfolded Goddess of Justice has been
encouraged to peek and she now says, with the jurists
of the ancient regime, “First tell me who you are and
then I'll tell you what your rights are.” A society in
which such gross inequalities before the law are en-
couraged in economic life is not likely to be one which
preserves the principle of equality before the law
generally.

We could go on to many specific illustrations. For
example, the government uses its legislated monopoly
to carry the mails as a means for imposing a censorship
on what people send to each other in a completely
voluntary relationship. A man and a woman who ex-
change obscene letters may not be making productive
use of their time, but their correspondence is certainly
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no business of the government. Or to take an example
from another country, Winston Churchill, as a critic of
the Chamberlain government, was not permitted one
minute of radio time on the government-owned and
monopolized broadcasting system in the period from
1936 to the outbreak of the war he was predicting in
1939.

Each Step Leads to Another

Every act of intervention in the economic life of its
citizens gives to a government additional power to
shape and control the attitudes, the writings, the be-
havior of those citizens. Every such act is another break
in the dike protecting the integrity of the individual as
a free man or woman.

The free market protects the integrity of the indi-
vidual by providing him with a host of decentralized
alternatives rather than with one centralized opportu-
nity. As Friedman has reminded us, even the known
communist can readily find employment in capitalist
America. The free market is politics-blind, religion-
blind, and, yes, race-blind. Do you ask about the poli-
tics or the religion of the farmer who grew the potatoes
you buy at the store? Do you ask about the color of
the hands that helped produce the steel you use in your
office building?

South Africa provides an interesting example of this.



SRR S R W e ]

The Case for Economic Freedom 51

The South Africans, of course, provide a shocking pic-
ture of racial bigotry, shocking even to a country that
has its own tragic race problems. South African law
clearly separates the whites from the nonwhites. Orien-
tals have traditionally been classed as nonwhites, but
South African trade with Japan has become so impor-
tant in the postwar period that the government of South
Africa has declared the Japanese visitors to South Af-
rica to be officially and legally “white.” The free market
is one of the really great forces making for tolerance
and understanding among human beings. The con-
trolled market gives man rein to express all those blind
prejudices and intolerant beliefs to which he is forever
subject.

Impersonality of the Market

To look at this another way: The free market is often
said to be impersonal, and indeed it is. Rather than a
vice, this is one of its great virtues. Because the rela-
tions are substantially impersonal, they are not usually
marked by bitter personal conflict. It is precisely be-
cause the labor union attempts to take the employment
relationship out of the marketplace that bitter personal
conflict so often marks union-management relation-
ships. The intensely personal relationship is one that is
civilized only by love, as between man and wife, and
within the family. But man’s capacity for love is
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severely limited by his imperfect nature. Far better,
then, to economize on love, to reserve our dependence
on it to those relationships where even our imperfect
natures are capable of sustained action based on love.
Far better, then, to build our economic system on
largely impersonal relationships and on man’s self-
interest—a motive power with which he is generously
supplied. One need only study the history of such uto-
pian experiments as our Indiana’s Harmony and New
Harmony to realize that a social structure which ig-
nores man’s essential nature results in the dissension,
conflict, disintegration, and dissolution of Robert
Owen’s New Harmony or the absolutism of Father
Rapp’s Harmony.

The “vulgar calculus of the marketplace,” as its
critics have described it, is still the most humane way
man has yet found for solving those questions of eco-
nomic allocation and division which are ubiquitous in
human society. By what must seem fortunate coinci-
dence, it is also the system most likely to produce the
affluent society, to move mankind above an existence
in which life is mean, nasty, brutish, and short. But, of
course, this is not just coincidence. Under economic
freedom, only man’s destructive instincts are curbed
by law. All of his creative instincts are released and
freed to work those wonders of which free men are
capable. In the controlled society only the creativity
of the few at the top can be utilized, and much of this
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creativity must be expended in maintaining control
and in fending off rivals. In the free society, the cre-
ativity of every man can be expressed—and surely by
now we know that we cannot predict who will prove to
be the most creative.

You may be puzzled, then, that I do not rest my
case for economic freedom on its productive achieve-
ments; on its buildings, its houses, its automobiles, its
bathtubs, its wonder drugs, its television sets, its sirloin
steaks and green salads with Roquefort dressings. 1
neither feel within myself nor do I hear in the testimony
of others any evidence that man’s search for purpose,
his longing for fulfillment, is in any significant way re-
lieved by these accomplishments. I do not scorn these
accomplishments nor do I worship them. Nor do I find
in the lives of those who do worship them any evidence
that they find ultimate peace and justification in their
idols.

I rest my case rather on the consistency of the free
market with man’s essential nature, on the basic mo-
rality of its system of rewards and punishments, on the
protection it gives to the integrity of the individual.

The free market cannot produce the perfect world,
but it can create an environment in which each im-
perfect man may conduct his lifelong search for pur-
pose in his own way, in which each day he may order
his life according to his own imperfect vision of his
destiny, suffering both the agonies of his errors and the
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sweet pleasure of his successes. This freedom is what it
means to be a man; this is the God-head, if you wish.

1 give you, then, the free market, the expression of
man’s economic freedom and the guarantor of all his
other freedoms.



Chapter 2

The Libertarian
Philosophy

I intend to spend the next seventeen minutes answer-

ing a question that a disappointingly small number
of people even bother to ask. The question is this: Just
what is Ben Rogge’s social philosophy? or to put it
the way a few who have heard me speak have put it:
“Rogge, just what kind of a nut are you?” This way of
putting it, although accurate perhaps, is distressing
to me because I am essentially a button-down-collar,
Kiwanis Club-type conformist. My only attention-
drawing eccentricity has been a tendency to give myself
all putts under five feet.

But I suppose that any man must expect to create
both suspicion and confusion when he demands, at one
and the same time, that prostitution be legalized, that
the social security system be abolished, that the laws
making it a crime to use marijuana be repealed, along
with the laws against child labor, and that we sell Yel-
lowstone Park to the people who operate Disneyland.
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This is indeed a mixed bag, but it is my very own bag
and to me these apparently diverse elements represent
simply different applications of a single guiding prin-
ciple. To anticipate, this principle is that each man and
each woman should be permitted to do his or her thing,
singly or in pairs or in groups as large as the Mormon
Church or General Motors, so long as it’s peaceful.
Now, to the heart of the matter. First, is my social
philosophy properly described as one of the competing
ideologies of our day? To this the answer is no. In the
first place, it is so far out of fashion that it can hardly
be said to be competing; second, it is thought by many
to be not of our day, but of the last century; and third,
I see it as not an ideology at all but rather the negation
of ideology. I quote now from Webster’s New Colle-
giate Dictionary: “ideology—the integrated assertions,
theories and aims constituting a politico-social pro-
gram.” To me, this identifies the ideologue as someone,
be he Christian or Moslem or Marxist or Fascist or
Liberal Reformer or Monarchist, who has a clear vi-
sion of what man is or should be or could become and
who has some kind of socio-political program for bring-
ing about the desired state of affairs. To the ideologue,
the ideal social system is to be defined in terms of
certain ends or goals to be attained, such as the elim-
ination of poverty or the elimination of racial prejudice
or the maximizing of the growth rate or the establish-
ment of one true religion or the dominance of the mas-
ter race or the implementation of the General Will or
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the eternal glory of the American or the French nation.
Usually, but not always, there are certain restraints
placed on the means to be used, but the emphasis is
upon the vision of the proper goal of man’s existence
here on earth, as revealed by voices from burning
bushes or by prophets or by the magnificently objective
results of science or in the massive and blind forces of
history or in the dark and mysterious processes of the
human mind or what-have-you.

To the libertarian, in a certain sense, it is not the
ends of man’s actions that count but only the means
used in serving those ends. To each of the ideologues
he says: “You may be right and you may keep on
trying to convince me and others that you are right,
but the only means you may use are those of persua-
sion. You may not impose your vision by force on
anyone. This means not only that you are not to stone
the prostitute or the hippie or the college dean or the
Jew or the businessman or even the policeman; it
means as well, and most importantly, that you are not
to get the policeman or the sheriff to do your stoning
for you.”

In saying this, the libertarian is not necessarily de-
claring himself to be agnostic in his attitude toward any
and all ideologies. He may in fact have some clear
preferences as among ideologies. At the same time,
men who feel deeply about something are rarely tol-
erant with respect to that something. I, Ben Rogge, do
not use marijuana nor do I approve of its use, but I
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am afraid that if I support laws against its use, some
fool will insist as well on denying me my noble and
useful gin and tonic. I believe that the typical Episcopal
Church is somewhat higher on the scale of civilization
than the snake-handling cults of West Virginia. Frankly
I wouldn’t touch even a consecrated reptile with a
ten-foot pole, or even a nine-iron, but as far as the
Anglican Church is concerned, I am still an anti-anti-
disestablishmentarian, if you know what I mean.

Well, so what? How does all this set the libertarian
apart (whether for better or for worse) from all others?
Let us take first the traditionalist or conservative, with
whom the libertarian is often linked, largely errone-
ously. True, together they sing the chorus of damn the
unions, damn the minimum wage laws, and damn the
progressive income tax. But when the libertarian starts
a chorus of damn the Sunday blue laws, he ends up
singing a solo.

Let me be careful about this. What I am asking for
is precisely what men like Albert Jay Nock have asked
for in the past—that the society be distinguished from
the state and that the society not be absorbed by the
state. Society, with its full network of restraints on indi-
vidual conduct, based on custom, tradition, religion,
personal morality, a sense of style, and with all of its
indeed powerful sanctions, is what makes the civilized
life possible and meaningful. I am not proposing an
anarchic society; on the contrary I am essentially a
conservative on most questions of social organization
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and social process. 1 do believe in continuity, in the im-
portant role of tradition and custom, in standards for
personal conduct, in the great importance of the elites
(imperfect though they may be).

But unlike the political conservative, I do not wish
to see these influences on individual behavior institu-
tionalized in the hands of the state. As I read history,
I see that everywhere the generally accepted social
processes have been made into law, civilization has
ceased to advance. For one, the penalty to be paid by
the innovator, which is severe even without the law,
and perhaps properly so, is made so severe (even in-
cluding death) as to stop that healthy and necessary
and slow process of change through which civilizations
move to higher levels of achievement.

For another, the elites, if given the power to imple-
ment their views with the use of force, are almost cer-
tain to be corrupted by that power and to cease playing
their essential and beneficial role in society. The pages
of history are strewn with the wreckages of superior
men who have been undone by the corrupting influence
of possession of the power to coerce.

Now to the modern liberal. How does the libertarian
differ from the modern liberal? Well, he cuts in where
the conservative cuts out and cuts out where the con-
servative cuts in. Like the libertarian, the modern
liberal is all for sin, so long as it’s peaceful. But unlike
the libertarian, the modern liberal is perfectly willing
to use the sheriff to attempt to bring about whatever
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outcomes he desires in economic life. Should there be
a Pure Books, Plays and Films administration? Never,
says the modern liberal. Should there be a Pure Food
and Drug Administration? Of course, says the modern
liberal. If two consenting adults engage in an unnatural
act in private, should the law intervene? Never, says
the modern liberal. If two consenting adults arrive at
a wage contract calling for the payment of $1.00 an
hour to the one, should the state intervene and require
that the payment must be no less than $1.60 per hour
(even if, by the very act, that leads to no contract; to
no job at all)? Of course, says the modern liberal.
These examples could be multiplied indefinitely.

Now perhaps there are real differences in circum-
stances that make these differences in evaluation con-
sistent. Perhaps the modern liberal is right and the
libertarian is wrong. What I am trying to point out is
that the libertarian is opposed to intervention by the
state in any of the peaceful actions of individuals or
groups, whether the relationship involves sex, games,
or the marketplace, and this sets him apart from both
the modern conservative and the modern liberal.

Now what of the New Left? Here too there are some
family resemblances, and some of my libertarian
friends are now involved in a love affair with the New
Left, such as writing for Ramparts magazine and lec-
turing at the Free University in New York. In some
ways this makes sense. The New Left and the liber-
tarians share a common suspicion of concentrated
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power, and particularly of the power to coerce; they
join in not wishing to be ruled by any establishment,
even of the elite. But there the love affair comes to an
abrupt end.

To the libertarian, private property is an extension
of the human personality and an absolutely necessary
element in the structure of a society of free men; to
the New Lefter, private property is largely an invention
of the establishment to suppress the free human spirit
and is a barrier to the full expression of human concern
and relatedness. To the libertarian, or at least to Ben
Rogge, the “politics of confrontation” is neither peace-
ful as a means nor acceptable as an end, if the end is
what it so often seems to be, the imposing of a minority
view on the majority by what amounts to blackmail.
“Give in to my demands and TI'll leave your office;
throw me off your property and you are guilty of
breaking the peace. Call in the cops to protect that
which is yours and you are a fascist.” To the libertarian
this is nonsense and very dangerous nonsense indeed.
The goal of the victory of persuasion over force in
human affairs can hardly be well served by what
amounts to the use of force.

But of course the goal of the New Left is not the goal
of the libertarian—the right choice of means. In fact
the goals of the New Left are difficult to identify, par-
ticularly in terms of the kind of social arrangements
they wish to see brought into being out of the ashes of
that which we now have. There seem to be three main
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possibilities: (1) an essentially anarchist arrangement,
with no government; (2) a syndicalist-communalist
arrangement, with minimal government; or (3) an out-
and-out Marxist-socialist dictatorship of the prole-
tariat. To the libertarian, the first would soon become
the tyranny of the strong, and life would indeed be
mean, nasty, brutish and short; the second would mean
economic chaos and starvation for most; the third
would mean tyranny, bold and bloody and bright.

To all of these—the conservative, the modern lib-
eral, and the New Left—the libertarian says, with
Huckleberry Finn, “No thank you, I have been there
before.” He insists that what marks the civilized society
1s not so much what goals its people are seeking as
what means are used and accepted in the seeking of
goals. He insists that to the opinions and ideas and
revelations of even the best of men must still cling the
mortal, the human uncertainty. If even those who come
to be least imperfect in knowing and acting cannot be
identified in advance (or even clearly identified after
the fact), surely it follows that each imperfect man
must be given (indeed, has) the right to follow his own
imperfectly selected star in his own imperfect way, to
march to the music that he hears and not to the music
that you and I hear.

The libertarian is in no sense a utopian. He argues
only that in a world in which each individual, imperfect
man was left free to make his own imperfect decisions
and to act on them in any way that is peaceful, enjoy-
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ing the fruits of his successes and suffering the agony
of his mistakes, man could at least fully attain to the
dignity and tragedy and comedy that comes with being
a man. And here, somewhere east of Eden, there is
little more that we can expect out of life.



Chapter 3

Who’s to Blame?

In some 63.7 percent of all interviews in my office,
the person across the desk is there to tell me who’s
to blame. And in 99.6 percent of the cases where that is
the question, the answer is the same: He isn’t.

Now if these were just simple cases of prevarication,
we could all shake our heads at the loss of the old Yes-
father-I-chopped-down-the-cherry-tree spirit and turn
to some other problem, such as the danger presented
to the stability of the earth by the buildup of snow on
the polar icecaps. But the denial of responsibility is
rarely that simple, and herein lies the story.

Today’s George Washington, on the campus and
elsewhere, says, “Yes, I chopped down the cherry tree,
but—" and then comes ten to ninety minutes of expla-
nation, which is apparently supposed to end in my
breaking into tears and forgiving all, after which he
goes home to sharpen his little hatchet.

The little Georges of today say, “Yes, I chopped
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down the cherry tree, but let me give you the whole
story. All the guys over at the house were telling me
that it’s a tradition around here to cut down cherry
trees. What’s that? Did any of them ever actually cut
down any cherry trees? Well, I don’t know, but anyway
there’s this tradition, see, and with all this lack of
school spirit, I figured I was really doing the school a
favor when I cut down that crummy old tree.” [Lights
up, center stage, where our hero is receiving a medal
from the president of the Student Council as the band
plays the school song.]

Or it may run like this: “Now this professor, see, told
us to collect some forest specimens; he may have told
us what trees to cut, but, frankly, I just can’t under-
stand half of what he says, and I honestly thought he
said cherry tree. Now actually I wasn’t in class the day
he gave the assignment and this friend of mine took
it down and I can’t help it if he made a mistake can I?
Anyway, if the callboy had awakened me on time, rd
have made the class and would have known he said
to get leaves from a whortleberry bush.”

Society on Trial

So far we have run through the simpler cases. Now
let’s move to more complex ones. In this one, little
George says to his father, “Yes, Dad, I cut down the
cherry tree, but I