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PREFACE

THE RECONCILIATIONDF LIBERTY with authority is per-
haps the central problem of political philosophy.
Throughout the ages it has occupied philosophers seeking
a balance between the claims of liberty and those of
authority. Liberty insists in the freedom of the individual
or group o individuals from external restraint by other
individuals, groups, government, or society. Authority
points at civic responsibilities and restraints deemed nec-
essarv for community security and welfare.

Liberty takes many forms: religious, cultural, political,
civil, social, and economic. Their relative importance has
varied with timeand place. In many partsdf theworld, the
right to worship and organize churches and synagogues is
nonexistent even today. In the Christian world it was won
gradually and painfully in the bloody religious wars o the
sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. Personal liberty,
which is the physical freedom of all peopleto come and go
as they please without official restraint, was secured in the
English-speaking world only in the seventeenth century
Prior to that time individuals were seized and kept in
prison indefinitely without trial or hearing. The freedom
to combine and associate in large numbers was gained
only during the nineteenth century. The right to vote and
hold public office was practically unknown before the
nineteenth centurv. The same was true of such civil liber.



ties as freedom o speech and the press. In the United
States these rights were anchored in the Constitution and
the Bill of Rights. American racial and ethnic minorities
acquired their rights only much later.

For a few influential philosophers and economists of
the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries liberty was not
just a negative concept connoting the absence of restraint.
They urged governments to intervene to protect the liber
ties of the weak and poor, clamoring for compulsory edu-
cation, unemployment compensation, and old-age insur-.
ance, and calling for protection of the health and safety of
industrial workers, the prohibition of child labor, and the
fixing of minimum wages. They looked upon protective
action of the state as an important enlargement o libertv.

To Hoyd A. Harper such intervention meant the very
denial of liberty In his Liberty: A Path to Its Recovery he
made economic liberty the very foundation of al other lib-
erties. The right to life is the right to sustain one's life
through labor, which isidentical with the right to own the
fruits of on€'s labor. No part of production can rightfully
be claimed by a master or ruler by whatever title. The
right of ownership, according to Harper, is basic to al lib-
erties. It arises in every production process and remains
with the producer until he choosesto consume the product
or exchange it for other economic goods. Any hill of
human rights which excludes the right to private propertv
is doomed to futility and failure.

Although first written in 1948 and 1949 when President
Truman was asking for new taxes and proposing a univer-
sal military training program, the book is as timeless and
pertinent today in 1993, earning it a place d honor in
modern literature on liberty. It redounds to the honor not
only of the author but also to The Foundation for-
Economic Education which provided the intellectual set-
ting and backdrop and published hisfindings. Intheillus
trious company of great thinkerssuch as Leonard E. Read,
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the entrepreneurial director ot FEE; Ludwig von Mises,
the dean d Austrian economics and academic adviser to
FEE; and Henry Hazlitt, the New York Times and
Newsweek editorial associate and Foundingtrustee of FEE.
Dr. Harper, the professor o marketing from Cornell
University, penned a masterwork and lasting object of lit-
erature. It radiates the very essence of the FEE philoso-
phy: To recover libertv lost is to acquire a better under-
standing of its workings and blessings, Far "correct action
automatically followsnderstanding — the onlv route to
correct action. Nothing else will serve."

In making available this new edition of Liberty: A Path
to ItsRecovery, The Foundation for Economic Education
seeks to continue the datel ess debate on the reconciliation
o liberty and authority. Professor Harper's contribution is
as concise, germane, and convincing todav as it was when
he first made it a generation ago. It continues to point to
the blessingsd libertv which must be earned before thev
canbeenjoyed

HANS SENNHOLZ



ABOUT THIS EXPLORATION

MinoFuL oF THE score and complexity of the problem of
liberty, these exploratory remarks on the subject are offered with
humility as a progressreport. It ishoped that they may stimulate
further thought and study o this most important problem, among
those who will disagree as well as among those who will agree.

Present associates and others deserve credit for theinspiration
that has resulted in the development of these concepts o liberty.
Probably most o the ideas have been contributed by them,
though the origin o any idea cannot he traced. The parts that
meet with their disapproval, however, are soldy the responsibility
d the author; he has not been asked to bend a word or a phrase
against his own judgment, in deference to the differing opinions
d any other persons.

Though these are the author's beliefs at the time o writing,
he expects and welcomes honest disagreement. His own opinion
will undoubtedly change on certain points as a result of evidence
or reasoning not now at his command.

The path to truth is dways strewn with the wreckaged ideas
once held and later discarded, either by the person who held them
or by others. Differing opinions and changes of opinion are the
rightsof persons under the subject being discussed — Liberty.

F. A. HARPFR
May 1949
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THE DESIGN OF LIBERTY

The world has never had a good definition o the
word liberty, and the American people, just now,
are much in want of one. W e all declare for lib-
erty, butin using the sameword we do not al mean
the same thing. With some the word liberty may
mean for each man to do ashe pleaseswith himself,
and the product of hislabor; while with others the
same word may mean for some men to do as they
please with other men, and the product of other
men's labor. Here are two, not only different but
incompatible things, called by the same name-
liberty. And it follows that each d the things is
by the respective parties, called by two different
and incompatible names— liberty and tyranny.
ABRAHAM LINCOLN

PART



CHAPTER ONE

THE NATURE OF LIBERTY

OPINIONSdiffer widely about liberty. They differ widely
as to what comprisesliberty, as to how much d it we now enjoy,
as to theamount that has been lost in this country.

Theextent d differenced opinion astowhat comprisesliberty
isindicated by thewidely differingideol ogieswhoseadvocatesclaim
to be correct in their particular concept d liberty. This includes
the Republicans, Democrats, Socidistsand al the other political
organizations. It includes most civilian organizations o various
sorts, such as the churches. 1t includes the United States, Britain
and Russia All claim to be championingthecaused liberty.

Many persons are unconcerned about liberty, which is still
another attitude toward it. Many seem to consider liberty to bea
thing d geography or of heredity. These personsloll in unconcern
because they feel assured that liberty is safe in this country to
which their ancestors once fled from autocratic tyrannies abroad.
They seem to be unaware that the sons d free men may become
daveseven in aland wherea high degreed liberty hasreigned.

Whatever the reasons for these widdy differing beliefs about
liberty, it is certain that harmony d action requires, as the first

step, agreement on what comprises liberty; otherwiseit is impos-
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sibleto agreeon its presenceor absence, or on the conditions now
suppressing liberty.

Themain purposed thisstudy isto offer a concept o liberty
that may serve as a guide to its recovery. First | will give my con-
cept d the nature o liberty and d thefunction d governmentin
maintaining aliberal society.'

The spirit d liberty, denuded o philosophica terms, was
expressed thus by a child of eleven years

I'm nobody but myself,
And mysdf is only me.
I'm only mysdlf in doingsand ways,
And my mind ismineonly, you see.

Thisversereflectson thefact that liberty isan individual mat-
ter; that without liberty for theindividual, thereisnoliberty at all.
To recognizetheindividual natured liberty is not to deny, as will
be discussed later, that it is possible for " government™ or other
agencies to sarve in defense d liberty. But first there is need to
survey the individual nature d liberty so that it will not be lost
fromsightinadiscussond " group action” — government, democ-
racy, organization.

Liberty existswhen a person is free to do whatever he desires,
according to his wisdom and conscience.

Thisdefinitiond liberty may well proveshocking. There may
be an immediate temptation to say: "Yes but ... ,""and to con-
gder it no further. But such a reaction may merely suggest how
far we have strayed from an understanding o liberty, and from
the intelligent devotion that is necessary for day-by-day decisions
that would assure liberty. If that be our plight, and if liberty isto
prevail, there must be a willingness to open one's mind to a dis
cusson d thesubject that may run head-on into some previoudy

'The andysis is founded on certain hypotheses in the form o faiths. These are
discussed in Appendix |, "'Faiths About the Nature and Destiny of Man."



LIBERTY DEFINED; LIBERTY AND SOCIETY [15]

accepted beliefs. Unfortunately, it is impossibl& discuss every
aspect of thiscomplexproblem firstin order to relieve the shock;
some choice d sequence in treating parts d the problem is
necessay.

A hermit is unconcerned about liberty. To him it isnot
a problem s0 long as he remainsa hermit. His problem, as afree
person, is to live with himself and with his God. Heisfree to do
as he wishes within the confines d his wisdom and conscience—
alimitation not considered to be a restriction o liberty, as that
term is used herein.

Liberty becomes a matter of concern only when there arises
the danger d losing it, or after it has been lost. Lossd liberty is
possible only because d the things persons do to each other. The
problemd liberty is, then, exclusveyin therealm d relationships
between persons.

The hermit, who lacks contact with al other persons, enjoys
liberty to the full; it is no problem to him. But should he join
"socidy,” and come to have relationships with others, liberty
would then becomea problem to him becauseitsloss would then
have become a threat. Others might then infringe upon his lib-
erty; asan extreme, they might makehim their dave.

As aproblem d our concern, liberty has to do with dl those
things that comprise "'society,” and nothing else. This includes
al purchases and sdes it includes arrangements whereby some
persons work for others; it includes voting for President, listening
to theschool teacher or to thepreacher, and al other smilar events
common to everyday life. These are the areas where liberty is at
stake. These are the realmsin which one person may rob another
d his liberty, and thus prevent him from doing whatever he
wishes according to his wisdom and conscience.

Liberty is often termed an "inalienableright.” It isinalienable
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(incapable o being surrendered or lost) only to a hermit while
he remains a hermit. For al who livein society, liberty is aien-
ableand may belost. And that is precisdy the reason for concern
about it.

Although liberty is under threat in all human relationships,
it need not be surrendered becaused these relationships. Liberty
need not be logt, as is frequently asserted, in proportion as these
relationships are increased. In fact, the preservation o liberty is
a requisite to continued social development and to an advancing
civilization.

A relationship between persons must be either voluntary or
involuntary. Liberty remains inviolate in any voluntary relation-
ship because, being voluntary, the act is in accordance with the
wishes d the participants —which is liberty. Thus it is only the
involuntary relationships wherein liberty is violated.

Thenature o voluntary relationshipscan beillustrated by two
men who agree to exchangelabor in the building of their houses.
The exchangeis arranged because o the mutual advantage that
Is expected. One d them may be the better carpenter and the
other the better mason. They can build their houses quicker and
better by each working at his specialty on both houses. Thisisthe
principle o "divison o labor,” by which civilization has been
able to advance and the level o living to be raised. Each person
concentrates on his specialty, and trades any excess over his own
wantsfor the excessesd other things offered by other specialists—
all voluntarily exchanged in free markets. 1t is the same principle
that makes possible a symphony instead o solos.

If onemakesanother person hisdaveand compelshim tolabor
on his housg, it is an involuntary act; the liberty o the person
endaved has been violated.

All voluntary relationships rest on the principle o coopera
tion, either conscioudy or unconsciously. They rest on the spirit
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d cooperation, that is, rather than on any special formd "' coopera-
tion" asdefined in somelaw. Thecooperativefeature is evidenced
by thefact that both sdesd adeal enter intoit willingly, because
each d them expectsit to be to his advantage. Each sde, to be
sure, enters the deal because d a sdfish interest; he entersit for
his own personal gain. But the same motive applies to the other
side too. By viewing both sides, the cooperative aspect & mutual
advantageis revealedin every instance d avoluntary human rela-
tionship. Lacking the prospect & mutual advantage, the event
would not have occurred voluntarily.

It is not necessary, therefore, that liberty be lost as society
becomesmoreand moreinvolved. Such an assertion, by the devout
hermit or by one bent on  the destruction d liberty, isin error.
The development o society does, however, involve a threat to
liberty. And any developing society which ignores the threat and
fals to meet it, or which fdls victim to the fatalistic view that
aloss 0 liberty is inevitable under advancing civilization, will
itsdf fail and fall.



CHAPTER TWO

FORMS OF LIBERTY

IN SPEAKING OF LIBERTY, relationships between persons
are sometimes classified into types.

One such attempt was the listing o the "four freedoms™ —
freedom d speech, d worship, from want and from fear —which
seems deficient since al these freedoms are enjoyed by an
inmated afederal penitentiary. Anyonewho considers thesefree-
doms to be complete in their coverage, and who is distressed
because he does not now enjoy full freedom, can easily acquire
"freedom” for the rest of hislifeby committing a crime leading
to alifesentencein a penitentiary.

There have been other attempts to list the types o liberty.
There could be any number o listings, because any classfication
must d necessity be arbitrary.

It may be useful, however, to consider three distinct areas o
liberty:

1. Beliefs— thoughts, ideas, faiths
2. Physicdl relationships
3. Economic affairs

The nature o the first and second — beliefs and actions—

includes such commonplaceitems as one's belief about the shape
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d the earth or tlie existenced a Deity, and the association of
courtship or d afishing trip.

Economic affairs are those of production, exchange and use
of goods and services, which are involved in human activity
because they are both desired and scarce enough not to befree—
potatoes, houses, opera and al the others.

Confusion among the three areas o liberty may result from
their being joined, as they commonly arein daily affairs. All three
are involved, for instance, when two workmen discuss religion
while operating at theends d a crosscut saw, or when a man pays
alimony for having beaten his wife after she had expressed her
opinion o him.

Thethreeaspectswill bediscussed separately, or unscrambled,
asan aid to understanding the elementsd the problem o liberty.

A BELIEF is a purely personal matter, dways inalienable
so far asliberty is concerned. 1t is not a thing exposedin the same
manner asa physical act or an economic act. One person cannot
hold a belief for another, as he can hold the other's hand or his
horse. Nor can a bdief be bought and sold like wheat.

Such a concept d beliefs may be difficult to grasp, because
beliefs are commonly confused with the overt evidencesd belief.
Thedistinction isimportant, however, in gaining a clear concept
d the problem d liberty as it relates to matters d beliefs, such
as thoughts, ideas and faiths.

A belief is only in a person's mind. He may choose to revesl
his belief to others, by speaking it or writing it. When he does
50, the thing revedled is an overt expresson d belief instead of
being the belief itsalf. One may, in fact, proclaim a belief that is
the direct opposite of the belief lie truly holds, if he wishes to
mislead his listener.

The difference between a bdief and the expression of a belief
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may beillustrated by eventsin thelifed Columbus. He believed
the earth to beround, but that belief wasindependent of its being
either expressed to anyoneor indicated by any action. Heexpressed
the belief to Queen Isabellain the hope d gaining financia help
for hisexpeditionto the Indies, and dso by the act o setting sail.
He might have fasfied his belief, to avoid scorn or persecution,
by declaring that he believed the earth to beflat while continuing
to believe it to be round.

Communism offersanother illustration. It is said to embrace
falsehood as a proper wegpon for purposes d concealment and
defense. Laws and regulations aimed at it by its enemies must
depend solely on evidences d bdief that fal within the area of
possible falsehood. How can a sincere denial & membership in
thecommunist party or d devotion to that cause, bedistinguished
from a false one?

Expressonsd belief arc worth no more than the integrity of
the person, and integrity is not to be judged by mere expressions
o one's belief or by any clams d integrity. The best evidence o
belief is the nature d oné's action. When Columbus set sall, he
was offering worthy evidenced his actual beliefs. When a person
opposes measures which give vehicle to the pointsin the Commu-
nist Manifesto, that is worthy evidence d his beliefs.

Liberty isnot in danger so far asa person's belief isconcerned,
becausein this respect heisd necessity a hermit and unavoidably
free. Heis at liberty to continue to believe as he will, in spite of
all the dictatorsin the world and in spite o al the power they
can grasp. The dictator may take a person's land, his cattle, his
family, hislife; but he can never grab a person's belief, becauseit
lacksa handlefor grabbing.

It is the expressonsd belief, not the bdiefs themsalves, that
are threatened with loss d liberty. The danger is in connection
with those devices by which one reveds his beliefsto others, such
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as printing and distributing evidencesd them through the mails,
using the radio, or meeting with othersin a church for purposes
o overt expressons o religious beief. These are the things
attacked by those who would destroy liberty.

Tools for the expresson o beliefs are mainly economic mat-
ters. If they arenot directly economicmatters, they at |east employ
economic devices for carrying out the exchange d information
or for the demonstration o beliefs. The newspaper or the radio,
or some land and a building where a meeting is to be held, al
involve physical acts or economic considerations. The problem
o liberty arisesonly in these spheres.

" Thought control™ is then an impossibility, in any direct sense,
because thought is a personal process with no handle for direct
control. Possibilities df control are restricted to the devices for
influencing thought, which are usually economic matters. Devices
for control include prohibiting free exchange d idess, or the
mechanismsfor censoring factual information and the expression
d idess. Hitler burned the bookswhich seemed to him tointerfere
with the expansion d his power. In Russia there has been censor-
ship o the Mendelianideas d inherited traits. Unknown to most
o the youth d Europe, due to censorship and neglect, are the
concepts d a liberal society; these ideas are to them unknown
rather than rejected, because one cannot reject an idea without
knowing what it is So it isonly the ranged choice that may be
narrowed by the use d censorship.

"Freedom o the press” relates to the severd means o trans-
mitting ideas, which are mainly economic means. The issue of
freedom o the pressisfought over the right of a person to own
and operate a newspaper, or to use newsprint, or in some other
way to useeconomicgoodsand servicesin thetransmitting o ideas
to others.

"Freedom o speech™ relates to the expressng o idess to
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others rather than the having d ideas. As a problem o liberty,
itis closdy akin to the right o assembly, where the censorship
of speech takestheform o trying to break up assemblagesdf per-
sons who would listen to a speaker. It is impossible to prevent
these personsfrom thinking and believing what they will, but it
is possibleto control the use d places where the meetings might
be held.

"Religious liberty" is ever secure. Since one's religious beliefs
are a personal matter, the threat to liberty is restricted to the
overt manifestations of religion — the church property where a
meeting is to be held, the right to print and distribute literature,
or theright to hirea specialist to teach matters o religious belief.

"Political liberty™ is a problem only in connection with the
expressing o political beliefs, rather than the having o these
beliefs. I't has to do with the usage d the political machine, and
with the selection o those who will operate it. This political
machine, however, operates mainly in matters of economics, and
in that sense has to do with economic liberty rather than with
liberty of beliefs. Votes buy things, and votes are bought.

Perhaps nowhere is the cause d liberty so much maligned as
over theseissues having to do with belief and ideas. Oneis prone
to forget the persona nature d beliefs, with the result that other
liberties are marauded in the futile effort to control something
uncontrollable. We are prone to attack the professed beliefs of
others with the weapon d power rather than reason. This com-
plex problem of liberty asit relates to differencesdf opinion is,
however, something aside from the main line d this discussion.

TO WHATEVER EXTENT a person prevents the freedom of
action o another, the liberty of that other person has suffered
encroachment.
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Two persons may desireto stand in the same placeat the same
time. Thisis a physicd impossihility, and so long as both persist
in their desires, the liberty of one or the other must suffer aloss.
How can such problems be solved? s there any way to preserve
liberty in situations like that o two persons who may desire to
stand in the same place at the same time, or who may bump into
each other in other ways?

Physical relationshipstake many forms, among them being the
outstandingly important one of **associaion.” The hermit avoids
the problem by associating with no one. But all except the hermit
must face the problem o choice in association.

Theonly way to be totally ** non-discriminating'in association
with persons would be to share one's time and loveequally among
al persons on earth. As far as the time element o this plan is
concerned, an average lifetime would alow alittle less than one-
haf second o one's time for each other person.

Probably nobody wants to be a hermit. And total non-dis-
crimination is a technical impossibility, even if one should desire
to try it. So the problem o selection o associatesis unavoidable;
the question then becomes one of who shall have the rights of
selection.

The selection d associatescan be either by the person himself
or for him by someone else. Thereis no other alternative.

Selection o associates by others can be illustrated by many
commonplace events. A personin prison has hisassociatessel ected
for him, for the duration d hisstay. Onewho isforced to become
acog in amilitary machine, or who is assigned to civil tasksby a
government that controls the labor force and employment, has
lost his liberty in that relm o association. Parental or political
selection o a spouse violates liberty in association, in a most
important part o a person's life. Sometimes, for purposesd per-
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sonal prestige or for other personal reasons, one may bring pres-
sure to bear upon hisspouseto join aclub or a parent may make
little Susiego to a party where the children in attendance are not
to her liking. All these are instances d trespasson liberty in the
matter d association.

Every voluntary association is a two-way deal, willingly ac-
cepted by both partiesin the same manner as the free exchange
d goods in the market place. The insistence d one person that
another associatewith him against the other's wishesisa violation
d the other's liberty, in the same manner as forcing one to sell
at a given price in the market place violates his liberty in that
ream. In some d its more intimate forms, violating liberty o
association is judged to be a criminal offense; but in other realms
one is forced by law to violate his preferences as defined under
liberty and freedom of choice— he is legally forced to "dis
criminate."

Under liberty, the right to select associatesis sacred. One per-
son may prefer to concentrate his association largely on one or a
few other persons; another may prefer to scatter his association
widdy. Thereis no one"'right" way to do it.

A person is not able to tell exactly why he selects certain per-
sons as associatesrather than others. If he cannot tell for himself,
heiscertainly unqualifiedto pass judgmentsfor others. No person
can have the insight into the preferencesand wishes of another
sufficient to justify his trying to manage these affairsfor another.
A parent probably knows his own child as well as one person can
know another, yet attempts to judge the child's preferencesin
association usually end in utter failure.

Selection d associates is, to be sure, "discrimination.” But
if that right under liberty is to be judged improper or illegal, we
shall have to make some drastic changes in our concepts about
the propriety d monogamy, about the wisdom o severd o the
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Commandments, and about other important conceptsd moras
and jugticein human society.

It is often fasdy assumed that liberty in the choice d asso-
ciates means irresponsibility in those relationships. But lega and
non-legal contractual obligations, founded on free choicein the
origin d the arrangement, can be made binding under liberty;
formswith which weare familiar include marriageand employer-
employee relationships. Contractsarenot a violation of the tenets
d liberty, but liberty requires that there be freedom o choice
by the partiesto the ded regardingthetermsd the contract.

The only possible way to preserveliberty in physical relation-
shipsisto haveacceptanced rulesd the gamesuch that situations
d possible overlapping or conflicting desires are resolved in ad-
vance. What is needed is to have "rulesfor a ball game," such as
those discussed in later sections, accepted by the players in
advance. Acceptanced necessary and workable rules d the game
preventsit from developinginto mayhem. Thereis no other way
by which the gamed human relationshipscan be played without
destroying the liberty d someone.

Surrender, forced upon one by the other, is not a solution
consistent with liberty. It may serveas atruce during conflict, but
that is all.

Forced arbitration, for thesame reason, is not to be confused
with a voluntary solution that isin harmony with liberty.

THe ProBLEM O economicliberty touchesevery exchange
of goods and services, the ownership d property, and every con-
tractual arrangement involving these " economic” afairs, because
human relationshipsare involved in all o them.

Economic liberty is absent to whatever extent a person is
prohibited from using his talentsand his property to produceand
sell (or exchange) anything he desires, at whatever priceis agree-
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able to him and to the buyer. If heis prohibited from doing this,
by another person or by any combination d personswho are not
direct partiesto the deal, hisliberty is thereby transgressed. And
further, it makesno difference, so far asliberty isconcerned, under
what name the act d prohibition is paraded; or whether it is by
a corporation, a cooperative, a labor union, a trade union, the
government, or what not.

Economic goods and services come into being as a result o
the physicd and mental acts o persons. Property and income
have been called, quite appropriately, **the economic extensions
d the person.” What has been said about liberty in physical rela
tionships, therefore, applies also to al economic affars.

Economic affairsabsorbalarge part o al human thought and
action, either directly or indirectly. If one considers carefully his
every thought and action for a day, he will see that economics
touches nearly every part. Although the most highly-prized things
o life may be those beyond the economic pale— love, beauty,
religious faith — the economic things o life tiein with most o
these or are used in their behalf. Love may be expressed by gifts
that are bought; intellectual enjoyment isaided by books; the trip
to a religious meeting may be by auto or by train, to a meeting
hall located on land owned by someone.

A highlevel  economicliberty isthusarequisiteto al other
liberties. Historical evidence shows that economic daves enjoy
noned theseliberties, except astheir masters may chooseto dlow
a temporary dackening o their chains. The dave in old Rome,
who is reported to have said to Caesar that he never redly knew
freedom until he became Caesar's dave, should have been the
court jester; he exhibited a rare ability to compound foolishness!

A dictator who has full economic control over his subjects
hasin his hands the tools by which to deny them al other forms
d alienable liberty, leaving them no recourse except rebellion.
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Thedictator can use economic means to deny any person a place
to stand and speak his mind, and even a place to sit and think,
merely by having control o al the land.

Thoreau, who attempted withdrawal from society in his pur-
suit o liberty, wascaught and jaledfor refusingto pay his taxes —
asmall handle with great powers over liberty.

Jan Masaryk, the Czechoslovakian patriot, was called a great
defender of freedom. But hesaid: ".. . Czechos ovakiamust work
out the synthesis between Russian socialism and Western liberty
... I'll go all theway with Russia— all the way up to one point.
Socialisticeconomics — okay. But if anyone triesto take away our
freedom — freedom to think and say what you believe — the right
to your own thoughts, your own soul. . . !

That was early in 1946. On March 10,1948, after livingfor a
time under the socialistic economics he had okayed, Masaryk
plunged to his death from his office window in Prague. We may
never know what induced him to suicide, but it may well have
been that he cameto realizethe emptiness d his hope— the hope
that personscan livein liberty after they have given up economic
liberty.

It may beincorrect to say that economic liberty is the only
form o liberty, but it seems correct to say that economic liberty
pervades the entire problem of liberty and isan absolute requisite
to liberty in general.



CHAPTER THREE

THE FOUNDATION
OF ECONOMIC LIBERTY

THERIGHT OF A PERSON t0 the product d his own labor is
the foundation d economic liberty. The requirementsof liberty
in the economic relm can be met in no other way.

The question at issue is how to distinguish between what is
mine and what is thine. The hermit is not concerned about this
matter, which becomesa problem only when two or more persons
have relationships with one another.

There are three ways to handle this problem:

1 Each person may have whatever he can grab.

2. Some person other than the one who produces the goods
and services may decide who shall have the right o possesson
or ue

3. Each person may beallowed to have whatever he produces.

These three methods cover all the posshilities; there are no
others.

Thefirst o these plans for distinguishing between mine and
thineisthelav d the jungle It rests on the concept that might
makesright; that therightd possessongoesalongwiththestrength
and the power to take something from another. This method
makes ownership hazardous and highly unstable. Under such a
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system, the one who produces anything faces the immediate
danger that it will be taken from him against hiswill. It may then
bestolen from the thief, and stolen again from the second thief —
again and again until it has been consumed. An economy con-
ducted in this manner will remain primitive, or will return to the
primitive state, living largely on the "natural products™ o the
forestsand the streams.

Thelaw o the jungle discourages production and encourages
consumption d even thelittlethat isavailable; thereisevery urge
to squander, and little or no incentive to thrift. He who would
be enterprising, and who would create and use the tools of prog-
ress, is discouraged from doing so because d the likelihood that
they will be taken from him by robbers. Wolveslivein this man-
ner; members d the pack subsist on what they can grab from
the carcassd asheep that has been pillaged from the farmer who
reared it. An economy o thisdesign will never build a Detroit, or
aRadio City, or agreat ingtitution d research and learning. And
it violates the tenetsd liberty, for reasonswhich will be discussed
later.

The second method o determining the rightsd possesson is
the one on which every form d authoritarian society is founded,
no matter what its name. According to this concept, someone
other than the producer is empowered to decree who shall have
whatever is produced. The means by which this person has gained
this power, and the clams d "justice”™ which he attaches to his
decrees, are not relevant at this point in the discussion. Sufficient
for present purposesis the observation that he is empowered to
confiscate that which others have produced, against the wishes o
the producers, and to do with it as he chooses. It givesto thedic-
tator, and to no one ese, the right o spoliation; so it must be
rejected as the design for a society wherein widespread liberty is
to abound.
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The only method consistent with liberty is the one that dis-
tinguishes between mine and thine according to the rule that
the producer shall have the right to the product o hisown labor.
Thisfoundation o economic liberty isimportant aboveall other
considerations. By this concept, the right d ownership arises
simultaneously with the production o anything; and ownership
resides there until the producer-owner chooses to consume the
product or to transfer its ownership to another person through
exchange, gift or inheritance. Theright to produceathing thereby
becomes the right to own it; and to deny one right is, in effect,
to deny both. This concept specifiesthat no part d production
shall properly belong to a thief, or to a dave master or toaruler
by whatever title.

Each d thefirst two conceptsfor distinguishingbetween mine
and thine accepts the right d a non-producer to take from the
producer the product o his labor; to that extent they are alike.
The differenceliesin whether the takingis to be a private matter
or a"'public’" matter. Some clam that oneis for sefish purposes
and that the other is for unsdlfish purposes; that the thief takes
things for his own consumption or use, whereas the dictator takes
them in order to help his subjects. Capone is supposed to typify
thefirst and Stalin the second. But al thesedistinctionsare none
too clear, and none too convincing s to any important difference.
Robin Hood was supposed to have helped poor people with the
fruits o his plunder; to which group should he belong? Some
thieves are famed for their contributions to “worthy causes™; to
which group should they belong? Many or most d the world's
dictators and leading politicians have thickly feathered their own
private nests with the proceedsd their public plunder; to which
group should they belong? The one clear conclusion is that, from
the viewpoint d the producer, his product has been taken from
him against his wishes in both instances aike.
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Thosewho aredevoted to thesecond, or authoritarian, concept
often confuse the first and third methods. They clam that both
follow thelaw d the jungle. They fail to note theimportant dis-
tinction that the third method gives the person the right to the
product d his own labor only, whereas the first gives him the
right to grab that of his neighbor. In failing to note this most
important distinction, and in regjecting both, these persons then
advocate the only remaining aternative— the one which givesto
athird party the right to take the product from both the producer
and the robber. It is as though a widening d the range o take,
90 &s to include the producer as well as the thief, somehow turns
aviceinto avirtue.

The method consistent with liberty, which givesa person the
right to the product o hisown labor — that and no more— gives
everyone the same right so that no person is granted a license to
trespass on the rights o others. It should be perfectly clear that
if all persons are to have the right to the product o their own
labor, they cannot in addition have clam to any d the product
d another's labor; otherwisethe rightsd everyonewill have been
violated. Thereis no way to make the whole equal more than its
parts. Geographic property rights, smilarly, are destroyed when-
ever each person is alowed to move hislega boundary wherever
he may choose.

The three concepts by which to distinguish between mineand
thine have been definedin their pureforms, asthey would operate
wherever they are followed clearly, logicdly and without the con-
fuson o dilution. Despite the current popularity d the "mixed
economy™ as a design for society, each person must accept as a
principled justice one or another d these three designs. In advo-
cating and supporting another, either as part d a mixture or in
pureform, he thereby surrendershis principle and engagesin what
his principles tell him will be economic self-destruction.
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ANYTHING PRODUCED IS property, and the question o the
right to own property is automatically a part o the question o
rights to whatever is produced.

The terms "immediate consumption™ and "'saving" are com-
monly used in contrast with one another. Their differenceis one
d timeonly, not o type. That which is kept alittle longer than
the other is said to have been "saved."” The saving may be kept
in kind, as wheat stored for winter; it may be sold, and the cash
saved in a sock or in a bank or by putting it into some form o
"investment” such as afarm or some other business.

Theright o choiceastowhat is to be done with the product
d one's labor is the whole purpose o having theright toitin the
first place. If oneshould have theright to the product o hisown
labor — the foundation o economic liberty —it follows that he
should have the right to do with it as he pleases, he may eat it
now or later; he may keep it as an aid to further production; he
may giveit to others, to family, friends or organizations, now or
later. To say that he shall be denied this full range of choiceisto
deny theessenced hisbasicright to the product d hisownlabor.

Permitting each person to take whatever he can grab is a
complete denial o rightsto private property. What the robber is
thereby entitled to possessis the property o the one robbed.

The authoritarian concept likewisedenies the right to private
property. Its violation o liberty is commonly camouflaged by
enticing labels. It is claimed under this plan that "everything
shall be owned by everyone,™ with "ownershipin common.” In
redlity, the dictator alone holds the right o ownership, because
he alone can do with it as he wishes. The corollaryd the right of
ownership is the right of disownership. If a private citizen is pro-
hibited from selling or consuming his share of what is " owned in
common,™ it is proof o the fact that he did not redly have the
rightsd ownershipin thefirst place.
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Littleprogresscould ever have occurred anywherein theworld
without the right o a person to own private property. And con-
tinued progress requires full protection o this right.

Apparently ninetenths or more of the economic welfare in
the more prosperous nations d the world results from the use
d the accumulated toolsd production rather than from human
effort unaided by these tools. The arts and other non-economic
formsd progress,in turn, depend on adegreed economicwelfare
that will alow these productsd leisure to be developed without
imposing starvation on one's sdf and his family.

The tools that are necessary for economic prosperity and for
" cultural progress™ will not be accumulated except as the person
who savesthem isassured d continuing rightsto their possession,
as a storehouse for his savings. Attempts o the past to "force”
persons to save under some plan by which rights of ownership
belong solely to the master or to the one that governs the people
have met an early failure. Saving ends, and past savings are con-
sumed in an attempt to prevent adeclinein thelevel d living.

Personssavefor themselvesand for thosethey loveand respect,
not for others neither known nor respected asworthy. They do not
savefor others unknown and for uses unknown, beyond their con-
trol. When private property isin constant danger o being taken
from the one who has saved it, he will "eat today's production
today" rather than save. If the maraudingis prevalent enough, he
will not evenfindit feasibleto savethe seed for next year's planting
of food crops; and once theincentiveto saveis that far gone, civi-
lization will have reverted back to the hunter society o primitive
man.

I't would seem, then, that the claim d one renowned person
who said: "Only well-fed people can be freg could more accu-
rately be stated in reverse: "'Only free people can be well-fed.”

Economic liberty prevails only if the individual person is
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permitted to savein theform o private property, and to useit as
he sees fit. The famous philosopher Hume believed the right o
private ownership of property to be the basisd the modern con-
ceptd justicein moras.' Hisbelief deservescareful consideration.

Satisfyingone's wants with theleast possibleeffortis the basic
economic urge; it is the economic equivalent d the geometric
concept that a straight line is the shortest distance between two
points.

If this basic urge is unrestrained by moras, and by the fore-
sight o conseguences flowing from various methods of satisfying
one's immediate wants, the coursed least effort islikely to seem
to be that of stealing the food and things from one's neighbor.
Animals, lacking these moral and intellectua restraints, act in
that manner and liveby marauding. Man's higher order d intelli-
gence and foresight has codified into written and unwritten law
arestraint from short-sighted fulfillment o his wants by maraud-
ing. He has established privatenessd property, and stabilization
d the rights o its possesson. Under the intellectual and moral
code d advanced forms d human society, man acts differently
from these "lower animas'™; and he can continue to live in an
advancing society only so long as that code d conduct is not
undermined and allowed to fall.

Of all the essentials for the establishment of an advancing
human society, the right to private property, asa mora concept,
seems fundamental. Socialism means. "A state or a system in
which there is no private property.” Ye advocates o socialism
clam for it the virtue d its being a syssem o society advanced
beyond that o liberalism and rights to private property. How
could socidism be an advanced form,when it embracesa concept
that would have precluded the advancement d civilization?

Henry D. Aiken, Hume's Moral and Padlitical Philosophy (‘New York: Hafner
PublishingCompany, 1948), Book I11.
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The only advancement to be claimed for socidism is its
advancement in thesense of time because, due to its inability to
generate any accumulation d the tools required for an advanced
society, it must subsist on the confiscation of what has aready
been produced under some other plan; it has to parasitize some-
thing. Theconfiscation of private property iscivilizationin retreat.

Isthere any aspect o what may properly be called human jus
tice that does not rest in one way or another, as Hume said, on
the concept o rights to private property? Rights to private prop-
erty are human rights; it is not a question of *human rights or
property rights” asisfrequently asserted.

In the analysis thus far it has been concluded:

1 That liberty isahuman right, unlimited except asit is nec-
essay to restrain one person from trespassing on the liberty of
another (aswill bediscussedin later chapters).

2. That economic liberty is the safeguard of other forms of
liberty, and apparently essential to their preservation.

3. That theright to the product of onés labor is the founda-
tion d economic liberty.

4. That the right to private ownership of property follows
from the right to the product o ones labor, because it is the
inseparabletime aspect” d that right.

Thus, by successive steps, thereis established a direct connec-
tion between property rightsand human rights. The connection is
one d harmony rather than o conflict. And one who would
assert them to be in opposition to one another, and who speaks
of ""human rights or property rights” must identify the point in
this seriesd deductions where he would disagree.

Does he bdieve that liberty is inhuman rather than human,
asa matter o rights; that a demonstration d *human rights™ is
to be found in the dave auctions o early days, or in the dave
camps d modern Russia?
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If not, does he believe that an economicdaveis likely to be
alowed to enjoy the other forms d liberty, and that it is those
other forms that comprisethe " human rights"?

If not, doeshebelievethat economicliberty meansprohibiting
a person from having the product o his own labor?

If not, does he believe that a person can have theright to the
product d his labor while being denied the right to keep any o
it even for an instant?

If he believes none o these, he must believe that rights to
private property areinseparably entwined with human rights.

Dwight D. Eisenhower, on the occasion d his induction &s
Presidentd Columbia University, listed the private ownership o
property as one d four "cherished rights" d persons. He said
further that these rights are mutually dependent for their exist-
ence, without which human rights would soon disappear.

Any Bill & Human Rights that excludes the right to private
property is doomed to futility and failure.



CHAPTER FOUR

LIBERTY AND CHARITY

IT 1sNEITHER POssiBLE Nnor feasibleto discusshere al the
many accusations that may be directed at the author'sdefinition
of liberty, and at the foundation d economic liberty as it has
been identified. But one accusation aboveall others seemsto have
wide appeal, and deserves some attention in even this brief treat-
ment of the subject o liberty; it is the charge that liberty means
sdfishnessand alack o the spirit o charity.

Isliberty, as defined, in conflict with charity?Isit proper to
accuse one who asserts his right to the product d his own labor,
together with rightsto privateproperty, d being uncharitableand
totally sdlf-seeking? Those who hold the affirmative view, in
answer to these questions, argue that **liberty'* should include the
right o one person to take from another the product d hislabor
for purposesd "*charity."

The right to the product d one's own labor, and the aso-
ciated right to keep it and to do with is as one may choose, is
not in conflictwith compassion and charity. Leaving thesematters
to voluntary action, rather than to apply compulsion, is in har-
mony rather than in conflict with Christian ethics. The distinc-



[38] LIBERTY AND CHARITY

tion between the two idess is this. assistance given voluntarily
and anonymously from the product d one's own labor, or from
his property that has been saved, is truly charity; that taken from
another by force, on the other hand, is not charity at al, in spite
o its use for avowed "' charitable purposes.” The virtue d com-
passion and charity cannot be sired by theviced thievery.

"Political charity" violates the essentials o charity in more
waysthan one. | tis not anonymous; on thecontrary, thereisboast-
ing about the process by the politician both in the form o cam-
paign promises yet unfilled as well as by reminders during the
term of office thisisintended to insurethat the receiver d these
fruits o "charity" is kept mindful of an enduring obligation to
the political agent. And the source d the giving is not from the
pocket o the political giver himself, who has dready violated the
requirement o anonymity for purposes of persona gain; the
wherewithal is taken by force from the pockets o others. And
somed theamount collectedisdeducted for 'costsd administer-
ing"* by the onewho claims personal virtuein the process. All told,
the processd "' political charity' is about as complete a violation
o therequisitesd charity as can be conceived.

Those who contend that the rights o liberty are in conflict
with charity fasdy assume that persons generdly have a total
disregardfor the welfared others, and that widespread starvation
would result from liberty as thus defined. Evidence to the contrary
is that the infant and the helpless members d the family, and
other needy persons, do not ordinarily starve in a society where
theserightsprevail. Theright to haveincomeand private property
means the right to control its disposition and use; it does not
mean that the person himself must consumeit all himself.

A matter deserving d thought, but which will be little more
than posed as aquestion in this discussion, isthat of the effect on
compassion when welfare by force is attempted as a substitute
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forcharity; when aidisnolonger that d voluntary and anonymous
donationsfrom the product o one's labor, for specificand known
PUrPOSES.

Compassion isa purely persona thing. The body politic can-
not have compassion. One cannot delegate compassion to a hired
agent. Nor is compassion so cheap a virtue as to be practiced by
the mere distributing o grants d aid taken from the pockets of
others, rather than from one's own pocket or from his own effort
in production. A charity worker may be akindly and lovablesoul,
but as far as compassion is concerned, he is only an employed
person buying groceries and things for certain persons by using
other people's money, inamanner likethat d the housemaid who
goes shopping for her employer.

Under a scheme d affairs where a political body takes full
responsibilityin the caringfor thevictimsd disaster, it isdoubtful
if compassion can long endure. When a taxpayer is forced to
contribute to **charity™ in spite d his judgment of need, he will
increasingly shun the sense d responsibility which is requisite to
a spirit of compassion; he will lose compassion as he more and
moreaccepts theviewpoint: " That is the government's business!”

Once compassion islost on awholesdebassin a nation, how
isit ever to be regained?And onceit isgone, what will then hap-
pen to the attitude o responsihility for supporting the churches
and al other similar agencieswhich depend on voluntary support7

Advocacy d theserightsd liberty issometimescaled "' sdifish-
ness”” "SAf," if used in this sense, means the entire circled the
person's family, friends, relatives, organizations — anything which
this person considersworthy d help from hisincome or savings.

If "sdlfishness™ isto be charged against the one who demands
the right to that which he has produced, sdfishnessd afar less
virtuous order should aso be charged against any non-producer
who takes theincomeand wedlth from another against hiswill.
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If control d the disposition and use d income and wedlth is
to be called "sHfidiness™ then it is unavoidable that someone act
sfishly in the handling of everything produced. T he question
then becomes. Who should have the right to be sdfish, the one
who producedit or some other person?Isit selfishnessto control
the disposition of that which you have produced, but unselfish to
control the disposition d that which you have taken from those
who producedit?

For thisargument to be accepted, one would haveto hold that
non-producersarebetter qualified than producersto judgethewise
used what is produced. Hewouldhaveto hold that non-producers
are somehow more virtuousthan producers, that they have supe-
rior wisdom and conscience. He would have to hold that the
taking awvay from the producer by force will not discourage him
from production, since it is not possible to he charitable with
something not produced.

Thelate JusticeOliver Wendell Holmes oncesaid that some-
one must exercise command d the disposition of goodsand serv-
ices that have been produced, and that he knew d no way o
finding the fit man so good as thefact d& winningit in the compe-
tition o the market.

If themembersd the human race be so self-centered that they
are judged to be unqualified to handle the use & what they have
labored to produce, the advocatesd "' charity' by force — whether
operated by a thief or by a dictator — must face an interesting
question. How will it be possibleto administer the program?Who
can be found to operate a program o "‘wise charity,” if that be
true? If one could be found, by what respectable means could he
be expected to gain histhrone d power over al those supposedly
self-centered dregs of humanity? Anyone who would pursue this
evadve hope should read Professor F. A. Hayek's brilliant chapter,
"Why theWorst Get on Top,” inhisbook The Road to Serfdom.
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They should adso review Lord Acton's famous dictum about the
corruptinginfluenced power. Andfinaly, they should review care-
fully their starting assumption that justice and charity and self-
lessnesscan best beattained through givinglegal or moral sanction
to the taking by one person o the product of another's labor by
force. Whence comes the aleged superiority in the morals and
wisdom d the taker —is it the result of his having engaged in
the taking, or in gaining power over ofhers, or from where?More
reasonableis the assumption that proficiency in these respectsis
found in a person lacking in morals and wisdom.

Liberty isnot in conflict with charity. Moreaccurately, charity
is possibleand can reach large proportions only under liberty; and
under liberty, "need" for it would probably be greatly reduced.



CHAPTER FIVE

RULES OF CONDUCT IN A
LIBERAL SOCIETY

LIBERTY HAs BEEN DEFINED in this discussion asa strictly
individual matter. Further, as a problem d our concern, it has
been limited to the areawhererel ationshi psexist between persons,
"society.”

All who favor liberty, therefore, must favor the liberal society.
They must favor "liberalism™ (liber = free; &l = pertaining to;
ism = a doctrine or practice).

The structure o a liberal society is that which promises to
preservethe greatest possible degreed liberty among thoseliving
in that society. Thedesign d aliberal society requires the formu-
lation d rules, acceptableto the participants, that will accomplish
this purpose. The rules must apply to al situations where over-
lapping desires might otherwisearise to destroy liberty, such as
when two persons desire to stand in the same place at the same
time. Under adequate rules accepted by the participants, each
will refrain from trespassing on the rightsd others. The rulesfor
conduct in society are accepted in the same spirit and with the
same respect asa person acceptsthedictatesof physica law where
the connection between cause and effect, between the breaking
d thelaw and its consegquences, is fairly conspicuous.
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If therulesd thegameareto be acceptableto the participant,
they must bein accord with hissensed justice. But this sense
justice must, in turn, bein harmony with sound principles. ** Just
any old rules™ will not suffice, because if in their operation they
fail to performtheir purposein coping with the problemsthat con-
tinuously arise, respect for them will end and they will be rejected
by the participant.

Under liberty, one person has no inherent right to control
another. One person may influenceanother by appeal to his wis
dom and conscience without violating liberty, because self-control
and sdlf-restraint are respected guides to action under liberty.
Everyoneis, in effect, asworn-in policemanover hisown acts; con-
science alows neither evasion nor escape from self-responsibility.

This concept d liberty rests on the supreme dignity d the
individual. Shunning responsibility for oné's own acts is impos-
sible because no one else has control over him with responsibility
for hisacts. Rights under liberty have their counterpart in duties
under liberty.

Liberty (freedom to do whatever one desires according to
his wisdom and conscience) in no sense means that one must
ignoreall the experienced the agesand wisdom o the sages. Evi-
dence and guidance which one person chooses to accept from
another, or fromrecorded history,isno violationd liberty. Liberty
does not preclude learning from others. On the contrary, the
absenced liberty preventsthe process d free accessto others and
the free exchange of idess.

One who chooses to accept al the accumulated knowledge of
the ages as interpreted by his physician is free, under liberty, to
accept his physician's advice and buy his pills. But liberty adso
alows him to patronize either o the two physicianswho differ as
to the possible cure; or it adlows him to patronize neither and to
be his own doctor.
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The same reasoning applies to all other human relationships,
and to thedesigningd rulesd conduct in aliberal society. Intel-
lectual and moral guidance, voluntarily accepted by the follower,
IS no violation o liberty; it is, in fact, a main purpose o liberty
s0 that the blind arefree to follow those who can see. The danger
isthat in the absence o liberty the blind may become authorized
to lead those who can see by a chain around their necks!

The terrific urge to prevent another person from making a
"mistake must beresisted if liberty is to be preserved. The " pro-
tective spirit” that leads afond parent to prohibit his child from
acquiring mature judgments, as he substitutes his own opinions
for those of the child, leads the dictator to act ashe doesin " pro-
tecting” his political children. There is no possible way to alow
a person to be right without aso alowing him to be wrong. The
only way to avoid responsibility for another's mistakesis to allow
him the full glory and reward o being right, as well as the full
dishonor and penaty d being wrong. Only in this way can one
person isolate himself from the mistakesdf another, whether it be
a Stalin or a neighbor.

Therulesd alibera society must bein harmony with those
forces beyond the power of man to alter, where any violation
brings certain penalty. Similar forces prevent the mathematician
from having thelicenseto decree that two plustwo isfiveor threg;
in observing these superior forces o truth, heis thus protected
from a whole series o impossible mathematical situations. And
similarly, the engineer and the physicist, if they are to avoid
disaster in their projects, must work in harmony with the law o
gravity rather than in defianced it. The mathematician, physicist
and engineer al know that they are not God with an unlimited
control over matter and over "truth."

There are forces o a similar nature that cannot be defied in
the conduct o a libera society, if disastrous results are to be
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avoided. I tisimpossible, for instance, to grant to everyoneavalid
right to use whatever land he degires, at any time; it isinadvisable
to permit plunder and pillage. Any such attempts to flout natural
and moral law will bring disaster to liberty and to the society that
practicesit. It is not intended to propose here a complete listing
of the "natural moral laws' requisite to liberaism. But it is at
least important to note thelr existenceand to suggest their nature.

The Golden Rule —the rule d doing unto others what one
wouldhavethem do unto him — would seem to be onerequisite of
the code d liberalism. This is because, in the mora realm, the
Golden Rule serves the necessary function o impartiality; it is
no respecter of privileged persons, not even one's esteemed seif.
It is the equivalent d the impartiaity d rule by law instead of
rule according to thewhimsd the administrators.

But the Golden Ruleaoneis not sufficient. Lacking any other
moral guides, the Golden Rule may even be used to rationalize
thievery; the thief may clam in self-defense: "If | werein the
victim's place, having two cars, | would be willing to have some-
one without a car take one o mine." Additional guides such as
the Ten Commandments, or perhaps the Cardinal Sins, are
necessary.

A set o rules, thus properly designed and accepted, is the
requisite o aliberal society. When this objectiveis attained, lib-
erty will be complete and undefiled in a society where persons
are constantly engaged in al sortsd economic and other relation-
ships with one another.

Such a sct o rules prescribes the range of a person's actions
in his relationships with others which, if observed by him and by
others alike, alowsfull liberty to be enjoyed by al. Each knows
that heis free to operate over a certain range and no more; if he
isnot free to operate over thisrange, hecan beassured that others
areimposing on hisliberty; if he exceeds this range, he will know
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that heisinfringing on the liberty d others. Such is the nature
of libera justice, without which liberty cannot be preserved.

Liberty, or the right to act as one willsaccording to hiswisdom
and conscience, is sometimes charged with being "license” and
totally irresponsible conduct. But, on the contrary, responsibility
d the highest order is required in alibera society. What socid
design could be more challenging, in termsdof responsibility, self-
discipline and sdlf-contral, than that o liberalism in its require-
ments d self-restraint; in avoiding trespass on the rights and the
property o others;initsrespectfor therightsd othersto disagree
without precipitating conflict? Liberty requires the highest order
d conduct in its practice.

Thedisciplinesd liberty, however, have their rewards. "' Every
man aking™ has had great appeal asa political dogan. The nearest
possible approach toit isto befound in aliberal society, in which
everyoneiskingover hisown affairsto thegreatest possibleextent.
At theother extreme, one maniskingover al meninstead o every
man being king to a degree.

RULES oF socieTy comeinto existencein different ways
Whereas thisstudy deds primarily with government initsrelation
to liberty, it may be helpful to note briefly the other devicesfor
developing therulesd society. Their recordin attaining the ideal
o liberalism varies throughout history, and the record o no one
d them seemsto offer a panacea.

Presumably the earliest rules for socid conduct were those
developedin thefamily, asan early socid unit. They differedfrom
family to family, but in all instances they were informal and
easly changed.

Perhaps nextintimed originwas" custom.” Custom operated
to developrulesd society in the same manner as Topsy devel oped
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—they "just grew up." Custom isan unwritten code d conduct,
voluntarily accepted and enforced by self-discipline, assisted by
the frowns and the approving smiles o friends and neighbors.
Theforced custom has been terrificat different timesand places.
But it is not a certain route to liberty, in any sense, though there
isan important virtue to be found in its voluntary nature.

Both religious belief and the operations d the organized
religious bodies have played an important role in designing rules
o socid conduct. They have varied; some have been formal and
others informal; some voluntary and others users o force; some
with rewards and penaltiesimposed hereand others merely prom-
ised for the hereafter; someindependent o government and others
in collusion with government.

Many formsd social and fraternal organizations, operating as
cdls within society, have adso established rules d conduct for
their members.

In earlier days, the tribe was important in formulating rules
for social conduct. In modem times, " government™ has to alarge
extent replaced the functions o the tribal organization, and has
become a major factor in the development and enforcement o
rules for socia conduct. Because o its growing importance and
its threat to liberty, government is given special attention in this

study.



CHAPTER SIX

GOVERNMENT IN A LIBERAL SOCIETY

ONE oF THE MosT perplexing problems of the ages seems
to have been that o finding the proper place d government in
society.

Likeany o the powersin the physical world, government isat
once a power for good and a power for evil. Considerable success
has attended man's efforts to use wisdly the power contained in
coal, ail, and the waterfalls. But the power o government in social
affairs, like the newly developed atomic power in the physica
world, still isan untamed and unharnessed force of great danger;
and the supreme danger o our timeis that these two forces may
be combined somewhere in the world — even in our own country
—asaforcefor evil.

Theplaced government asan agency empowered tointercede
in theaffars d individuals may be thought of in the same way as
the right of a person to own private property. In both instances
therearelimits to the scope o rights. A person's rights to private
property are specific, clearly identified and limited— which is
precisely the reason for the establishing o rights to private prop-
erty. Similarly with government; to concede that thereisa purpose
in having agovernment with certain powersisnot to concede that
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the scope d governmental power over the affairs d individuas
should be al-inclusive, or that one power judtifies another.

Government is a legalized entity. To view government aside
from the persons who comprise it and aside from the persona
powers they hold is to view an empty shell — or perhaps more
accurately, it isto view " nothing wrapped in nothingness." Thus
it followswithout exception that any power d government means,
in redlity, that certain personsare empowered to do something to
certain other persons. It cannot be otherwise. In judging the pro-
priety o any specific issue d governmental power, an aid in
answering it might be to reformulate the question as follows.
Isit proper for this person (or persons) to do this thing to this
other person (or persons)7

Government is, by definition, design and intent, an agency
engaged in force. It is not necessary, for instance, to empower
government to decree that the citizens shall eat when they are
hungry, or singand be thankful when they arehappy, or to doany
d the innumerable other things that free individuals do volun-
tarily. Government is engaged in issuing laws and decrees, and in
their enforcement. Government conducts "war*' on outsidersand
"law enforcement™ on insiders. Its purpose and operation is well
characterized by the statement: " There ought to bea law. . . S
Its operations involveforce or the threat d force against certain
persons, thus violating the liberty of those persons.

As iswdl known in our time, a government may be totally
tyrannical. An al-powerful government, wherein al the citizens
are under theheel d adictator, alowsno liberty to anyone except
thedictator himself. I t hasbeen said that the authoritarian society
is one wherein everything not prohibited is compulsory. The dic-
tator may, o course, grant temporary privileges to some in the
same manner as a prison warden grants privileges to a "'trusty.”

Based on dl that has been said, one might easly conclude
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that government is an entirely negative force o far as liberty is
concerned. He might conclude that anarchy — the complete
absence of government — would be the ideal society, and that
liberty would be complete under anarchy. That would be true if
al personswere perfect. But they are not. With human frailties
as they are, anarchy affords an opportunity for certain powerful
and tyrannical individuals to endave their fellow men, to the
extent of their power to gain and keep control over others. So
some degree d governmental function — or its equivalent per-
formed in some other way — is necessary if liberty isto be at a
maximum; violators o liberty must be restrained so that therights
d liberty will be protected for those who respect them and play
thegamed society according to therulesd liberalism.

Thusat oneextremetheabsenced governmentallowsanarchy
to rob the people d their liberty, whereas at the other extreme
the government itself becomesthe robber d liberty. Thetaskina
liberal society, therefore, isto find that point whereall the people
will enjoy the greatest possible degree d liberty. It will alow full
enjoyment d liberty by al who refrain from going beyond their
rights and imposing on the liberty o others. Those who violate
this trust o rights under liberty, and who destroy the liberty of
othersin addition, shall beforced as a penalty for their avarice to
give up their own liberty, in whole or in part, depending on their
crime against liberty.

In theliberal society, any coercive power is viewed with suspi-
cion, whether itsgrowth has been attained in theform of business
monopoalies, labor monopoliesor government — which by its very
nature is coercive and monopolistic. To government should be
delegated, o course, the powers necessary to preservea maximum
d liberty under limited, preciselaw. Upto that point, government
isan instrument that increases liberty throughout society; beyond
that point, government reduces the liberty o the people.
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A simple case may serve to illustrate the possible effects of
government on liberty. Assumeasociety d two persons. One has
endaved the other, so that there is an average of 50 per cent

davery and 50 per cent liberty in that society (———) .aNow

assume that the daveholder somehow becomes convinced that
the dave should befreed, and voluntarily frees him, thus alowing
the society to operate so that theliberty of neither o the persons

is curbed in any degree; the level o liberty would then rise to
100 per cent (Jrogz—@) If, however, it should be necessary
by forceof government to restrict theliberty of the former dave-
holder by 10 per cent in order to restrain him from imposing on
his fellow countryman, the average level d liberty would be

95 per cent (9—0_@) —and under that assumption a 95 per

cent liberty would be the maximum attainable in that society.
The government, if it should exceed its proper scope and func-
tions, might further reduce the average level d liberty unneces
sarily to 90 per cent, 80 per cent, . . ., O per cent.

Government may then serve as an agency to maintain liberty
at the highest point possible, or it may restrict liberty even to the
point o its nearcomplete destruction.

The definition o liberty as it applies to a society o persons
might be restated as follows: A liberal society is one in which,

'The term davery will he used in the ensuing sections as the antonym for liberty.
It is a shocking word to most of us, but it must be admitted that the opposite of
liberty is a shocking condition.

In visualizingdavery in terms of a perspiring dave, toiling in chains under the
lash of a master's whip while bloodhounds in the background guard against his
escape, it should be noted that the form of davery of which this discussion will
speak as the problem of our day is davery even in the absence of the whip and
the bloodhounds. It is more subtle and inconspicuous than the older form. This
newer form of davery may be present or absent in varying degrees, hut it is still
daveryin the essential meaning of that word —the opposite of liberty and freedom.

So the word davery, with all its frightening qualities, seems best to fit the con.
dition being discussed.
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with equality under law for all persons, each person can do
most nearly that which is his wish according to his wisdom and
conscience.

Under agovernment consistent with liberalism, the maximum
d persond liberty that is attainable depends on the degree d
human frailties; the personswho commit the crimesagainst liberty
are the ones compelled to pay the penalty, as with all justice. A
government o liberalism, be it noted with emphasis, is not one
whose officialsand employees are dined, wined and eulogized for
"'statesmanship' asareward for having contributed to the destruc-

tion d liberty!



CHAPTER SEVEN

DEMOCRACY AND LIBERTY

IT 15 GENERALLYACCEPTED that a government can endave
the citizens. Enough Kings and Emperors and Generalissmos
and Fuhrers have done so to establish that fact quite conclusively.

But the belief prevailsthat: "It isimpossiblefor liberty to be
lost under a democratic form o government. Democracy assures
that the will d the people shall prevail, and that is liberty. So
long as democracy is preserved we can rest assured that liberty will
be continued to the full.”

Themorea personleanson an unsuresupport the morecertain
heisto fal. Edmund Burke observed that people never give up
their liberties except under some delusion. Probably no other
belief is now so much athreat to liberty in the United Statesand
in much o the rest d the world as the one that democracy, by
itself alone, guaranteesliberty.

Willis Balinger's study d eight great democraciesd the past
—ancient Athens, Rome, Venice, Florence, the First and Third
Republics o France, Weimar Germany and Italy — reveas how
unreliableisthishope Hereportsthat liberty perished peacefully

"Willis J. Ballinger, By Vote of the People( NewYork: Charles Scribner's Sons,
1946).
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by vote of the peoplein fived the eight countries; that in two of
them it waslost by violence; that in one d them a dictatorship
was established through the buying d the legidature by afraudu-
lent clique. One who would understand the problem o liberty
must understand why it is possiblefor liberty to belost evenin a
democracy, and how to guard against it.

The "democratic” form of government refers to one o the
mechanismshby which thescoped government — the thingsto be
done by government — is to be determined and how its manage-
ment is to be selected. This may be done directly by decisonsd
the people themselves (in a™direct™ or "absolute™ democracy),
as when a direct vote is taken on an amendment; or it may be
done by delegating the power o decision in these matters to cer-
tain "elected” representatives (in a "'representative’ democracy
or "republic™). There is an important difference between these
two types d democracy but that distinction is not the object of
our present concern.

In both instances, the plan rests on widespread sovereignty
at its base. Decisions as to either the issues or the delegations of
power are rendered according to the majority — or some other
predominant proportion — d the opinions expressed.

Thefeaturesthat distinguish ademocracy from any other form
o government have to do with the mechanical design o the gov-
ernment, as distinguished from the composition o the load of
authority which it carries. This is the same sort o difference as
that d thedesign d atruck as distinguished from itsload, or the
shape d acup as distinguished from its contents. |1 n speaking of
liberty, what we are redly concerned about is what government
does— the nature of theload — rather than thestyled wheels on.
which it rides, or someother feature in the design o the vehicle;
we are concerned, For instance, with whether or not the govern-
ment should control prices rather than the department which
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shall do the job or the name d the person who is to head the
department.

If an act d governmentin any country violates theliberty o
the people, it isd littleimportance who did it or how he came
to have the power to do it; it is of littleimportance whether a
dictator gained his power by accident o birth, by force, or by
the vote d the people.

Liberty has been defined as the right d a person to do what-
ever hedesires, according to hiswisdomand conscience. | t specifies
the right to do what he desires, rather than the obligation to bow
to theforce o othersin doing what they desire him to do; other-
wise slavery becomes "'liberty,” and true liberty islost. 1t makes
no difference whether the transgressor d liberty carries the title
o dave master, or King, or Fiihrer, or President, or Chairman of
the County Committee, or what not.

Historical enterpriseswhich violate liberty are not restricted
toinstancesd completedictatorship, nor arethey all political. The
only difference between the aggressive bully under anarchy and
the smilar acts d the dictator is its formalization into govern-
mental authority. That may make the acts of the dictator legal,
in a technical sense, but it does not make them proper or wisein
any other sense,

Small dictatorships precede large ones, and destroy liberty to
whatever extent they exist. ""Power,”" which replacesliberty, isthe
irrevocableauthority over others. One person's opinions, decisions
or actions become substituted for those o another, for along or
short time, for a wide or narrow scope. This is the material d
which dictatorships, either largeor smdl, are made. Themeansby
which power is acquired, whether by the "'democratic' process or
by conquest, does not change its status as power. It is true that
under persuasion or demonstration, one person may influencethe
ideas or actionsd another; but, as mentioned before, if thereis
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no irrevocable grant o authority — even temporarily or for one
singleinstance — it isnot power.

Suppose, as illustration o encroachment on liberty, that |
desireto produce some wheat on my land, with which to feed my
family. | shall have lost my liberty in that connection whenever
| am prohibited from doing s0. Thelossd liberty would be the
same whether the prohibition was by taking my land, or by pro-
hibiting me from growing wheat on it, or by taking the wheat
away from meafter it wasgrown. Nor wouldit makeany difference
what officid title happened to be attached to the person who
enforced the edict, nor how he gained his throne o authority.
Further, and most important to the subject now under discussion,
it makes no difference whether or not some of my neighbors
approved o that act, or how many o them approved of it. It
makes no difference because, in any event, my liberty in this
respect would be gone.

I't should be clear from what has been said that the citizens
o ademocracy havein their hands the tools by which to endave
themselves.

Thisisafar cry from the common belief that democracy offers
any definite and automatic protection d liberty. This illusion,
that the democratic process is the same as liberty, is an ideal
weapon for those few who may desire to destroy liberty and to
replaceit with some form d authoritarian society; innocent but
ignorant persons are thereby made their dupes. Under the spell
of thisillusion, liberty is most likely to be lost and its loss not
discovered until too late. Liberty can easlly be taken from the
individual citizen, piece by piece and aways more and more, as
more and more persons under the spell d the sameillusion join
in the Pied Piper proceedings. Finaly, dlliberty is gone and can
be recovered only by a bloody revolution.
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LiBERTY DOES NOT MEAN the right to do anything that is
the product d a democratic form o government. The right to
vote, which is the sovereignty feature d democracy, assures only
the liberty to participatein that process. It does not assure that
everythingdone by that processshall automatically bein theinter-
estsd liberty. A populace may commit both political and eco-
nomic suicide under a democracy.

Anyone who will defend his liberty must guard against the
argument that access to the ballot, "'by which people get what-
ever they want,” is liberty. 1t would be as logica to assert that
liberty in the choice d awifeis assured to a person if he will put
it tothevoted thecommunity and accept their plurality decison,
or that liberty in religion is assured if the state enforces partici-
pation in the one religion that receives the most votes in the
nation.

There is no certainty whatever that liberty in a country
with the democraticform d governmentis at alevel higher than
in acountry having some other mechanism o government. There
is no certainty that liberty will be maintained where the founders
o ademocracy may have hoped that it would be preserved.

The illusion that liberty is assured so long as a democratic
government is preserved is well illustrated by an event reported
in the newspaper. Items toillustrate the same point can befound
in the newspapersdaily. A news dispatch reports that an increase
in rent cellings has been "turned down™ by *'top administration
offidas™ The mere fact that some officids have acquired the
power to deny thisliberty to those who own this particular form
d property is evidence o thefact that liberty in this respect is
aready gone; no process d selecting the officds who made the
decision can make it not gone.

But let us pursue the matter further. It is argued that, since



[58] DEMOCRACY AND LIBERTY

thisact occurred in a'"democracy,” the "will o the people” has
prevailed and liberty has thereby been assured. Did you participate
inthisdecisond "topofficias*?Did anyoneever ask your opinion
about whether this increase should be granted? Was the person
who made the decision elected by the voters, or appointed by
someone — perhaps by someone who was himself appointed by
someone?And finaly, coming to the elected officid, did you vote
for him or for the other fellow? Did you approve d his advisers,
or werethey perhapsdefeated candidates-for-officed former years?
Actualy al these considerations are beside the point anyhow, so
far as liberty is concerned. Even if there had been approval dl
along theling, it isaviolation o economic liberty and o liberty
in genera for me, a non-owner, to be able to control the rent
charged by a neighbor to athird party.

Being able to review a decision or to request its review, under
the democraticdesign o government, does not assurethat liberty
will be protected. Reinstatement d lost liberty can be requested
and refused time and time again, without end. A dave, smilarly,
might ask his master for his freedom time and time again; he is
not considered to be free by reason o thefact that he is alowed
to ask for liberty.

Consider in detail al theacts d al the units & government
for oneday. How many among them were the proper functions o
aliberal government as you would judgeit; of those that were, in
how many instances did you have any opportunity or right to
participate in the decison; if you disagreed with the decision, in
how many instanceswasthereanything that you could do about it?

Strange indeed is this concept o ""democratic liberty™ which
has gained such widespread gpproval Strange is a concept of
"liberty" which dlows you to be forced to pay the costs o pro-
moting actsd which you disapprove or ideas with which you dis-
agree, or which forces you to subsidize that which you consider
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to be dothfulness and negligence. Your "liberty" in the process
is that you enjoy the right to be forced to bow to the dictates of
others, against your wisdom and conscience.Being forced to
support things directly in conflict with one€'s wisdom and con-
science is the direct opposite o liberty, and should under no
circumstances be alowed to parade under the esteemed banner
d liberty. I't should be labelled for what it is.

The people o the United States now live under a President
who was el ected to that office by the expressed preferenced only
one person out d Sx in the land; by only one person out o four
who were dligible to vote, by less than hdf o those who voted.
And many d those who voted for this candidate will certainly
disapproved many o his officid acts. This illustrates how the
democratic process is a far cry from guaranteeing the liberty o
the people.

It wassaid that Hitler was elected to power by a minor expres:
sondf preferenced the German peoplein afreeelection —which
certainly did not assure liberty to the German people! Even
though the votein afreeelection had been unanimousfor Hitler,
the destruction of liberty might have been even more rapid.

It will beargued that somegovernment is necessary to prevent
thelossd liberty through anarchy; that theliberty o certainindi-
vidualsshould becurbedin theinterestsd liberty for dl; that the
scope d government must somehow be decided, and that the
officids must somehow be selected; that no better meansis avail-
able than that of widespreadfranchise. | agree. For those matters
that are the functions of government in a liberal society, and in
the selection o the persons to operate it, the test of dominant
preference is probably the safest. But it is not a cure-dl for the
troubles d society because it does not compensate for those
human frailtieswhich are the solesource d any need for govern-
ment in thefirst place.
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Government of even the best design should be used only
where, in the interests of liberty, it becomes necessary to arrive
at asingleness in pattern of conduct. This problem d variation
in relation to progresswill be discussed in the following section.

The maximum o liberty is the maximum o democracy, if by
democracy is meant the right d a person to have control over his
own affars. To whatever extent one person gains control over the
affairsd another, that other person thereby loses his democratic
rights in this sense. This is why the expanson d governmental
activities beyond thosein harmony with liberalism destroys these
democratic rights, even though in a " democracy” there has been
granted the widespread right to vote. All minorities are thereby
disfranchised from their democratic rights in this sense, because
their wishes become overruled in the process. Minorities become
thedavesd the others, jus as the inmates d Hitler's Germany
became his daves. Participation in these steps that make it pos
sible for someone to rule others does not ensure liberty.

It is fantastic nonsense to assert that the democratic process
will assure liberty to the individuals d any nation, whatever the
other arguments in its favor. So long as this illusion prevails, it
would be more accurate to sy that it is a most certain path to
davery.

Decision by the test & dominant preference (majority vote,
etc.) is the same operating principleas the one that might makes
right. If might makes right, one must conclude that liberty is all
wrong.

The test d whether or not a government is defending liberty
isto befoundin what it does, never in the mechanicsd its opera-
tion. The test is whether or not the officids in any government,
as wdl as the content o thelawsand regulations, arein harmony
or in conflictwith therequirementsd liberty as previoudy defined.



CHAPTER EIGHT

VARIATION AND PROGRESS

LiBerTy cIVES @ unique form o satisfaction for which
thereisnosubstitute. And furtherinore, liberty istheenvironment
wherein the seeds o progress can sprout and bear fruit, for all to
share who will.

What are the seeds o progress, and why does liberty offer the
environment for their development? The contrast between hu-
mans and other forms d life may offer aclue to theanswer.'

The Maker, we may assume, has a purpose in such differences
that exist between variousforms o life. Thisis evidenced by the
fact that these differences exist. What is the special destiny, or
purpose, o the humanform o life?

The purpose is not clearly a matter of survival. Humans have
no specia claim to that blessing. Other forms of life have con-
tinued to survive, and presumably most of them will continue to
do so.

The contrast between humans and other forms o life, sug-
gesting the features with which humans have been especialy
'For a more technical discussion of thiscontrast, see: Ernest N. Cory, "Toditaian

tarian Insects," address of the President, American Association of Economic Ento-
mologists, Journal o Economic Entomology, Feb., 1948.
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endowed, might befound by contrasting them with trees or some
other form o plant life. But it seems best to contrast some form
d mobile life that operates in a manner more closdly related to
the problem under discusson — liberty. The socia insects seem
to serve that purpose well.

Much o the following discussion is, of necessity, a matter o
speculation based on what seems to be known about these insects
and about humans, and about the various biological processessuch
a ""natural selection.” One's certainty in speculating on these
matters islimited by never having been a bee, and by not having
been a bee among the bees o a few million years ago.

AN ANCIENT Russian myth assertsthat ants were once men
— thefirst experimental designaf men. They devel oped assystems,
not asindividuas. In the development o this* perfectly planned
odety,”" every minute detail was plotted. In this clasdesssociety,
each ant-man had at birth an appointed place. Hewas not allowed
to either rise or fall, to move forward or backward, right or left.
According to this myth, God took great alarm at this turn o
events because the ant-men wereincapable d adapting themselves
to change. They no longer needed brains, so became brainless
monstersaf dependence. So Hereduced their szeto that o insects
and began a new race d men.

Themanner o operation d the socia insects — the ants, the
beesand the termites— has been the envy o dictatorsand would-
be dictators, & many wdl intentioned reformers d varied hues.
In the pattern d these insectsis found their ideal of an "orderly
and industrious™ society d humans. Every aspiring dictator, both
large and small, would like to ascend to the throne of " queen
bee" d aworld-widehuman colony, in which every human would
become subservient to the dictator's own wishes and would serve
his plan with unwaveringloyalty.
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The socid insects demonstrate a near approach to the ideal
of the socidist society. What appears to be a devotion to duty
among them cannot be denied. The membersd the colony per-
form assigned tasks without question. Order and industry seem
to prevail. The wishesdf theindividual insect are not alowed to
comein conflict with his bounden duty to the colony. Unlimited
cooperation, with a total lack of competition within their society,
seems to prevall. In fact, theindividual insect seemsincapable of
either athought or a wish.

But other features should be noted about these insects, fea-
tures that dways accompany the onesso enticing to the dictator.
I tisimpossibleto have theone without the other. Even the queen
bee, which they admire, is endaved to biologica duty rather than
being free to carry out any personal wishes.

Theseinsect coloniesare highly materialistic.Moral and spirit-
ual considerations play no part. They are coldly harsh in their
purpose and performance. They are " inhuman' and wholly lack-
ing in anything like the warmth o human love and compassion.
Population isrigidly controlled. By killing those that do not work
and by ruthlessly destroying theill and theaged, full employment
and "high" production ismaintained — however high may be pos-
sible under this unprogressive design d life. A high " national
income™ is maintained by imposing compulsion o labor at an
early age, by compulsion d long work weeks and by prohibiting
vacations either with or without pay. Whereas the individual
insect exhibits no self-interest, the selfish interests o the colony
aresubstituted therefore; the two arein one sense smilar, though
the colony-sdlfishness operateson a huge scale whereby the mass
of insectsare driven into supporting it by blind alegiance. Not
only is there a disciplinaryiolence of acruel sort within the col-
ony, but its membersareforced to participatein violent warswith
outsiders.
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The devotion o individual insects to their assgned tasks is
not, apparently, awork d love on behdf d a purpose embraced
by consciouschoice. Their diligenceto duty is instead, morelike
that d alocomotivewnhich labors to haul aload. The engineer
guiding their laborsis the Unseen Hand d a biologica contral.

The characteristicsd these insects have become nearly stable
through untold ages o time. Their life task is somehow pre-
determined, and the shacklesd their destiny are firmly attached
from the very beginningd each individual'slife process. Theindi-
vidual insect is born into asystem d davery that leaves him with
even lesscontrol over his own activity and destiny than is enjoyed
by the caste-born baby in India. Their unwavering loydty is so
far as we know, a blind loydty rather than one d understanding
and choice. The socid-insect design o life dlows none o the
luxury of individual choice; it dlows no liberty.

The human individua isquite unlike thesocid insect in some
important respects. He is highly competitive with some d his
fellow men, while being highly cooperative with others. He is
motivated, not by the materialistic purpose aone, but by moral
and spiritual purposesaswel. Havingthe capacity for independent
thought and action, he possesses the urgefor liberty and the will
to be free. Heis designed to be the master d his own destiny,
within thelimitsset by the natural law o universa forces. These
qualities induce him to reject and rebel against any blind loyalty
or subservience to any d hisfellowsor to any other form o life,
because his moral and spiritual conceptsobligate him to a Higher
Order. He knows that he cannot serve two masters, which means
that any earthly dictator who would be his god comes out no
better than second in every race — second to hissensed personal
responsibility to God and truth as he sees it. Thus the human
seems to be cursed with a chronic itch to do something different
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from hisfellows, to be dways rebelling against something; we shall
shortly seewhy.

Human rebellion takesmany forms. | t may beasmall boy who
decidesto study piscatoria problems beside hisfavoritestreamin
theraw o nature, rather than to remain in the schoolroom where
""compulsory learning™ isadministered by a hired teacher from an
approved textbook. Or it may beasoldier who would break ranks
to study a specimen of botany beside the road. Or it may be any
one d innumerable other ways by which persons try their hands
at some new task, or their minds at some new idea, or travel to
view new sghts. The recalcitrant human animal is the everlasting
woe o the dictator, because he is constantly upsetting the dic-
tator's persond plans and hopes.

Change resultsfrom the desirefor improvement. The human
wants liberty to try new things. He wants to get ahead and to
improve his persona abilities. The opportunity to do so is the
source d his happiness, and that is why liberty and the liberal
design o socid conduct are so essential to human happiness.

The human urgefor liberty and the will to be free cannot be
cast df by a simple vow or by any other similar means, because
these qualities are fixed into his nature as firmly as is the loyalty
o the beeto hiscolony. It would takealong period o biological

change to fix into the human form o life the qualitiesfound in
the socid insects, even if such a change were desired.

Human capacity for independent thought and action, when
coupled with variation throughout the universe,is what givesrise
to progress. And there is progress only to the extent that this
capacity is adlowed to operate under liberty. So next we shall
consider, briefly, the nature of variation and itsrelation to progress

under liberty.z

2In Appendix I | is given some further explanation of the historical development
and mathematical aspects of variation.
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V ariation seems to be a wniversal law of nature. Itseems
to prevail everywhereand in the most minute detail. A person's
fingerprint, for instance, servesto distinguish him from every other
member of the human race.

Until alittle over acentury ago, variation was thought to have
no pattern or purpose, and was considered to be an " accidental™
and chaotic featured nature. |t defiedal formsd scientifictreat-
ment, becauseit seemed to be totally unpredictable. Thusit was
considered to be an evil, something to be prevented rather than
being thought of as an inevitable force o nature with which to
cooperate.

A little over a century ago the mathematical astronomers dis-
covered, for the first time so far as we know, that there is an
orderlinessin variation as it occurs in nature. They found that
variation appears to be disorderly and chaotic only becaused a
lack o arrangement, whereby its pattern is reveded. Once varia
tion is placed in arrangement, these variations change from the
uglinessd chaosinto the beauty o an orderly pattern that isboth
interesting and predictable.

Admitting that a vast amount of scientific work is needed on
thissubject o variation, its present degreed development suggests
that in it lies something of profound significance. If these con-
cepts should finaly become cstablishcd as tenable, comparable
to thelaw d falling bodiesin physics, a person with any spiritual
faith whatsoever is forced to conclude that variationisone d the
"laws of nature™; that variation exists according to plan, and with
apurposed aHigh Order; that it has existed al aong in spite o
the ignorance that has prevailed about it.

When one comesfaceto facewith the vastnessd this subject
of variation, and its possible import, a sense o humility emerges
that al but silences him on the subject forever. Ye its possible
importance and relation to the matter o liberty leads one to risk
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speculating about its design and purpose in the order of things.
But in doing so, tolerance is requested toward probable errorsin
exploratory thought.

"Variety is the spice o life"

Variation appears everywhere, and in one or another definite
pattern o form. And so a purposein variation must be assumed.
Whatisits purpose?s

Variation is the source o change, and its only source. As a
result of variationit is possiblefor "offspring™ to differ from their
parents,” whether the process be that of reproduction of life or
its counterpart in non-life such as the formation d compounds
in chemistry. Without variation, no such changes could occur.

Change is, in turn, the source d ""progress.”” Progress, briefly.

isachangein belief, concept or their applications into " devices"
which stand up under the tests o time and experience s0 as to
have increasing acceptance among free people. Inaword, it isan
expansion of truth, or applied truth as tested by the only means
at our disposal.

Not al changeis what we cal progress, change may be either
progressor retrogression.rsq But progressis not possible unlessthere
is change, which in turn is not possible unless there is variation.

I n short, the opportunity for progress appears to be the pur-
pose d variation.

Variation aso affords relief from unbelievable— even incom-
prehensible -monotony. It is, therefore, a source d enjoyment
for humans, which is made possible by their intelligence and
capacity for discrimination.

A world without variation would be a strange world indeed.

How could there be beatcjgly? How could there belove? Courtshi P
3 Some of the more technical’aspectsdf this question are given in Appendix [ 11

‘The matter of distinguishing between what is favorable and what is unfavorable
is discussed in Appendix I'V.
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at least, would be a strange process quitelackingin verveif all the
eligible candidates were exactly alike. How could there be any
purpose in going to the circus, or to the ball game, or engaging
in any sport or competitive enterprise whatsoever, if all the ani-
mals and all the human players were exactly alike? From whence
would come any enjoyment, if the monotony o ever-the-same
were to be dways present? A day o living in such a world would
certainly lead a person to visualize heaven as a place where varia
tion is rampant.



CHAPTER NINE

THE UNCOMMON MAN

VARIATION, ASWE HAVE SEEN, resultsin progresswhen the
changes are favorable ones. If favorable changes are to be made,
they must be the result d free choice. Otherwise unfavorable
changesand regresson will be the result.

Free choice meansliberty.

Thusit isconcluded that variation offersthe seedsd progress
becauseit isthe origin d change; that change will take the form
d progress when, and to whatever extent, liberty alows these
seeds to bloom into favorable changes.

The capacity for independent decisionsand free choiceis the
precious attribute d humans that makes progress possible. The
socia insects apparently lack this capacity. That is why, under
liberty, it is possiblefor humansto capitalize on the opportunities
arising from the variationsthat abound in naturein amanner that
the socid insects cannot.

Theandogy d growingacrop may illustratethe contributing
forces that lead to progress. Variation istheseed of progress Lib-
erty isthe soil and the climate in which the seed will sprout and
grow. Human capacity for independent decisions and free choice
is the husbandman who nurtures the crop during the period of
its growth and harvest.
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Thecapacity for free choiceand intelligent action isa precious
and perishablething, to benurtured and guarded with care. Rocks
do not have this capacity for independent, intelligent action.
Nearly dl formsd lifelack it. The socia insects, if they ever had
it, seem to havelost it long ago. When unused, it will apparently
atrophy in the manner of musclesthat are inactive. Without lib-
erty the brain becomes imprisonedas though behind iron doors;
thoughts and initiative die.

The capacity for free choice and intelligent action may aso
become lost in any speciesd life by the process o adverse selec-
tion. Presumably this is what happened to the social insects in
their early history, in the manner implied in the Russian fable.
In like manner the capacity for progress could becomelost in the
human race; thefiringsquad o an authoritarian nation bringsthis
about quickly and vividly.

VARIATION, and the human capacity to compound prog-
ressout o thisvariation under liberty, isthefoundation o progress.
Human ability is highly variable. Presumably it follows the
law o variation described by the harmonic series.;;; Human abil-
ities are spread over a wide range so that very few persons are
on the upside, and the number increases with a downward move-
ment along the scale o ability into mediocrity. The " common
man" is well named because there are so many of us. And the
""uncommon man" is the one who has developed and put to use
hisextremely rare abilities.

The person is rare indeed who is capable d the basic dis-
coveries on which progress is built. Among such persons have
been Aristotle, Leonardo da Vinci, Beethoven, Pasteur, and
Edison, to name a few among the distinctive ones whose accom-
plishments grew out o this variation among mankind.

'"This pattern o variation is described in Appendix 11.
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But the mere existence d variation is not enough to generate
progress. Rocks are highly variable, too, for instance, but some-
thing is lacking and they cannot generate progress. Nor can the
socid insects generate progress. If there is to be progress, varia
tion must be accompanied by the capacity for independent
thought and action, the capacity for choice, careful preparation
90 as to make use of accumul atedknowledge, and the willingness
and opporunity to proceed alonein the search for truth. Man has
these qualities in varying degrees, but only a few persons have all
the necessary qualitiesin the combination required for important
contributions to progress. It is to these few that essentidly all
progressis due.

Extreme glorification of the common man may be popular,
but it involvesa serious threat to an understanding of the essen-
tialsd progress. | t feedstheevil d vainglory, dangeroudly.

A great deal of creditis, of course, due each person who per-
forms as best he can the task he has tackled, using the abilities
with which he has been endowed by nature. Most o the activity
in the world is that d the seemingly menial tasks necessary for
life and happiness to which we have become accustomed; but
the performance d all these worthy tasks is not the progress of
which we are speaking.

A person with x ability who performs an x sized task with x
perfection deserves as much persona credit as one with 100x
ability who performsa 100x sized task with 100x perfection; and
he deserves more credit if the latter person should deliver to the
extent of only 50x or half his capacity.

In appraising a person, it is what he does with what he has
that counts. In appraising the requirements o progress, we are
unconcerned with persona gloriesand it is what is delivered that
counts.

Contrary to genera impression, the path to greatnessis as
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difficult asit israre. It is not a rosy path of ease It is a path
strewn with hazardsand failures. Just as most mutations are seif-
destructive, most attempts to discover new truthsand to peer into
the unknown yield either illuson or failure. The mutant dies o

itsinborn deficiencies; most pioneeringd thought or action ends
in failure, and at best one can expect to fail time and time again
before any final success.

Not alone that, but the uncommonly great person isgenerally
misunderstood. That is the expected result d being uncommon.
Both the geniusand theidiotic dunceare ™ peculiar persons, mis-
understood by the large number o us who cannot really under-
stand either d them. Onecannot exceed hisown limited capacities
to understand which is which, as between the two ends o an
array d human abilities.

Most contributors to progress have been treated with either
indifference, scorn or derision in their time. Pasteur was forced
to endure the greatest o intellectual indignities when first he
pronounced his discoveries.

The pioneer d progress most likely will bealonely and perse-
cuted soul, who must learn to find his reward elsewhere than in
the concurrent appreciations d his contemporaries. As Professor
John R. Baker hasexplained, the pioneer o discovery and progress
isone with an independent spirit who will tolerate no master; he
will bear privation and starvation, if necessy, rather than to
surrender to another hisrightsin the pursuit o truth.'

Only in history are hisaccomplishmentslikely to berecognized
as noteworthy. To do his work, and to contribute to progress, he
must unavoidably be different, act differently and think differently
from his fellow men; if it were not so, his works would not con-
stitute discovery and progress. He finds his satisfaction in the

'‘John R. Baker, Science and the Planned State (New York: The Macmillan Com:-
pany, 1945).
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discovery d truth asadiscovery, notin thepersona glory involved;
in being right rather than in being popular. He must expect perse-
cution of a sort from many persons, and perhaps even from the
"authorities" in thefidd o his discovery, as Pasteur experienced.

The pioneer d progressis one who bdieves truth to be some-
thing different from the bdiefs that prevail around him. Thereis
not much chancefor progress when these persons are prohibited
from practicing honesty in the expresson o their rare bdiefs. In
requesting the privileges o liberty, he is merely asking for the
privilege of practicing honesty in the search for and expression of
his beliefs.

He should, d course, be willing to grant the same right to
others as that which he requests for himself, and to be tolerant
d disagreements. A person d rare beliefs — including the genius
d progress — in many instances has so little understanding of
liberty and such an intense devotion to his own unpopular beliefs
that hetriesto imposehis personal beliefs on others by intellectual
authoritarianism, and tries to grasp the power required for the
attempt. That may be the reason why so many renowned pio-
neersin variousfieldsdf knowledge becomeaddictsd acontrolled
economy, and contribute to the destruction o liberty which is
S0 essential to their own work. This was noticeable in Hitler's
Germany. It is noticeable in our own country, in our day, and
has becomea serious threat to liberty.

THE RACE FOR DISCOVERY and progress in society is a
peculiar sort o race. The actual winner seems to lose and the
losers win. As we have seen, the winner d discovery must often
endurescorn and other formsd indignity from otherswho assume
that the poor soul is suffering from dangerous hallucinations. Yet
the benefits d discovery and progress go largdly to those who lost
in the race o discovery, and who have even scorned the winner.
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It is unavoidable that they shall come to consume most o the
fruits d discovery and progress.

T he"common man,” who has lost the race o making the
actual discovery, reapsthe harvest d theseeds that he has scorned.
It takes littleability to pressalight switch, after the rare develop-
mentsd aFranklin and an Edison have thus mastered and simpli-
fied its uses. The world has to wait along, long timefor a Ford or
aKettering, but most anyone can learn to driveacar. T he capacity
to consume is common, not rare, and most o us are capable of
consuming what only the uncommon man is capable o discov-
ering and producing.

"The pioneers d progress, as distinct from those who process
and usethefruitsof progress, derivelittle direct benefit from their
own work. Pasteur consumed little of the vaccines that have been
madeasaresult & hisdiscoveries; he had only onelife tolosefrom
disease, but these discoveries are saving innumerable other lives.
An automobile inventor drives few o the cars resulting from his
invention. Beethoven consumed little of the enjoyment that has
resulted from his talents. Those who stood on the shores and
derided "' Fulton's Folly" were among the multitudes who later
rode on such craft. And among the crowds at the ticket windows
o airline offices have been those who jeered at the "*foolish no-
tions” o the Wright brothers; little ability is required to climb
aboard a plane that is to fly from New York to Bombay. None o
these pioneersd progressgained much wealth from their work of
discovery, which so many others enjoy.

In this age o politica glorification o the common man, o
mediocrity, and of the masses and the opinions o the masses, it
must not be forgotten that if there had been only common men
down through the ageswe would still beliving as savages. Except
for the progressthat stems from the uncommon man, ourswould
still be an existencelike that of thelowest animals.
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An excellent expresson d this idea appeared in an interpre-
tation d Toynbee's Study o History.s

I't will beseen that Toynbee'sisagreat-mantheory: ** humanindividuals
and not human societies. . . make history." In a growing Civilization the
credtive leaders lead "'the uncreative mass' by enlisting the faculty o
mimesis; in many subtle ways the mass of people "imitate' the Creative
Minority so that the whole body socid is able to grow en masse and in
harmony.l n a dying Civilization the Creative Minority is displaced by the
Dominant Minority, and repression issubstituted for mimesis. The mimetic
song o Orpheus, who leads his people into the light o Civilization, is
drowned out by "the raucousshouts o the drill-sergeant,” who herdsthem
back into the darkness.

Progresswill bedowed to whatever extent thedemandsd the
common man areallowedto rob the uncomman man o the oppor-
tunity to generate progress. Liberty affords him this opportunity
to use his talents, and nothing else does. Discovery and progress
cannot be forced; at best they can only be allowed to occur.

Most discovery results from a seemingly accidental hybridiza-
tion d idess, in a like manner as strains o corn are crossed to
produce the rardly outstanding hybrid. Perhaps this is why basic
discovery so often occurs in unsuspected places, by unsuspected
personswhoserare powersd observation and comprehension have
permitted them to grasp the significance o something that
occurred within their scoped visonor experience, for which they
may not even have been searching. Perhaps thisiswhy rigid over-
speciadization and restriction in the search for new discoveries o
often ends in failure to attain the objective; the narrow confines
d the search prevents a hybridization o ideas from which prog-
resso often springs. The new thingsd progressare often found
by those who ""know nothing about the subject.”

Such is the story o why variation contains the seeds d prog-
ress. That is why the fruits o progress will be born only in the

'Richard Chasg "Toynbee The Higorian as Artist," The Ameaican Scholar,
Summer, 1947, p. 275.
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environment d liberty, where free play on the scale o variations
can generate discovery and progress. That is why the destruction
o al liberty would stop al progress, and set in motion the forces
d retrogression.

Only under liberty can discovery and the origin o progress
rear itslonely head, in somewholly unpredictabletime, placeand
form, by some "unknown" person. Progress cannot be plotted
and blueprinted in advance; that is why it is progress. Only in
retrospect can discovery be identified.

If the planner could plan discovery for others, he probably
would have made the discovery himsdf in thefirst place. If heis
more able in this respect than the others, he is wasting his time
not to do it himsdlf; if heislessable, he can hardly plan it for
others who are more able than he is The notion that a blueprint
for discovery can be drawn in advanceis to assert that the planner
somehow has the power to scrutinize the inscrutable, or fathom
the unfathomable. It is not an act d discovery for a planner to
buy the discoverer's groceriesor clean his tools, or to be the nom-
inal head d the political bureau which pays his sdary.

Much falsecredit isgiven to planningfor " accomplishments™
that would havetaken placeanyhow. Oneisreminded o thestory
d the fly on the chariot whed which thought that he wes the
source d the power that propelled the vehicle. A governmental
agency empowered to plan thesized the potato crop, for instance,
is likely to change its "plans” after learning that farmers' inten-
tions to plant are at variance with their plan as previoudy an-
nounced. It is hardly respectful for a planning agency to haveits
plans proved "ineffective’” (awrong prediction o what farmers
woulddoin spited the plan). If a person should become empow-
ered o "planning™ the migration o thebirds, it would be helpful
for him to have some factua information on which to base his
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plans, he could then plan to have the birds go toward the equator
in thefall and back toward the polesin the spring.

Truth, when newly born, isawaysan ugly stranger amidst the
untruth and superstition  itstime; it cannot live except asit is
allowed the protection o liberty, which serves to protect newly-
discovered truth in the same way as a mother protects the new-
born child. For the seedlingsd progress, like the more advanced
forms o life, are unable at birth to care for themselves. They
will die in infancy except for careful protection.



CHAPTER TEN

GOVERNMENT AND PROGRESS

GovErRNMENT, as previoudy discussed, isarepressiveforce,
Within its scope, it prescribes patterns o conduct whereby the
citizensare forbidden from doing certain things. Every deviation
from these decreesis judged to be lavlesness’™ punishableeven
unto death.

Thefirgt recorded laws under government, for instance, were
thosed 3800 yearsago which decreed that any market transaction
other than at a specified price was unlawful. This, within itsscope,
was an attempt to eliminateall variation.

Intheactsd government, asinglenessd conduct isattempted
which by itsvery nature defiesthelaw d variation. Every violation
d adecreeisofficialyjudged to bean evil. Theexercised human
capacity for independent judgment, free choice and action is
curbed by government. Thisisin violation o liberty, the requi-
Site d progress.

As previoudy discussed, however, certain governmental activ-
ity increases the scope d liberty throughout society. The repres-
sond certain actionsd personsthat arein violation o the rules
d alibera society resultsin a net increasein liberty. Up to that
point government can generate progress, but when it goes beyond
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that point in enforcing a snglenessd conduct it destroysliberty
and progressin that society.

Theresult d an expansiond governmental action beyond that
defined as the objective d government in a liberal society is to
make human conduct moreand moresimilar to that o thesocia
insects— involuntary servitude to the unknown. These insects
offer an illustration of what happens when variationis considered
tobeathing d enmity, and steps are taken to reduceit moreand
morein scope. Thus, over the ages, these insects have devel oped
into their present form.

In the attainment o a fixed purpose and socidistic design o
theinsect colony, any individual insect that exhibited any capacity
for thought and free choice presumably had to be destroyedin a
continuous purge. If one of them should evidence individuality
or dissmilarity from the pattern o conduct prescribed in The
Plan, he was an enemy d that society. He was a traitor and met
thefate d a traitor. The question was not whether he was right
or wrong.

Thisruthlesspurged all dissentersfrom the "' pattern o con-
duct in harmony with an orderly society™ left only those insects
having a minimum capacity for thought and independent action.
It left only aliving counterpart d the fixed qualitiesof chemical
elementsin astone or a brick. Asa consequence, variation, o far
asit relatesto the matter o intelligence, the urgefor liberty, and
the will to be freein making decisionsd choice, was bred out of
these strains d life. So we now find among these insects a high
degree o standardization o these particular qualities. Theirs is
an unintelligent conformity to an unprogressive society. Their
lack d progressis the unavoidable consequenced abounden duty
to a predestined role. The same will happen to humans, if they
should ever bow in bounden duty to the wishesd adictator over
a period o time.
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Carried to the ultimate in eliminating variation and its mani-
festations, a completely authoritarian government becomes the
result. Such a government would declaredl progressto beillegal.
‘Thiswould, of course, be unintentional. But the fact remains that
the extreme egotist is a natural dictator, one who would control
others with the intent o preventing them from making "mis
takes"; and he deems himsdlf to be the only one worthy d judg-
ment in the matter o what isand what is not a mistake.

I n response to these observations, one may inquire why a gov-
ernment that acts in harmony with variation and change could
not become an agency o progress. Thiswould mean allowing the
individual to follow his wisdom and conscience without prohibi-
tion or penalty, provided he does not trespass on the rights of
others under the concepts o liberalism. But why would it be
necessary for government to decree that a person shall do as he
will?That is precisely the type d thing that does not require an
enactment d government. A policeman would not be very busy
making people do what they want to do.

For government to act in such a manner isnot togovernat al.
‘Thus to argue for governmental permission o variation and
change is to argue for an absence o government. The small boy,
in smilar vein, was said to have asked his "ultraprogressive’
teacher if he had to do what he wanted to do.

For government to issue permits for the rule o variation is
arather questionable claim to authority. If variationisa universa
law,governmenta bodies need not notify the Maker of Hisrights
in guiding the affairs o the universe, nor can they without false
authority issueany such decrees to thecitizens. The truth o the
matter is that these governments do not wish to grant rights of
variation. It is not surprising that an authoritarian government
tleclaresthe lavs o inheritanceand d variation to be not to their
likingand attempts to make both religious belief and inheritance
of variable characteristics non-existent by mere edict.
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A government cannot rescind universal laws by enacting con-
trary statutory laws or administrative decrees. When this is
attempted, failure to comply with the law or decreeis certain to
follow. Citizens are placed in a most undignified position; they
must choose betweenbeing acrimind in theeyesd thelaw or a
sinner in the eyesd the Maker. A problem that perplexes many
religious persons and scientists, who haveknowledge d these nat-
ural laws, isthat d identifying the point in this contradiction of
authority whererebellionis justified against the would-be usurpa
tion d Divineauthority.

| T 1S coMVONLY BELI EVED that the " democratic process”
will assure progress. But there is no way d designing excessve
governmental activity o astoassurethat it will aid progressrather
than stop progress.

Progress arises in every instance out d an extreme minority
of opinion, not themgjority o opinion. Theseedlingsdf progress
are often so small and unnoticed that they are ignored by those
who would otherwisedestroy them in ignoranceas' evil" thought
or acts. But if everything were to be subjected to majority rule,
every step o progress would presumably be destroyed in its
infancy.

When we consider the separate historic events that comprise
what we now accept as the steps o progress, and if we note how
unacceptablethey were in their early day, it should be clear that
little progress could have occurred under a rule o the majority
over theages Asillustration, the potato, amarveloudy productive
new crop from South America, was barred from introduction into
the agricultured England during the extended time when this
typed ruleby the membersd each community wasin operation;
it barredindividual freedom d decision and action, and prevented
the progressthat dwaysarises because someoneiswillingto hazard
the trying of something new.
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Neither does the device d compromise prevent the acts o
government from stopping progress. Truth is not a thing that can
be compromised. A thing is right or it is wrong. Principle cannot
be compromised; it can only be abandoned. The route to the dis-
covery d truth is to dlow a person to be wholly right or wholly
wrong. Compromiseis bound to be wrong. The search for truth
Is impeded by the fact that a person who thus abandons reason
and who adopts the compromisemeans d adways being wrong is
50 commonly termed areasonableperson, and crowned with virtue
and perhaps given a position d power!

Ignoranceand false beliefs, the barriersto truth and progress,
are harbored by the mgjority d persons about all things except
thecored "acceptedtruth.” Their numbersmakethem therulers
in the democratic process. They should not be empowered with
rule over the "creative minority™ at the crucia time when these
steps o progress are being taken and an acceptance d newly
discovered truth is being dowly gained.

An essential feature of a liberal government is the protection
d minorities, and d the rights d minoritiesagainst plunder by
the mgjority. The ultimate o minoritiesisone person. And so the
ultimate of liberalism, as it has been defined herein, is the pro-
tection d each person against the plunder o one or more other
persons. This makes it possible for one person to be protected
while he sows the seeds d progress, by withdrawing from the
stampede d unreason that isaround him. He must be protected,
else there can be no progress. The protection must be general,
covering al personsequally, because there can be no way to know
in advance who is the person who will make the contribution to
progress.

Progress dways hangs by a dender thread, which can easly
become severed. That is why progress has been so dow and un-
common over the history d the human race,
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Progress is but a step avay from retrogresson. And whereas
progress is a difficult upward climb, the slide down the dope d
retrogression issosimplethat even themostignorant can negotiate
it. A dictator who istotally incapabled any contribution to prog-
ressislikely to be skilled in its destruction.

Retrogresson, once started, tends to accelerate. That is why
in the past the dow advancement d various "' civilizations" have
quickly dissolved into "dark ages™ The dow and painful gains
d centuries, whereby progress under liberty is built upon the
accumulated experience o the ages and wisdom o the sages,
can becomelost in a short space d time. The same stroke that
destroysliberty and the chancefor progresscreatesa power which
releases the tides d unreason, under a false prophet who forces
wholesale adherenceto untruth among those within his domain.

The many users o the benefits d progress, especidly in a
democracy, hold in their hands the tools for the destruction of
the fruitsd progress. When once they have destroyed theliberty
on which progressfeeds and grows, they will have bequeathed to
their children and to their children's children — to generationon
generation that is to follow — an age o poverty and of socia
disintegration. That isour present threat.

Variation must be respected and protected, since it is the
sourced progress. To imposepunishment onall that isat variance
is to poison al progress. Nature's lawv o variation deserves full
sway over widescope, and it isimproper for government to inter-
cede except where one person trespasses on the rights o another
under liberty.



CHAPTER ELEVEN

LIBERTY AND PEACE

THE TIME MAY HAVE comE When we canagain search more
freely for the root-caused peacewithout being met automatically
with chargesd beinga "' pacifis.” If pacifist meansembracing the
objectived peace, it should be no disgraceto be a pacifist.

Unfortunately, there are those who find in war and deadly
conflictaform of amusementsuited to their tastes. Theseremarks
are offered to those who arein search of a maximum o pesce, by
honorable means, in the hope that they may find stimulation in
that search.

ConNFLicT, whether initslarger form o "'war*' or in onedf
its lesser forms, will exist increasingly asliberty is curbed.

This assertion is offered as a hypothesis. If it be correct, it
means that the route to peaceis to increase liberty among indi-
viduals throughout the world; and there is no other means. If it
becorrect, any combinationd forceby whatever meansand under
whatever excuse will generate conflict in one or another d its
forms, and will most likely endin theworst form d al — war.

War, banditry, mutiny, insurrection, riot, rebellion and mur-
der aredl formsd conflict differingin sze. The variousforms of
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conflict may adso differ in other respects, not here o concern.
Some conflicters may wear uniforms whereas others wear more
conventional clothes. Some conflicters may wear officia badges
or insignia, some may receive medals for proficiency in conflict,
and others may -begiven handcuffs for having participated — if
caught by the right persons. Some may be elevated in office and
in esteem because o their participation, whereas others may be
demoted and disgraced. It al depends on the nature and form o
the conflict; on whether or not it has been legaized; on whether
both participants are within one nation or not; and on other dif-
ferences. But al formsaf conflict describe the absence of peace,
and if the objective is to have a maximum o peace, there must
bea minimumad conflictin any o itsforms.

Conflictisamgjor occupationin theaffairsaf the world. One
study reportsthat one form — war — hasengaged the mgjor coun-
tries of Europe for about hdf the time since the year 1500.

Another study gives an estimate o 59 million persons who
havedied becaused conflictinall itsformsiuring thelast century
and a quarter.;z About four-fifths o this total number died as a
direct result of thelarger wars, which is the major cause o desth
in conflict, even though wars are few in number. Murders and
the other lesser forms d conflict, though highly numerous, have
accounted for only about one-fourth o one per cent d dl the
deaths from all causesin the world during this period.

These figures suggest the importance to peace d preventing
the processeswhereby conflictamassesinto thelarger affairs. Much
better, perhaps, would be to endure the greater frequency o
small conflict rather than to suffer the consequences d less fre-
guent but more devastating major conflicts, if conflict in some

1Q.Wright, A Study of War (Chicago: Universty of Chicago Press, 1942).
2Lenis F. Richardson, " Variation d the Frequency of Fatal Quarres with Magni-
tude," Journalof the American Statigtical Association, Dec., 1948.
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formis unavoidableand if even the smaller ones must be endured
as safety vaves

Many persons can be induced to fight some distant ** enemy*
they do not know, over someissue they do not understand, whilein
theabundant company d kinsmenwho likewisedo not know what
the grandioseaffair isall about. People are much lessinclined to
engagein conflict with an "enemy" who is their next-door neigh-
bor, where the issue is clear to both parties; thisform o dispute
is much more likely to be settled out o conflict, peacefully.

Government is the officid manager o every magor conflict.
Thisisastrange situation when viewed purely from the aspect o
conflict. It seemsstrange that a government compels the citizens
to participatein large-scaeconflict, but punishes them for engag-
ing in certain minor forms d conflict.

Theconduct o al theactivitiesd governmentisd the nature
d conflict if, as Richardson defines it, conflict means "malice
aforethought.” Thisis because government is engaged in enacting
laws and punishing the violators; it engages in processes of force
and compels support o al its operations by the citizens. It is
engaged in repression, and imposes processes o force on those
who come under its edicts. The voluntary acts o persons do not
involve conflict, and do not require the enactment o government
in order to be performed.

So war means conflict built on conflict and is, in asense, con-
flict pyramidingitself. Perhapsthat iswhy war is, by all odds, the
most seriousform o conflict.

It is no coincidence that large-scale wars are the product of
dictatorships, or d the acts o aspiring dictators. In its earlier
stagesd’ growth, thedictator'sgraspfor more power results mainly
ininternal conflict. Later it burstsits seamsand becomesexternal
conflict. Government o the scopeand design of aliberal govern-
ment, as previoudy defined, would seem to be engaged in an
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unavoidable degree of conflict; and so, to that extent it servesas
an agency for maximizing liberty and minimizing conflict. But
when government expands beyond that size and scope, where a
maximumd liberty existsin society, thetotal o conflictis thereby
increased.

THE HypPOTHESIS has been given that conflict will exist
increasingly as liberty is curbed. Or, conflict is the result of the
lossd liberty.

Stated another way, liberty and peace are to one another as
cause and effect. |s this true?

If liberty were complete, and if a person restricted himsalf
towhat is properly hisconcern, how could there be conflict except
perhapsasa pantomimefor purposesd amusement?W hat would
there be to fight about if liberty were universa?

Violation d liberty, and nothing dse, is the basic cause o
conflict. The violation of liberty may affect either the person or
his property; it may bein the form o either aloss d liberty or
the threat d aloss red or imagined. Under any o these condi-
tions, man'swill to befreeimpelshim to strikeat that forcewhich
isinfringing on hisliberty or threatening to do so.

The initiative d joining conflict may be taken by one who,
in the act o "aggression,” attempts to take liberty away from
others, Genghis Khan and those who captured daves in Africa
were both o this type. Or the conflict may occur in the process
of regaininglost liberty through "'rebellion,” against the yoke of
dready-log liberties; the French and American Revolutionswere
d this type. Or the conflict may be an "offensve defense, de-
signed to strike at the assumed future aggressor first, before he
grikes; thisis aggresson despite any attempt at rationalization of
it as being "wise drategy"'; the presumed intent o the "enemy"*
can never be proved in advance o his act o aggression; many
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national conflictsfal in thiscdass, and it isto be noted that most
d thewasd history were " defensve’” wars, aswritten into each
country's own recordsd history. Conflictinall itsszesand forms,
not just wars originatesin one or another d these settings o lost
liberty.

Thereal crimeagainst liberty does not, aswe have seen, dways
occur at the time when the conflict started, because the conflict
may bearebellion against alossd liberty at a much earlier time.
The actual conflict in such instancesis started by the oppressed
in order to regain his previousy-lost liberty. They are rebellions
against the yoke o unbearableand illiberal power. Such was the
setting of Patrick Henry's famouswordsin 1775:

Islife sodear or peaceso sweet asto be purchased at the priceof chains
and davery? Forbid it, Almighty God! | know not what cour se other smay
take but asfor me, givemeliberty, or giveme death!

One may question, however, whether thelost liberty of chains
and davery, or the encroachment d unwanted power inany d its
forms, isfairly to betermed peace.

The origina loss d liberty leading to rebellion has been, in
most instances, accomplished by the oppressor through seemingly
peaceful and lawful means, Edmund Burke said that it occurs
"under some delusion.” The victimsin these instances, because
o either ignoranceor "tolerance,"” had allowed their rights under
liberty to erode until findly, in a panic o redization, violent
rebellion breaksout in the hope d regaining thelost liberty. The
basic cause— liberty lost in an earlier day — tends to become
obscured by thefuror of the conflict.

"Meeting power with power™ and "baance of power™ are
conceptswith wideappesal ininternational affairs. Threats o force
are used as the excuse for enlarging a counter-force, and vice versa
until theinevitableconflictis abandoned because df sheer exhaus-
tion rather than from settlement o its underlying causes.
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The same argument thus used in international afairs hasalso
been used in "industrial warfare™ It isargued that the power o
unions must be increased to meet the threatening power o bus-
ness, or that the power o businessmust be increased to meet the
threatening power d the unions, or that the power d govern-
ment must be built up to meet the threat o oneor both d these.

The badss for this method d meeting a threat to peace prob-
ably is the notion that sze and might are synonymous. It is the
belief that an increasein size means proportionately greater con-
centration o power, which becomes might in proportion to its
increase in Size. This beief then leads directly to greater and
~ greater concentrationsd authority for " defensivepurposes.” Con-
centration of authority meanslossd liberty without fail, because
authority cannot reside in two places at the same time. Com-
pleting the circle, then, leads one to the questionableconclusion
that peaceisto hefoundin theabandonment of liberty. Any such
conclusion is confronted with the conflicting evidence o Hitler
and Mussolini, and d many others throughout history.

The bdlief that size and might are synonymoussounds plaus
ible until one ponders certain questions. Why does large sue so
often meet defeat at the hands o that which is lesser in sue?
Why did dinosaursbecome extinct under competition with lesser
formsd life, rather than to grow ever larger and larger over the
ages? And ""trees do not grow to the sky." Why can microbeskill
forms o life impressvely larger than they are, without entering
into any authoritarian combine with that as its express purpose?
Why have dl the great aggregationsd power d the famous con-
querors d history fallen o their own weight to an opposition
that derives its strength from something other than mere size?
Why was Gandhi's passve resistance and Christ's method of
" attack™ so effective? W e cannot deny that aformd might resdes
in sze, but sizeis not might per s There appears to be some
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form o inherent weekness in sze and aggregations d power,
which tends to cause their downfall.

Perhaps the problem o peace should be approached from a
new and unconventiona direction.;; On the record, at least, the
solutionwould seem to lie elsewhere than in the methods that
have been tried again and again without even a semblance o
success. What is more, the customary means d trying to remove
adifficultyby the use d forceand power seemsaways to demor-
aize those who adopt it; observing this may have suggested to
Bentham his definitiond war, as "mischief on thelargest scde™
It may explain why human reason seems to go on furlough, for
the duration o serious conflict and in many instances thereafter.
It may explain why both sdesd most wars seem to come out as
losers.

Perhaps the only route to peace is to increase liberty by
breaking up each and every source and form d power, to the
greatest possible extent and by peaceful means prior to itsinevi-
table eruption into conflict. There must be substituted for the
conflict & power a code o justice whereby the enemy o liberty
becomes, not certain persons or certain nations in their entirety,
but only those acts d any person or d any nation which violate
the liberal design d society. Once this concept has been grasped,
the words d Thomas Paine, when he said that one who would
make hisown liberty secure must guard even his own enemy from
oppression, comes to have a new beauty d meaning. Thefutility
d wholesale conflict as a defense o liberty then becomes clear.

Personalizingthe enemy o liberty makesit impossibleto come
to grips with the true enemy, which isan act d the person. One
act d a person may be in violation d liberty, and that is the
enemy; all the other acts o that person may bein harmony with

'See: Chang Hsin-hai, " The Mard Basis of World Peace” The Annals, Vol. 258
(July, 1948), 79-89.
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liberty. T o personalizetheenemy d liberty in thisway isesthough
asurgeon, who has been engaged to cope with amalignant growth,
were to personalize his enemy and kill the patient as his profes-
siona duty; if this procedure be wrongin surgery, can it be right
in civil and international affairs?

In like manner, we are prone to personaize and nationalize
theenemy d liberty, so that in theensuing war the object becomes
that o tryingto kill the patient — thosewho are lovers of liberty
within that nation aswell as thosewho are violatorsd liberty, all
o whom have been conscripted into the enemy's armed forces
indiscriminately.

Thislined thought offers no panaceato a quick certainty of
world peace. But to whatever extent this anadlyssis correct, there
IS no panacea or shortcut to peace. If the object be peace, how
canit beattained by theused forcein attacking, indiscriminately,
that whichisliberty along with that which isnot?

Whenweconsider thedeep-seated desired personsfor liberty,
and whenwe note the rel ationshipbetween liberty and peace, could
wars occur except as the power to drive a whole nation into war
comesto bevested in thehandsd oneor afew persons— perhaps
even someonein a foreign "friendly nation™? That person may
have motivesentirely different from the personsthey are presumed
to be serving. He may be overmindful d the personal glories o
wa.

History reportsin glowing terms o the gloriesd war and o
victory. Emblazoned on the pagesd history arethe namesd those
who happened to have been the political leaders during the pag-
eantry and historicdin o sacrificid conflict. But in many instances
those who thus acquirehistoric recognition are merely engaged in
reaping the bitter consequencesd their own past mistakes, which
caused the destruction o the underpinnings o liberty so that
conflict resulted.
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Largely unsung and unrecorded are the truly great whose wise
and timely acts stopped the makings of the aggression at their
source, and whoin thisway prevented major wars. Their greatness,
we may trust, is safely recorded in more important placesand in
a manner more substantial than mere popularity and common
renown, more permanently than statueand shrine, informswhere
human errorsd judgment cannot tarnish or pollute the greatness.
The most deserving glories o peace are to befound in the calm
of battles not fought, and in the personages o those who pre-
vented them from being fought.



PARTZ

ON MEASURING LIBERTY

Abstract liberty, like other mere abstractions, is not
to be found.
EDMUND BURKE



CHAPTER TWELVE

A MEASURE OF LIBERTY

LIBERTY 1s more than aword. It isathing o substance
that can be either present or absent, gained or lost. A person may
be free or he may be a dave; presumably it is possible for that
person to tellwhich iswhich, and that gives riseto the possibility
o measurement.

W e are concerned with the present status o liberty. If its
statusisto bediscussed with accuracy, some specific measurements
closdly related thereto would be helpful. Otherwise the subject
must endure futile debate in vague and meaningless terms. A
meansd measuringan important areawhere liberty isat stake will
shortly be explained and applied to the United States.

This measure is not offered as a perfect measure o liberty
nor asafina answer to that question.” But even a rough measure
may help to pave the way for'a better one.

Strictly speaking, liberty itsdf defies measurement because
itisbasicaly asubjective matter with each person. Measurement
islimited to the reflectionsd liberty, or the indirect evidencesd
its presence or absence. It isin that sense that the measurement
d liberty will be discussed.

'Some of itslimitationsare given in Appendix V.
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Failure to be able to come to direct grips with a thing should
not completely discredit an attempt to measureit, however. Much
d thework o science with which we are familiar and which we
useasaguideto our beliefsand acts employs methods o indirec-
tion for gaining evidence about the thing being studied; indica-
tions o the thing are accepted in lieu o the thing itself, and
are deemed to be evidence worthy o use Illustrations include
origina work in astronomy, in the germ theory disease, and
in many partsd chemistry such as the development of theatomic
table.

Liberty is divisble. It may be present or absent in different
aspectsd our daily lives, leaving a person partly free and partly
dave. Each person may at any time be anywhere between 0 per
cent and 100 per cent at liberty, or between 100 per cent and 0
per cent adave.

If onewereto speak o thestatus o libertyinan entire country
like the United States, it would be necessary to represent it by
an averagefor thelibertiesd all the personsin that country. This
would make it possible to speak o liberty in a nation as being
at some point between 0 per cent and 100 per cent, the sameasfor
one person; it would offer a device by which to judge whether
liberty in a nation has been increasing or decreasing over a period
d time. Such atreatment on a national basisobscures, but it does
not deny, that liberty isan individual matter; that liberty for any
one d these persons may be either above or below the national
average.

A simplefact, but one significant to interpreting the status
d liberty on a national basis, is that one person has a maximum
d 100 per cent liberty. If each o two persons enjoyed full liberty,
with neither of them desiring to endave the other, their average

would be 100 per cent liberty (_l@fziﬂ}p_) If one of them ac-
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quired the desire to endavethe other, and did o, hisliberty would
still be only 100 per cent; that d his endaved fellow would fall to
0 per cent, however, and their average liberty would fall to
5 t (100 + 0y,

per cen ( > )

A dictator o ahundred million persons has no moreliberty
(100 per cent) than if he desired not to be a dictator and wes a
free man among a hundred million free men. But the national
averaged liberty under the dictatorship would be near O per cent

(100 +1 808'08 (‘)’"08 .-+ ), wheress without the dictatorship it

could be near 100 per cent.

The desire to endave his fdlows, on the part d one dicta
torialy inclined, means that his liberty cannot be as much as
100 per cent except as heisable to accomplish that feat. In being
prevented from endaving hisfellows, heisdeprived o afull meas-
ured hisliberty, as we have defined it; we might assume, asillus-
tration in one instance, that its prevention meant a loss o haf
d that person'sliberty, or o hiswillful desres. If he weretheonly
onein the nation blighted with thisillibera desire, to dlow him
to grasp full power would reduce the averagelevel o liberty for

that nation to near zero ( 100 JEO% 6’08 0‘600 e ) , Wheress curb-

ing hisgrasp for power would alowliberty to be nearl00 per cent
i i 50 +100 +100 + 100.. ..
in that nation 100,000,000 .

These simple numerical representations serve to indicate how
the national average d liberty isaffected directly in proportion as
there is enslavement by any means whatsoever, within a nation.

THE FounpaTioN d economic liberty has been defined as
the right of a person to the product o his own labor. If this defi-
nition be accepted, it becomesa meansby which to measureone's
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economic liberty — or its complement, the degree d economic
davery heis being forced to endure.

The dave is compelled to work for his master without any
rights whatsoever to income that he may spend as he chooses. Nor
does he have any rights to private property. Whatever economic
living may be granted to the dave by his master isgiven to him in
the same manner as one makesa gift to another, because thereis
no definite obligation involved; the dave has no right to demand
any "pay" d food or other things, he has no means by which to
assurehimsdlf of something to eat tomorrow, either from the work
hedoesor from what he hassaved. The master, d course, normally
does not dlow hisdaveto starve; he gives him food and necessities
so that he may live to toil another day.

It may seem strange that the dave, totally lacking in liberty,
frequently feels no strong resentment toward the master who has
endaved him. In fact, the dave may even feel grateful toward his
master who "'so kindly gives me food and necessities with which
tolive, and without which | wouldsurely die” 1t issaid that many
anewly-freeddaveafter the W ar Between the Statesfeared liberty
because, due to the narrow vison o his experienceas a dave, he
acquired this strangefeeling d kindness toward his oppressor. A
similar feeling is reported to have been held by the oppressed in
Hitler's Germany, and in Stalin's Russia; and we have noted the
samefeelingamong those who have acquired the habit of leaning
on abenevolent governmentin our own country. All thesevictims
of alost liberty are unmindful o thefruits o liberty, due to the
blindness which compulsory or voluntary davery has caused. ' For-
give them, for they know not. . . .", but et them becomefree so
that they may know!

If adaveholder grantsto his dave a daily wage d $10 — the
market equivalent d what the dave produces — and then, after
payingit, takesit all back again, one could hardly claim that the
dave had thereby gained his economic liberty. The dave might
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properly sy to his master: ""You may aswell keep my pay in the
first place. | have no economic liberty unless| can keepit and can
havefreechoicein its spending.™

Suppose that the master, instead o taking back all d the
$10, should take back only three-fourths, or one-half, or one-fourth
d it. Would it then be correct to say that the dave lacked eco-
nomic liberty to the extent of three-fourths, or one-hdf, or one-
fourth, as the case might be? According to our definition of eco-
nomic liberty, this suggests a rough measure o the degree of
economicliberty heis then enjoying, even though heisstill legdly
bound to his master who may changethe degree of this economic
liberty at will.

Partial liberty under daveryiswel illustrated by a practicethat
was establishedin Prussiacenturiesago. The mastersgranted their
sarfs two days out of the week to work for themselves. They had
that degreed economic liberty.

Now suppose that thedave, instead o working directly under
theguidanced his master, should bealowed to pursueelsewhere
any occupation and placed employment he may choose, and to
sl al hisservicesal the product d his toil for a money wege
or amarket price. With legal ownershipd hisdave, and with full
knowledged the dave's activitiesand theamount d hisincome,
the master isableto clam all or part o the daves earnings. If he
should take three-fourthsor one-half or one-fourth o it, would
It then be correct to say that the underling was till three-fourths
or one-hdf or one-fourth in economic davery?This would seem
to beessentidly acorrect report o the situation. Themaster might
choose to operate this way, instead o having the dave work
directly for him, if he thought that the dave would thereby pro-
duce morefor the master to takeaway from thedave.

As another variation, suppose that severa dave masters com-
bine into adaveholding corporationfor the management d their
daves, and suppose that the corporation, rather than each o the
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mastersseparately, is delegated to direct the operation and extract
the pay from the daves. Would this lessen the degree d davery
from what it had been before?No.

As dtill another variation, suppose that these daves acquire
their status o davery as a result d a popular vote among their
group while they were still free men, and that the mgjority voted
that theyshould al become daves. Would this lessen the degree
o davery from their previoudy reported plight?No.

Suppose that the master pleads innocence o daveholding on
the grounds that he is spending the dave's earnings for what he
considers to be the dave's own welfare. Would that change the
degree o liberty d the dave? Is liberty to be defined in such a
way as to dlow me to take from you the product o your labor,
so long as | clam that | shall useit for your wefare, or for the
" genera welfare" ?Should therobbingd banks beallowableunder
liberty, provided the bank robbers promise to put the proceeds
d the robbery to some use they clam to be worthy, or even to
some usethat amgjority d the people havejudged to be worthy?

Thetest o economicliberty under al thesevaried conditions,
and others that might be listed, is to be found in the definition
d economicliberty asprevioudy explained — theright to the prod-
uct d one's own labor. One who is deprived d these rightsis a
dave. To whatever extent he is deprived d these rights, heis to
that extent adave. And heis nolessadave because o the means
o deprivinghim d the product d hislabor.

ARE EMPLOYEES in modern society in the same position
as daves?

It isoften asserted that employeesare the equivalent of daves,
because the employer can pay them whatever he may desire and
theemployeecan do nothing about it. But that isnot so. Thereisa
distinct difference between the two situations.
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Thedave, if heshould object to hisplight for any reason what-
Soever, cannot movetoanew situation o greater promise, nor can
he leave to start a busnessfor himsalf, nor can he quit work to
livein retirement on hissavings, he must continue to work where
heis inspited hiswishes, and continue to be subject to thedic-
tates of the master. The employee, on the other hand, isfree to
make these changes; he may bargain with hisemployer, or he may
leave for employment elsewhere, or he may start in business for
himself; or he may choose to retire and not work at all, or work
only part time, living on the savings he hasaccumulated.

But back o thesedifferencesisthe one most vital to economic
liberty. The employee hasincome of hisown to spend or to save
as he desires. The dave, on the other hand, does not.

An employee is not, because o that fact, a dave; nor is he
the equivalentd adave. Any employeewho clamsthat heisthe
equivalent of a dave probably would not, if put to the test, will-
ingly becomea dave; theact is the test d sincerity o the belief.

The employee is, to be sure, under whatever dictates his
employer chooses to impose while he is there as an employee.
Presumably he has accepted this condition of employment will-
ingly, rather than not to have that job with its pay; thisis dis-
tinctly different from the plight d the dave, who was captured
and held against hiswill and whois not freeto return or to move
to another job.

The employer-employee relationship amounts to this: The
employer, who has the tools and other capital required for effi-
cient production, and who presumably has the know-how of man-
agement, proposes to a prospective employee that they form a
sort o partnership; the employee acceptsit or not, voluntarily,
dependent on whether or not he judgesit to bea better prospect
for him than any dternative. The employee may, in fact, takethe
initiative and make the original proposition to the employer be-
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cause he strongly desires to cooperate in such an arrangement
with one who has the tools and capital, or the know-how o
management.

Whatever the route to a fina ded, the employeremployee
relationshipis similar to two persons trading a cow and a horse,
whereboth parties to the deal are beneficiaries. The employer, as
hisside d the offer, agrees to give the employee what amounts
to a certain quantity d the product and a guaranteed market
therefor, in exchangefor the employee's sarvices. It may turn out
that the employee gets either more or less than he contributes,
resulting in either aloss or a profit for the employer.

The employer-employee arrangement is in sharp contrast to
that o the master-dave relationship. The dave is not offered a
propositionin the original dedl; heis captured.

Apparently large numbersd personsin any country prefer to
be told what to do, in large areas d their lives. Large numbers
cannot or do not desire, in the economicarena, to be entirely on
their own; o they chooseto work for othersat awage those others
are willing to pay. Ye they have the essence d liberty even in
this situation, for reasons that have been given.

Employees, along with those who are self-employed, have an
important stake in liberty. Contemplating alternatives should
make this perfectly clear.

Now we come to a crucia point. The question is this:

If the master he the State (government, at al its levels), does
the test d expropriated income still serve as a useful measure of
liberty? Does the test that has been applied to a privately-owned
davedtill apply here?

A daveis no less a dave because o the manner by which he
is deprived of the product d his own labor, and o the right to
hold private property. Savery cannot be transformed into non-
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davery by havingagroup of ownerscombineto do thesamething.
No matter what system is used to extract the fruitsd hislabors
from the person, heisafree man or not (economically) to what-
ever extent he can or cannot have whatever he produces, to con-
sumeor to sal, to trade ashe wishesfor whatever he wishes, or to
save as private propertyfor later needsand uses

This ruleis still vdid even when it is government that does
the taking. If the government should take al that is produced,
as doesa master from hisdave, all the citizenswould then be the
economic davesd that government.

Most d the modern world has discarded the institution of
private davery, the davery o person to person. This institution
has been judged to violate the rights & persons to be free. But
there is rapidly arisng a form d davery even more dangerous
and deadly. The new form is more dangerous becauseit is more
subtle, moredifficult to detect and to guard againgt, and therefore
far more widespread than personal davery probably ever was. This
is becauseit does not take the customary form d davery o one
person to another, as when one holds title to his dave or cattle
or horses and is their unquestioned and exclusve master and
owner. Therein lies the danger d this new form d davery, a
danger comparableto that o disease germs prior to the discovery
of the microscope and the development of the germ theory of
disease. Our present problem is to discover the equivalent d the
microscopefor usein diagnosing the causes d the economic dis-
easss o our society whereby liberty is lost, and to develop the
means d identificationd the germs which cause those diseases.

The superstition prevails that if the government takes from
unwilling people the product o their labor to pay for govern-
mental costsd which they disapprove, it becomesa commendable
act unlike that of the master taking from his dave. Especidly is
the taking supposed to be proper if it occurs in a ' democratic™
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nation. It is as though we should rule, by custom or by law, that
robbery becomesa commendableact if alargeenough number o
people approve d it and engagein it.

The mere fact o taxes having been paid is no test of basic
willingness; it is no evidencethat aform o davery does not exigt,
as a result d the displacement d voluntary action in the free
market d choice. Thefact that adave worksin his master's field,
samilarly, is no evidence that davery is not involved. The giving
o one's wallet to the hold-up robber without a struggle o con-
spicuous conflict is no evidence that the robbery did not take
place. In all these instances there is an overhanging threat which
causes the seemingly peaceful submission; the unfortunate victim
is dlowed no aternative consistent with liberty. In the case of
taxes, theact o non-payment resultsin alegal claim against one's
property and future income, presumably far greater in amount
than the tax bill under protest.

" The power to tax is the power to destroy.™

The Chinese scholar, Chang Hsin-hal, in hisarticle on "' The
Moral Bads d World Peacg'" asserts that this disease o our
society stems from a double standard of moras. He says that the
root o our troubles, both national and international, liesin the
acceptance d moral standards in government totally different
from those accepted and demonstrated as necessary for a good
society so far asindividual conduct is concerned. If a politician,
either national or international, engagesin practicesand policies
which in individua conduct would be considered as most con-
temptible, he is commonly honored for his " progressivenessand
farsightedness, and for the great service he is rendering to the
citizensd hiscountry.” He is elected again and again to public
office, even though the same practicesby the operator o aprivate
grocery store or afarm would lead to hisbeing al but run out o

town.
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At theroot o thedouble standardd moral conduct, to which
Chang Hsin-hai refers, is the accepted bdlief that many forms of
predatory practice, when conducted under the name o govern-
ment, are honorable acts. On that premise has been built a pro-
gressive encroachment on theliberty o individuals, which passes
as "'progressive” in politics. Governments in recent times have
taken more and more o the product of persons labor "for the
commongood." But by themerefact o itstaking, thegovernment
is thereby engaging moreand morein theendavement o theciti-
zens. If this process had involved the complete enslavement o
certain persons, it would be more noticeable and we would
then beableto seeit in its truelight.

ASOoNE ASPECT o the problem o lost liberty and double
standards of conduct, the govemment is getting more and more
into busnessin a manner condemned in private practice. This
fact must be observed in any discussion o the status d liberty in
our time, even at the risk d not being fully understood in a
cursory treatment d an involved question.

Nearly every business operated by govemment has these fea
tures:

1 They are monopolies.

2. Theirinitial capital isobtained through theforceand power
d taxation.

3. They need not operateefficiently, nor be able to cover their
costsin order to stay in business, because they can dwaysfall back
on their taxing power to make up the difference between their
performance and the people's direct appraisal d itsworth.

All three violateliberty in one way or another.

How would you liketo competein private businesswith some-
one who could force you to put up his initial capital and who
could send you a bill for al hislosses?
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As an individual citizen, it is no defense against the loss o
liberty to say that you areacitizen and haveashared ownership
in these governmental projects. You will find, for instance, that
you are a shareholder in the Spruce Production Corporation, one
o thefederal government's hundreds d corporationswhich now
have a total of over $30 hillion of capital assets. Try some day to
sell your "ownership” sharein that project.

Asanother illustration, United Statescitizens — including tee-
totalers — are forced to support a budgeted deficit to pay for the
federa production d rum in the Virgin Idands. One who does
not carefor thisinvestment isforced to invest in it anyhow. He
is not even allowed to shift hisinvestment to some other govern-
mental project that is more appeding to him; and if he were
alowed to shift, it would make no differenceanyhow becausethe
set-up precludesenjoyingany o the privilegesd ownershipin its
real sense.

What, inany practical sense, do you have to say about who is
to be the manager o "your" corporation?What senseis there to
caling it ownershipif you cannot sdl it, and if in addition you
can beassessed for itsfinancial failuresindefinitely into the future?

The corollary of the right of ownership is the right o dis-
ownership. So if | cannot sdll a thing, it is evident that | do not
readly ownit. Can a Russian citizen, who becomesdissatisfiedwith
his part o the Russian syssem d socialistic " ownership in com-
mon,"” sell hisshared Russa some day and convert the proceeds
into some other form of red wealth?

This matter o governmentin business must come under thor-
ough review by anyone who would consider the status of liberty
in our time. Strange as it may sound, it comprises an increasingly
important aspect d the modern verson o davery. Any measure
of lost liberty must include it, becauseit is one o the formof
delusion under which, as Burke said, peoplegiveup their liberties.



CHAPTER THIRTEEN

THE EXTENT OF LOST LIBERTY

A ROUGHMEASUREMENT d the encroachment on liberty is
to befound, then, in the proportiond the product d a person's
labor that is taken from him by force or by threat d force, by
government A study d thesefigures, over the century and a hdf
d our history as a nation, gives cause for deep concern (seechart
on page 108) .11

In 1947 the figure for governmental take was 29 cents from
eech dollar d income, or oneand one-haf times the entire food
bill d the nation (excluding the taxes buried in the price d
food).? A common reaction may be, "' Perhapsso, but | don't pay
any such amount in taxes™ Much d this tax isin the form o
hidden taxes and onecannot seewhat ishidden. About two-thirds
of this 29 cents, or about $1,000 in a year for the average family,
isin thefoamd various hidden taxes, thisamount d tax has be-
comeburied in the pricesd everything you buy and d every serv-

'For detailed commentson thehigory of these change, sse316by F. A. Harpe,
(Irvington,New York: The Foundation for Economic Education,1947).

'The figure indudes'loans’ by the United States Government to foreign nations,
because pagt experiencesand present conditionsin thesdoreign governmentssug-
gest that repayment is highly questionable.
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LOSS OF FREE CHOICE IN THE SPENDING OF INCOMES

Figures prior to 1849 include Federal Government only
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ice you employ — bread, shoes, haircuts, electric bill, the new car,
movies, railroad tickets — everything. One author has estimated
that thereare 502 taxeson a pair o shoes. When al o thesehid-
den taxes are brought to light, one finds that he now works 312
monthsfor the government, leaving only 8 1/2 months to work for
himsdlf.

Government in the United Statesis now takingfrom persons
incomes an amount equivalent to the complete enslavement of
about 42 million persons— working personsand membersd their
families. Comparethat figure, and the concern about it, with the
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figure o 4 million privately-owned daves in the United States
at the outbreak o the War Between the States|

All thisis being done under the name d liberty, in a nation
where liberty supposedly reigns as a beacon for the rest of an
endaved world. tis al Ibeing done under the name d a "pro-
gressve’ society.

The present figured 29 cents, even under present conditions
of high employment and money incomes, is frightening enough.
But a declinein employment to a point like that of 1938-40, in
its effect on the national income, would automatically increase
the burden to 35 cents or more out d each dollar d persons in-
comes, and this estimate fails to include any additional govern-
mental costs"'to relieve the depression.”

The threat and danger embodied in a figure of 35 cents, or
more, can be gleaned from afew comparisons. Thelatest figureat
handfor the United Kingdom isabout 35 centsout of eachdollar.
The situation in the United Kingdom under this burden is well
known, as suggested by the common use d the word " augerity,”
and aso by thefact that the United Statesis being asked to con-
tribute great sumsd money in the hope d bolstering the British
€conomy.

A study d the tax burden d 48 nationsin the late twenties
offerssomesoberingevidae’  Among those 48 nationswerefour
large ones (over 25 million population) where the government
was then taking more than 20 per cent o the citizen's income.
Call to mind what has happened in thosefour countriesfrom the
standpoint d liberty d the citizens:

'‘Derived from figures in " National Income and Expenditure of the United King-
dom," HisMagjesty'sStationery OfficeLondon, 1947, and other sources.
The London Economigt for March 19, 1949 reported that the figure for the
current budget has risen further to 40 pa cent of the total of all incomes.

"Edmond E. Lincoln, " Sobering ReslitiesRegarding Tax Burdens" The Commer-
cdal and Financial Chronide (April 1, 1948).
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Taxesas per cent of national
income, 1929-1930

USSR. . . . . . . . . . .. 2
Germany . . . . o+ 4 . 4 .. . 22
France . . . . . . . . . . . . 21
United Kingdom . . . . . . . 21

A near-comparablefigure for the United States at that time
was 14 per cent, as the cost o government in proportion to the
national income.

"The power to tax is the power to destroy.”" The power to
tax incomes is the power to destroy incomes. The power to tax
property is the power to destroy property, whether by a capital
levy or in any other form. And sinceincome and property are the
economic extensionsd the person, the power to tax becomesthe
power to destroy persons to whatever extent economic considera-
tions areimportant to lifeand happiness.

I nan autocracy, the power to tax isthe power d the autocrat
to destroy personsin this sense. I n a democracy, the power to tax
becomesthe power o certain personsto destroy other persons, and
it becomesthe right to useall forms o legalized power and influ-
ence to do so —lobbies, pressure groups, and al the others.

Dr. Colin Clark, the Australian economist, hasconcluded from
his study d governmental costs that whenever the figure for any
country risesto more than 20 or 25 per cent, progressiveinflation
and the debauchery o the currency is the likely result. s

And Lord Keynes reported:

Lenin issaid to have declared that the best way to destroy the Capitalist
System was to debauch the currency. By a continuing process of inflation,

governments can confiscate, secretly and unobserved, an important part of
the wealth of their dtizensgg

‘Dr. Coalin Clark, " Public Finance and Changesin the Vaue d Money," The
Economic Journa (December. 1945).

'‘John Maynard Keynes, The Economic Conseguences of the Peace (New York:
Harcourt, Brace and Howe, 1920, p. 235).
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The " Capitalist System,” which Lenin wished to destroy, is
based on the right to the product d one's own labor and on the
right to save some d it as private property. It is based on the
foundation d liberty, as herein defined.

The private property that comes into being when a person
spends less than hisincome, or consumesfor purposesd hiscur-
rent living less than he produces, becomes the capital of the
" Capitalist System.” Thisright to privatesecurity in the form o
ONe's savings put to some productive use, is the essence o eco-
nomic liberty. Destroying the " Capitalist System™ means destroy-
ing thisliberty and these rights; it means the prohibition o the
self-responsibility and private security, in the form o personal
savings, it meansamost powerful invitation to personal irresponsi-
bility and intemperancein economicconsumption.

History confirmsthe effectivenessd these meansd destroying
thefoundations o human liberty. And it further records the fail-
uresd sociaistic nations d the past, in sharp contrast with the
human happiness and progress that abounds wherever a high de-
gree d human liberty prevails.

Events before the French Revolution illustrate the conse-
quences o economic intemperance. Following a long series o
governmental deficits, the debt by 1788 had reached such propor-
tions that, with an added deficit of 20 per cent of governmental
expendituresin that year, hdf o the budget went for costsd the
debt? The cost d the debt would have exceeded even that pro-
portion, except for the ""shamelesswade' and extravagance that
padded the remaining portion o expenditures. Taxes, though
having been raised to the limit d yidd, were far from enough to
pay the costs d this wastage and the pensioning d priviledgeand
favoritism. Indirect taxes, including inflating the currency to pay

Teorges Lefebvre, The Coming of the French Revolution (Princeton University
Press, 1947, p. 22).
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expenses, was used more and more. The credit standing of the
government finally was completely destroyed, so that income from
the issuance d loans wes no longer possble. The government
extended its monopolies and confiscated wealth in various ways
Personal violence began and spread as aconsequence d enforcing
the decrees and as an accompaniment o the growing economic
vice, until the bloody revolution was in full swing.

Among the authorities on the subject o liberty in relation to
the rise and fall of civilizations is Sir Flinders Petrie, the great
British archeologist. He traced the sx great civilizations o the
world during the last 8,000 years. He found that therised these
civilizations occurred while liberty was at its height, that when
economic parasitism set in these civilizations degenerated rapidly
intoalong period o "dark ages

That, in a nutshell, indicates the present status of liberty in
the United States.

Many personswho call themselves redlists, but who are called
fatalists by others, know these events o history and believe that
liberty in a nation tends to erode more and more until finaly it
has been amost entirely lost. Whereas it seems that such has
tended to be the pattern of national experience, no one pattern is
inevitable as the course o a national society. If it wereinevitable,
why would there be al the variation o patterns between nations
now and at any other timein the past? Thisargument o inevita-
bility becomes an effective weapon of those who are pleased with
recent trends in thisand in other countries, and who would like
to haveall opposition to their hopes fade beforethe inevitable."

The lovers o liberty must remember that, in a serioudly ill
society as with a serioudly ill person, the choice may be between
someform o early medical treatment — perhapspills that may be
unpalatable at the moment — and the servicesd an undertaker.
If these preventive steps are not taken in time, and if the little
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problems d liberty are alowed to go unsolved, they accumulate
into catastrophe; in the end there comes bloody revolutiond the
worst sort, when the growing octopus o tyranny has finally be-
come unbearable.

The great socid problem o our ageis that of designing the
preventive medicinethat will stop the eroding liberty in the body
politic. Further, once the disease has advanced to the point d a
most seriousdanger, abitter curativemedicineisrequiredtoregain
aready-lostliberty.



PART

THE PRESENT PROBLEM

If the true spark of religious and civil liberty be
kindled, it will bum. Human agency cannot extin-
guish it. Like the earth's central fire, it may be
smothered for a time; the ocean may overwhelm it;
mountains may pressit down; but itsinherent and
unconquerabl eforce will heave both the ocean and
theland, and at some time or other, in some place
or other, the volcano will break out and flame up
to heaven.
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SPECIAL PRIVILEGE

WiTH covERNMENT in the United States taking 29 cents
o eachdollar d aperson'sincomeat the present time—an amount
identical with that for the USSR in 1929-1930 — what is to be
done?

In considering any new proposas for governmental expendi-
tures, and in reviewing those that now exigt, this should be the
guidingrule: Grants d specia privilegeto any person or group of
persons should be denied, because these grants can be made only
by infringement on the rights d others — on liberty. " Benefits"™
for this and "benefits” for that should be denied. The granting
d any o theso-cdled benefitsby government violatesthefounda-
tion d liberty — that a personshould havetheright to the product
d hisown labor, and the right to disposed it or to keep any part
o it as he desres.

No attempt will be made here to list the numerousforms of
special privilege now in operation. Each person can do that for
himself, and if there should be a difference of opinion over an
item, the differencecould not be resolved by amerelistingd the
item in question.

The nature o special privilege, however, should be clear in
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its main outlines. Specia privilege is any item of income or of
position in the market for goods and services where the amount
paid and received fails to reflect the judgment o *the judges of
the market place” asto itsworth. It iswherethe judgment o the
votersin the economic market placeis overruled by their political
servants; it is where personsare forced to pay for a thing beyond
their opinion d its worth, through the device d an authority
backed by the taxing power or legal pendty.

Among the things that fal in this dass o specid privilege
are monopoly, prohibition o competition through force, fixing o
prices by governmental decree or protection d others who do the
samething, theforcing of payment for work not wanted done, and
the prohibition d the free movement o goods across political
borders.

The government, having no independent source d income
except what it takesfrom theincomesd the citizens, cannot give
a""benefit™ to any one person either asa direct transfer o money
or in any other way without correspondingly denying another the
right to the product d his labor. Some evening when there is
nothing else to do, an interesting occupation would be to take
a copy d the federal budget and study the projects reported
therein as they fail to meet thistest of specid privilege. It would
provide plenty d foodfor thought.

On a recent occason when discussing a proposa involving a
major program d specia privilege, a well known person said that
the only thing he could see against it was the cost. Its entire cost
would unavoidably have to be paid in full by the taxpayer. It is
common to speak as though this cost aspect can be dismissed
lightly asa minor detail. One might asillogicaly say that hiswife
wants seven mink coats; that the idea seemsto him to be a good
one — except for the detail of itscost. Why is the matter of cost
any lessrelevant when theitem is under the scoped government?
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'The power to tax is the power to destroy.” Specia privilege
isd necessity the process d destruction in operation, dways and
everywhere.

THE MATTER OF STRATEGY by persons, both individualy
and through their organizations, becomeshighly important if there
isasincere desireto assist in the recovery d liberty.

An attitude which over the decadeshas contributed more and
moretothelossd liberty isone that may becalled " compensatory
parasitism.”" That high-sounding phrase refers, in more simple
terms, to the philosophy of: You parasitize me and I'll parasitize
you." Itisthe philosophy that oneevil justifiesanother.

The effectsd this policy abound on every hand. The govern-
ment becomes a grab-bag and one citizen judtifies hisbecoming a
parasite by observing that othersaredoingit. * So-and-sois getting
a hand-out from the government; why shouldn't 17"

A cardinal principle of successful parasitism is that the num-
ber d parasitesmust bekept low. Otherwisethe host iskilled and
the parasites must die.

Thewolf pack operatesas aform d parasitic economy. They
live constantly in a meager existence, and some d them must die
as their number increases relative to the sheep they plunder and
kill.

Our economy isnot likethat o a pack of wolves, which plun-
ders but does not produce. Ours is a productive rather than a
parasitic economy. The basis o a free society is the absence o
parasitism.

Sothepoint d strategy isthis: Why not encouragea complete
about-facein policy among all thinking citizensand d leadersd
thought? Why not oppose specia privilege for each and every
person and group, rather than t r tp acquire compensatory para-
sitism for oneés sdlf?
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If the principled 'no special privilege'™ isto prevail, it will be
necessary to support that principlein its every application as a
principle. It should beadopted asa uniform rule, acrossthe board.



CHAPTER FIFTEEN

RECOVERING LIBERTY

T HEASHION OF THE TIMES Seemsto beto "'resgn to the
inevitable." Some say that the wise thing to do is to relax and
try to grab as much as possible for ones sdf, while the nation
declines into the abyss d collectivism. Anyone devoted to the
principles d liberty will refuse to accept that solution; he will
refusetoaccept it on both mora and practical grounds. Theplight
o peoplesall over the world where compromiseand **resignation
to theinevitable™ has been the adopted solution should be ample
evidenced what isin storeif we continue to pursue that course.
The prospect is not a pretty picture. No libera will want any part
in thisrouteto the destruction d liberty.

Let us take a practical ook at "'resigning ourselvesto the in-
evitable,'" in economic terms. If weshould adopt a policy of socia
parasitism,andif it were possibleto divide up the entire supposed
wealth o this nation and consumeit as a pack o wolves would
devour a sheep, there would be only enough on a valuation basis
in these"'fabuloudy wedlthy"" United States to sustain our present
level d livingfor 3% years The estimated wedlth o the nation,
in other words, isonly 3% timesthe estimated worth o the goods
and servicesproduced in a year. So, if dl these items of wealth
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If the principled ""no specia privilege'™ is to prevail, it will be
necessary to support that principlein its every application as a
principle. It should beadopted asa uniform rule, acrossthe board.
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it be started with this or that liberty is a detail, however impor-
tant. The way to start is to start somewhere.

The solution of the problem of liberty requires that a sizable
number o thought-leadersgrasp awholly new attitude on matters
of government. There must be a changefrom the beief that has
increasingly prevailed during twenty years or morein this nation,
andforalonger timein other countrieslike Germany and Britain
which now stand as pathetic demonstrations o the effects of lost
liberty. It is not enough to blame our congressmen and to expect
them to do the job d regaining lost liberty alone. Weeds the
Sze d sequoiatreeshave grown up in our vineyard o liberty, and
one cannot eliminate a forest d sequoia trees by using a jack-
knife at the tips d the branches.

The present yea's budget for the federal government weighs
about hdf more than the Sears, Roebuck or Montgomery Ward
catalogues; it contains 1534 pages, on each page, on the average,
is information about $26 million o expenditures. Suppose that a
congressman ischarged with the task of reviewingthat budget and
cutting out all "non-essentias,” and suppose that he were to take
one hour to study each million dollarsd expenditure — trulya
cursory study d an expenditure d that amount d money. A con-
gressman, spending full time at it, would be able to finish the
job in about 21 years, or about 1970! He would then be ready to
start asimilar review d the budgetsd the remaining 30,000 units
o government, other than thefederal, in the United States. That
indicates the impossible task which confronts the law makers; it
Isnot surprisingthat they bog down under it.

What conclusion can one draw other than that the hope o
citizens supervision of governmental expenditures of $57 billion
ayear by the" democratic process™ isafutile hope, no matter how
it isattempted? It is foolish to expect to recover liberty in that
manner. When once the power d free choicein the spending of
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their incomes has been abandoned by the citizens, and these
economic rights surrendered to government, their liberty will
have gone with it; it makes no difference how the governmental
procedureis designed. Either you spend your own income as you
deem best or someonespendsit for you in someway that hedeems
best, and thereis no alternative. The hope that 145 million per-
sons can maintain control over such a stupendous expenditure,
merely by the device d afew o them going to the pollsoncein
awhile, ispurefantasy. Until it is redlized to be afantasy, we are
destined to pursue futility, buoyed only by a little fleeting hope
every two or four yearsat election time.

What, then, isto be done? After liberty has been lost beyond
a certain point, its recovery is difficult by peaceful means. The
peaceful solution is to unwind the accumulated powers d gov-
ernment over the livesand incomesd the citizens.

Eternal vigilanceis not now enough; it istoo late for that to
beadequate, for the same reason that eternal vigilanced thebarn
door isno help after the horse has been stolen. Nor is the changing
d top personnel in the government, or "'reform governments,”
any answer to the basic problem. Thegaining d better adminis-
tration of an evil in the form o unwarranted power is a victory
without virtue. Themost efficienind best possibleadministration
o davery will not transform it into liberty.

A blueprint for the procedure d unwinding an illiberal gov-
ernment, evenif | knew exactly the order in which it should pro-
ceed, isimpossible here. But the principle that should guide the
processis: No special privilege, no trading  specid privileges.

"Butwhatcan | do?Yoursis a negative program o do-
nothingness. | want to support a positive programl™
Suppose that the question at issue was that of a proposed
murder, by shooting. Your objection to it is met with the rebuff:
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"All right, how do you propose that he be murdered?" Believing
as you do that murder by any means is wrong, it would seem
foolish to offer as a "positive’™ suggestion that the murder be by
drowning. The objectionis to murder by any meansand by any
"administration.” The positive program is that it not be done
at dl; that abstaining from the act is the wise course of action.

If such astand is to beaccused o being obstructionist tactics,
and d putting obstacles in the path o progress, one must then
concludethat the accuser differson the very fundamentalsd the
matter. He must believe murder to be a good and justifiableact,
which then reduces the question in his mind to that d a choice
between various means o committing the murder and other ad-
ministrativedetailsd carryingit out.

Dealing with the issues d the day from the standpoint o
liberty is smilar. When the advocate d liberty speaks with dis-
favor about some program that would violateliberty, heislikely to
be met with thissincereand well-intentioned rebuff: **Your objec-
tion seems to be well reasoned, and I'm inclined to accept it, but
how do you propose that the program be set up?* The answer is
that, consistent with liberty, you would have no "' program™ in the
sensed which hethus speaksd "' positive action.™

To one who beievesin liberty, liberty is a positive program
d thehighest order. To onewho believesotherwise, theonly ** pos-
tive" program is that which is destructived libetty.

If, however, one with a basic faith in liberty fals to know
its processes-inaction so wel that he can solve the dally issues
consistent with liberalism, he will constantly be pulled offsdein
thegamed itsdefense. He will keepfallinginto the trap of being
led to select one or another method d violating liberty, and he
will thereby assst othersin its destruction. If that destruction be
the result d ignorance rather than of an unintentional mistake,
the result will be the same and liberty will be destroyed.
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So thefirst thing to be done by al d us with a basicfaith in
liberty isto acquirean understanding d it so thorough that adop-
tion in daily practice becomes clear and automatic, like the things
wedo in our daily occupational duties. Thisdegreed understand-
ingisnot easy. Itisnot to be bought in the store with nickelsand
dimes. Its understanding must be acquired in the same manner
as that o any other complex subject, through long and careful
study and thought.

To one who hasacquired amastery o the subject d liberty to
that extent, action consistent with liberty will becomea positive
program, supported by considered reasons. He will know why the
so-called "positive”™ programs, currently so popular, are programs
that destroy liberty. Then, without sdf-consciousnessand with a
feeling d priderather than o shame, he will takea clear and firm
position against each and every means d destroying or diluting
liberty, oblivious to appealing but false clams in which they may
be clothed.

One will have then become capable o helping his friends
toward a better understanding d liberty, without resorting to the
futile process d voicing mere conclusions or platitudes that are
lacking in the force d real understanding. Only in that way will
knowledge spread to those who seek help and guidance, to those
who arein search o honest answersto perplexing problems.

This method is to be sure, dow. But there are no shortcuts
to liberty. Shortcuts taken in a haste for action usudly violate
the basic tenets d liberty in the process, and for that reason they
lead one further from hisintended god.

Correct action automaticallyfollows understanding — the only
route to correct action. Nothing else will serve. If this process
seems hopelesdy dow, there should be the sustaining faith that
liberty isin harmony with truth, and with theintended design of
thehuman socid order. Truth isimmortal, despitethe defeatsthat
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it seems to suffer along the way. Truthhasa power that is no re-
specter d persons, nor d the numbersd persons who may at any
time be in darkness about truth. Truth has a power that cannot
be touched by physica force. | t isimpossibleto shoot a truth.

THE Lover OF LiBerTY Will find waysto befree.



APPENDICES

The spirit of liberty is the spirit which is not too
surethatitisright. Thespirit of liberty isthe spirit
which seeksto understand the minds of other men
and women. The spirit of liberty isthe spirit which
weighs their interests aongside its own without
bias. The spirit of liberty remembers that not even
a sparrow falls to earth unheeded. The spirit of lib-
erty isthespirit of Him who, near 2,000 yearsago,
taught mankind that lesson it has never learned,
but has never quite forgotten; that there may bea
kingdom where the least shall be heard and con-
sidered side by side with the greatest.
JUDGE LEARNED HAND
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FAITHS ABOUT THE NATURE
AND DESTINY OF MAN

Befare people can be persuaded to abandon one
fath they must be gven something d<e to grab
had o as a means of sdvaion. Men cannot live
without faithin something.

JOHN RUSTGARD

THSDISCUSSION O liberty is predicated on certain faiths
regarding mankind.

However much it may be regretted that an anaysis must be
started on the " uncertain footing™ o faiths, thisis unavoidable.
What we" know" isever bounded on al sides by what we do not
know. I n thedimension o space, for instance, what can beviewed
is bounded by what is unviewed; that which lies beyond must be
dealt with in termsdf theory or faith, as to its content and form.
It isthesame with al aspects other than space.

Despite man's effortsto master ignorance and press back the
boundaries of the unknown, there shall remain an unconquered
and unknown portion until such a time as we may have gained
an insight into everything between the primal mist and the end
o eternity. Until then, faith will have to continue to bridge the
unknown. The concepts which one holds have to be constructed
within these faiths, and any analysis must rest on some working
hypotheses.
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Faiths are not debatable in terms of scientific reasoning. One
faith, in that sense, stands equal to any other so far as **proof™
is concerned. A faith may be based on ""hunch,” or on "'instinct,"
or on the authority o someone admired and trusted in these
respects. But whatever its origin, it is held with deep conviction
until replaced by something accepted as more tenable. It is for
these reasons that faiths serve well to illustrate the impropriety
and unwisdom o authoritarianism.

The following are the faiths, or hypotheses on which this
andysisd liberty is based. They relate to the nature and destiny
of man.

1 Thereexistsa Supernatural, which guidestheaffairsdf the
universe.

2. Inthe design of the universe, everything is subject to cer-
tain natural laws which rule without being subject to revocation
by any human or any combination o humans, among them are
"physical law" aswell as ' moral lan''; these laws, and the events
that occur under their ruling guidance, constitute what we call
truth.

3. Humansintuitively act in harmony with these natural laws,
both physically and morally; failure to do sois the result of igno-
rance rather than o inclination; thusit is concluded that man is
basically *'good,” and will do the right thing provided heis given
the correct "'facts” and isleft free to follow hisinstincts without
interference; if it were not so, it would be difficultto explain
man's survival and his capacity for progress.

4. Law, and other social guides to conduct, must be in har-
mony with natural law, if seriousconsequencesareto be avoided;
obedience to any other guides for conduct — guides that are in
disharmony with natural law — must carry the penalty meted out
by the court o Higher Justice which can be neither bought nor
influenced by untruths.
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5. Each person is a sdf-responsible, independent unit who
isobligated to answer only to the Supernatural Authority, in any
fina sense; he must answer to the natural lawsof the universe; no
person or persons may rightfully intercede between him and his
God, with any rightsd unchecked power over the other person;
thereis no place for any " Divine Right o Kings' by that or by
any other name, in this order d things, whomever attempts to
claim that right is attempting to forge the Supernatural and is
therefore engaged in trespassing on the rights o another person
Or persons.

6. Theindividua has no bounden duty to serve someintan-
gible" common good" or 'society,” in violation o what seemsto
him to bethebest thingtodo; one's obligationistohisconscience,
and to the supernatural order asheinterpretsit, rather than to
abdicate this responsibility and attempt to shift it to othersin
political office or to someabstractionin theform of some organi-
zation; no person, under guise d these conjured abstractions, has
the right to obligate another person to something or to someone
unknown specificdly to him; and any person who attemptsto do
S0 isan impostor attempting somehow to gain power for himself
in exchange for the promise that he can free another from un-
avoidable sdlf-responghilities.

7. A person's capacity to perceive the nature d these natural
laws, which rule his being, islimited by hisintelligenceor powers
o instinctive conduct; his bdiefs, in this respect, are both his
privilegeand his responsihility; heisfreeto choose his sources of
information as guidesin his search for truth, and heis personally
responsiblefor the wisdom d that choice and for the resulting
conclusions, he will know that no person, not even himself, has
any direct and certainline d communication with the sources of
truth; al conclusions carry a corresponding uncertainty no mat-
ter who holds them; he knows that while he cannot avoid acting
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ontheles s d somebdief, these beiefsmust ever be held subject
to changeas further evidenceor new reasoning becomesavailable;
but dways he is obligated, by honesty, to beieveand act in ac-
cordance with truth as he then seesit.

[tiswithin thisstructured faiths, as working hypotheses, that
liberty is herein discussed.
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PATTERNS OF VARIATION

VAR ATION seemS to pervade the universe. Even where
onceit was bdieved not to exist, further study and refinement of
measurement reveds its presence.

When one views the membersd another race, with which he
is unfamiliar, they all seem to be dike until on further acquaint-
ance their differences come to be more and moreevident to him;
eventualy he finds them to be as great as the differences among
membersd hisown race. 1t isthe samewith other speciesd life,
and with the unlive formationsdf nature.

Once it was believed that the physical unit, the atom, lacked
variation but now physicists are said to believe that even atoms
vary. Everywhere variation seemsto exigt, in everything.

The complexity of compounded variation surpasses our com-
prehension. A person's fingerprintwill distinguish him from every
other person; or a toe print; or the hairson his head; and so on
through alonglist o features, each of which exhibitsdifferences.
When these features are considered in their seemingly endless
number of combinations, the differences between any two persons
isfound to beso great that onewondershow any similarity between
any two personsis to be noticed. It should be clear that a knowl-
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edge d variation causes the ""average man™ to dissolve into an
abstraction, not found modeled anywherein actual life.

Variation, in its rough and crude expresson d random occur-
ences, seems to be disorderly and chaotic. When observedin this
form, it seemsto betheresult o pure*chance™ and to deny any
purpose; it seems to reved nothing but the ' cardessnessd na
ture" But weshall see that thisinterpretation is highly doubtful.

A little over a century ago the foundations were laid for a
scienced the phenomenon d variation by the French mathema
tician Laplace (1749-1827). He began the work d dealing with
variationsso as to reved thesimilaritiesd their patterns.

The newly developing science o variation was applied to
astronomy by Carl Friedrich Gauss (1777-1855), the German
mathematician and astronomer.

Adolphe Quetelet (1796-1855), the Belgian, deserves credit
for thegenera principlesd variation, reportedin works published
in 1835 and later. Though an astronomer, he extended hisstudies
o variation to many other typesdof data such as temperature, the
price d grain, and the heights and chest-measurementsd men.
Quetelet's findingsled towhat | ater becameknownasthe'* normal
curve" o variation.

The normal curve exhibitsa symmetrical mathematical series.
When graphed, it becomesa smoothly bell-shaped curve. About
two-thirdsdf the total area o this curvelies within vertical lines
placed at adistanced one standard deviation on each sided the
vertical center, or the averaged the series d data

Quetelet found that all the daa he studied fitted this style of
curvefairly well.

The super-sdesman d this new concept o order within the
seeming chaos o variation, and o the predictablenature o varia
tion, was Francis Galton. 1n 1899, in his classic book on Natural
Inheritance, he had this to say:
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It is difficult to understand why datisticians commonly limit their
inquiriesto Averages and do not revel in more comprehensiveviews. Their
soulsseem asdull to thecharm o veriety es that o the natived one d our
flat English counties, whose retrospect d Switzerland wasthat, if its moun-
tains could be thrown into its lakes, two nuisances would begot rid o at
once. An Average is but a solitary fact, wheress if a single other fact be
added to it, an entire Normal Scheme, which nearly correspondsto the
observed one, starts potentialy into existence.

And:

I't[the™ normal curve’™ d variation] reignswith serenity and in complete
sdf-effacement amidst the wildest confusion. . . . Whenever alarge sample
d chaotic eementsare taken in hand and marshalled in the order of their
magnitudes, an unsuspected and most beautiful form o regularity provesto
have been latent al dong.

Galton asserted that thisknowledge d the nature of variation,
had it been known in ancient Greece, would most certainly have
been personifiedand deified. And soit might. Galton himself spoke
d itasbeingd acosmicorder.

Galton, asone d the pioneersin the discovery and interpre-
tation d variation, may be excused for what now appears to be
over-amplification. It now appears that the " normal curve'™ type
d pattern in variation is not the only one. More accurately, as
we now believe, Galton might well have waxed €loquent about
thelaws d variationin possibledesignswhere morethan asingle
pattern isalowed to unfold itself. These variations, in more than
the single pattern o which Galton spoke, all have within them
an orderlinesswhichisconcedled by their usually shuffled arrange-
ment. Variation in each instance seemsto fit into one or another
mathematical function of the variable.

Oneformation o variables more pertinent than the' normal
curve' to many d the matterswith which thesocial scientistsdedl,
is that found in income variationsand wealth variations. It is the
"harmonic seies” d magnitudes, wherein, if we represent the
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largest as 1, the second largest will be found to be 1/2the third
largest 1/3 thefourth largest ». ..

The presenced this curveis revealed in its pattern from the
largest end d the aray, where large size and low frequency is
found, to the other end where small size and high frequency is
found. A tolerancemust bedlowedfor thelatter end of thearay,
in essentidly al instances of data that has been derived from
observed events. This is because wherever the lawv o limitation
applies— which isuniversa except in thingslikedistanceor time,
where observationsare o unlimited magnitude — the harmonic
seriesrunsout and thefrequency falsdf unavoidably; theresultis
under these conditions, the appearance d a*"skewed curve."

The pattern o variability d the harmonic type appearsover a
wide range d phenomenon. Vilfredo Pareto (1848-1923) found
it toprevail amongincomedata. In addition toincomeand wealth,
it appearsin the demand for any product or service, in the sizeof
citiesand townsin any settled national unit, in the frequency in
the use d various words by one person, to mention a few that
have been studied. W e may even suspect to find that the harmonic
seriesdescribesthe variationd human abilities, aswill be revealed
only when an over-al measurement d ability has been devel oped.

One further point should be mentioned about variation. The
fact that variation seems to fit into certain definite patterns as to
type (the "norma curve' the harmonic series, etc.) does not
mean that the intensity of variation is the same wherever the pat-
tern isthesame. On the contrary, theintensity o variation differs
widdy. The ssize d one species d animal varies more intensely
than another; the weight o one species o life varies more in-
tensely than another; the color o onespeciesd flower variesmore
intensely than another. . . . It is found, for instance, that the
seedlings o the apple are highly variable in their commonly-
observed characteristics, whereas the seeds & some other plants
yield much more similar offspring.
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VARIATION AND CHANGE

THE PATTERNSTOUNd tO eXist in variationsuggest that their
presence hasa purpose.

Without changesin the weather and other things, physica
and chemical changes could not occur in the world. Except for
variation among the chromosomes, offspringwould al beidentical
with their parents and the form o life would remain unchanged
over the ages

The principled change may be stated this way: Thereis no
wey to win a race without differences; therewould, in fact, be no
purposein having a racein thefirst place except for the presence
o differencesto betested.

Variation givesrise to change, in two ways

1 Selection and discard
2. Combining

The process d selection can be illustrated by the stone-age
man's selection of a stone best suited, by sizeand other qualities,
to themaking d aweapon; or by thesdlection d stonefor abuild-.
ing; or by the selection d a candidate for a job. An unselected
item falsinto discard, for that particular purpose. The wisdom
d the selection affects the outcome. Without variation, change
by selectionand discard would be impossible.
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The other method by which variation results in change is
combination. Reproduction among living things, both sexua and
asexud, is o this type. Combining non-living things by mixture
or by compounding, as with chemicals, is another type. In any of
these forms, variation in the " parentage™ gives rise to changein
the™ offgoring.” Without variation these changescould not occur.

Changesmight further beclassfied asto whether or not choice,
or the exercised preference, guided by either instinct or intelli-
gence, is involved. Variation in the weather, for instance, lack-
ing anything likehuman choiceasitscause, hasgiven riseto events
d transcendent importance like the glaciersand the seasons, ero-
sion and typhoons. But the selection d a mateis quiteadifferent
matter, so far as the exercised choice is concerned. Some d the
biological processes seem to bein 111 pale between these two
types, because we know <0 little about them.

Changesmay berapid or dow, dependent on many things. The
more ruthless the process d discard under selection, the more
rapid the cha~ige- either for better or worse' And likewise, the
more divergent the items that are mixed or crossed by combina
tion, the more rapid will be the expected change.

The"higher” theform d life or o non-lifecomposition, the
more complex its variation and the more rapid the expected
changethat followsfrom crossingtwo o them. Asthe complexity
increases, the "offspring™ become less and less predictable. In
chemistry, for instance, combinationsd the ninety-odd different
basic elements can result in innumerable compounds; possible
mixtures o different possible compounds, in turn, magnifies
beyond our capacity for comprehension the number of possible
results. It issmilar for the complex living organisms, like persons,

.wheredifferencescombinein the biologica processinto innumer-

'‘Matter is not, of course, destructible; it only changes form. But it is the question
d form about which we are speaking here — a certain species of form.
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able and wide differences.T hatis why persons differ so widdy in
their capacity to do different things, to comprehend different
things, or to contribute to progress.

Out d this change comes "progress' And the greater the
variaion, the more rapid the progress can be. |t makes no differ-
ence, 0 far as the opportunity for progress is concerned, whether
the change is induced by the Unseen Hand o evolution, or by
consciouschoiceasin the selectiond amate, or by learningfrom
someone who ismoreinformed, or by simply patterning oné's acts
after those who know better how to do a thing.

The processd selection dom among variation, by design and
intelligent choice o persons, is an old and well-known source d
progress. It is in this manner that better varieties o plants and
animals have been selected to replace those less adapted, less
resistant to disease and less efficient.

More recently variation has been induced by "' cross breeding”
and "induced mutation,” in order that more rarely outstanding
new strains may be discovered and propagated. Most mutations
areshort-lived, self-destructivefailures; but the rareand outstand-
ing success becomes the parent d great improvement. The prize
winning steer at the Livestock Show usuallyistheresult o breed-
ingforincreased variation,in which manner awinnerismorelikely
to be produced. Thusiit is possible to speed up the process of
change, compared with the " natural processes” and the "*normal
processes” d selection, but thereisacorrespondingly great danger
init.
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PROGRESS

WE SPEAK GLIBLY 0 progress. This term can usudly be
used, in casua conversation, without challenge or without any
need to anayze its meaning. Each person thinksd illustrationsof
what are, to him, instancesd progress that give meaning to the
term *'progress.”

This discusson o liberty is of such a nature, however, that
it might be advisableto focus its meaning alittlecloser. What is
progress?

Most everyone accepts a discovery in medicine, like the germ
theory of diseaseand the development o vaccines, asillustrating
progress. Not so clearly acceptable as progress is some discovery
in acontroversid area. Some persons, for instance, hold the faith
that if God had intended man to fly, He would have provided
him with natural wings, they do not accept the development of
the airplane as being progress. Some persons do not accept the
automobile as being progress, for various reasons. And some even
question whether a medical discovery is progress.

In Appendix | has been given certain concepts essential to
this discusson d what is and what is not progress. The faiths
defined therein are pertinent to these conclusions.
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Thefirsstepistoconcedethat theright of judgmentastowhat
IS progress rests with each individual. No one person is deemed
qualified to pass judgment for all d us No one persou can, in
fact, appraise the matter for any other person (Appendix I, #7).

I't might seem from this that there would be no way to label
anythingas"'progress,”* becaused conflictingviewsand gpprasas.
What some accept as progress will be rejected by others, and
differences d opinion precludes unanimity in every instance.

A further difficulty is due to the fact that these appraisasare
subjective matters. It cannot be known with certainty what any
one person thinks about whether or not something deserves the
label of **progress™ How, then, could an objectivelabel of **prog-
ress” ever be attached to anything?

Despiteall thesedifficulties, it seemspossibleto spesk o prog-
ress with an important meaning relevant to this discusson o
liberty and its effects on progress.

Thefirst step isto recognize that a person's acts under liberty
offer some objectiveevidenceabout hissubjective motivations, in
the same manner as a mirror or periscope may be used to reflect
an object which is not accessible to direct view. Whereas this
type o reflectionis not o the nature o certain proof, it serves
asabassfor useful evidencewhere nothing better isavailable.

Thefree market, in like manner, offersevidenceas to what a
consumer wants, even thought this too is purely subjective. It
sarvesasaguide to producers — theonly availableguide, and one
that works quite well, it seems. The entire busness world, in a
liberal economy, rests on this form o evidence as its guide to
production.

If these judgmentsare to be depended upon, however, there
must beliberty so that persons may fregly express their subjective
appraisas. Lackingliberty, rdectionswill becomediluted with an
unknown form and amount d misrepresentation. So the first
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requisitein judging the natured progressis that there beliberty,
so that individuals can express their appraisalsfregly. It may be
assumed that under liberty persons will increasingly accept and
approvewhat, in the universa order d things, may fairly becaled
progress. The importance o liberty in the test of progress is so
close as to suggest that liberty is essentially the same as progress.

Acceptanced truth and an increasein the practicesthat are
harmonious with truth will not, of coursebe unanimous orin-
stantaneous once a discovery has been made, for reasons discussed
in Appendix |. But it must be assumed that there will bean in-
creasing acceptance o truth under liberty, and so the test o
progressisto befound in this degree o acceptance. That iswhy,
based on the faiths expressed in Appendix |, it seems possible to
speak d progress with meaning and for an important purpose, as
follows:

Progressisany changein belief or in concept, or in their appli-
cationsinto "devices'" which standsup under thetestsaof timeand
experienceso as to haveincreasing acceptanceamong free people.
Inaword, itisan expressond truth or of applied truth, astested
by the only meansat our disposal.

It is not necessary that there be unanimity of opinion before
a thing can be termed progress. If it were, there could never be
any "progress” at al. It isto be tested, instead, through a sort of
continuous vote wherein each person's opinion is tested, and
respected along with that of each other person. The"wisdom'™ o
the egotist is given no moreweight than that of any other person.

Thisconcept of progressisone that dlows dissenters. A single
person may reject what othersaccept as progress, ashisright under
liberty. But heis not thereby empowered to cast avotefor another,
either.

So when the discoverer peers into the unknown and finds
something previousdly obscure — some new gadget, some new pic-
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ture, some new symphony, somenew idea or concept — thetest o

acceptanceover time by afree people becomes the only available
test d its worthinessand acceptibility in termsd human destiny
and harmony with natural law and purpose. Thusadecisvechange
under liberty is what is meant herein by the term **progress.”*
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LIMITATIONS OF THE MEASURE
OF LIBERTY

T Hk=easure oF LiBerTY given in Part Two d this book
has deficiencies. It both overstates and understates the presumed
correct figure, for various reasons and by unknown amounts.

Every error in the data on which this measure has been based
carriesover, o course, into the derived figure.

In al probability the net effect is to err on the low sde, so
that it understates the loss o liberty in the United States or in
any other country whereit might beapplied. Somed the causes
d error will be given so that other personmiay make their own
guessss as to what might be the figure after correction for these
errors.

As has been discussed previoudy, this measure relates to eco-
nomic liberty. Thisis not the only form d liberty and therefore
this measure may either overstate or understate thelossd liberty
asawhole, depending on the comparativedegreed lossd liberty
in other realms. But economicliberty pervadesthe entire problem
and isan absoluterequisitetoliberty in general.

This measure d liberty is one that tests what happens to pro-
ductiveincome, according to the concept in the national income
from which it is derived. The presence or absence d liberty is



TEST OF LIBERTY; GOVERNMENT ESSENTIAL [ 147]

then, weighed according to each person's contribution to the pro-
duction o goods and services as represented in the nationa in-
come. Complete liberty in the spending d money that one may
receiveasa gift from the government, such as rdief grants, is not
dlowed to affect thelevel d liberty according to thismeasure; the
test of liberty ismadeat the point d its payment for something
having been produced, and it isa question of whether or not the
person who produced the income wes allowed liberty in its use.
Any other coursewould resultin atest d liberty that would dass
oneasfully freeif hehad liberty in the used money received as
aresult o violatedliberty. A dollar o income, once endaved, was
treated as a davery dollar from there on.

For LIBERTY TO BE at @ maximum there must be some
government, or otherwise have the same functions performed by
some other means. Whatever the amount d its necessary codts,
that amount should not be considered asa violation o liberalism
in society.

How much d the 29 cent part d the dollar, taken for gov-
ernmental costsin the United Statesin 1947, would be allowable
under liberalism? That question must remain unanswered until
much more work has been done to analyze liberty in relation to
the many activitiesdf presentday government. Certain functions
of government are invaluable to liberty, but these should not be
highly expensive to operate; a Supreme Court, for instance, is not
very costly and isasmall part of the budget o a nation thesedays
A guessisthat only asmadl part d the 29 cents, perhapseven less
than 5 centsd it, would qualify under liberalism, if weignorethe
costs o existing contracts which originated in illiberal ack.

Everything which government does in excess o this proper
sphere involves aloss d liberty. All this excess drains from the
citizen somed the product of their labor — "' thesweat of the brow
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d the working man™ — by force or by threat o force. It may be
used to finance the costsd further lossd liberty, having adouble
effect in the destruction o liberty becaused both the taking and
its use. It may be used to operate governmental monopoly, so that
citizensare not alowed to competeon an equal bass. But thefact
remainsthat, with few or no exceptions, the excess taken by gov-
ernment representsalossd liberty to thecitizensd the country.

The excess that the government takes is no longer available
for the citizen to spend as he wishes, as required under liberty.
I't may besaid that the people want these servicesand would buy
them anyhow if they were performed by private business instead
d by government. But the dave who is given some turnips by his
master cannot be called free economically becaused thefact that
he might have wanted to buy some turnips with some o his
wages asa free man, had he been free. Thecitizen, likewise, is not
judged to befree because o the fact that he might have bought,
in a free market, servicgmilar to those offered by the govern-
mental monopoly where users and non-users dike are forced to
pay the costsin their tax hills.

Acquiescenced thecitizensto that part of their taxesin excess
of what is necessary to preserveliberty is no evidence that liberty
has not been lost thereby. Lossd liberty is not to be measured by
the extent d refusal to pay taxes any more than davery is to be
measured by the degreed rebellion o the daves. Savesare none
thelessdavesbecause they arenot dwaysattached to their masters
by a chain!

THELossESOF LIBERTY not includedin the measureherein
explained probably exceed the overstatements.
A prisoner who is alowed 20 cents a day for working in the
prison laundry, and who is free to spend al hisincome as he likes
for candy or cigarettes, can hardly be called economically free. He
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might be able to earn $8 a day if he were free to compete in the
economic world outside the prison walls.

A full measured liberty, if it were available, would aso take
into account the income that islost because d alack o liberty.
Theincome thuslost should beincluded with that part of a per-
son's income that is taken away from him by force, in measuring
thelossd economicliberty. In one part he is unfree because the
income has been taken away from him in violation of liberty,
whereasin theother part heis unfree, without liberty, becausehe
never received theincomein thefirst place; thereis no difference
between the two, so far asa measure of lost liberty is concerned.

Thelost opportunities for additional income may result from
the monopoliesd government. A person isliable, for instance, to
afined $500 or sx monthsin jal for competing with the govern-
ment and carryinga messagefor hireif it comesunder the govern-
ment's definitiond first class mail.

Lost opportunities for income may result from monopoliesd
private business. Or they may result from the activitiesd certain
trade organizations, or labor unions, or by some other agenciesor
persons. All o these, however, are possible only because the gov-
ernment fails to perform its proper function o preserving a cli-
matewherein liberty can prevail and wherefull opportunity exists
for the citizens under economicliberty, as previoudy defined.

Restrictions on free competition include all monopoliesand
all restrictionsd freeinternaland international trade. All o these
violate economic liberty by reducingincome.

Theadministrativecostsdf handlingacertain control operated
by the government greatly understates the total loss of liberty
which it entails, in most instances. The cost aspect is like that of
a daveholder who map spend no more than the equivalent o
one-tenth d what the dave produces asthe cost o hiringan over-
seer to hold the daves undethe yoke o complete davery; it is
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not necessary to spend all that the dave produces as the cost o
deprivinghim o hisliberty.

The calculated cost d government includes nothing for the
free radio time that is alowed to one or another branch o gov-
ernment, used to "' explain” somethingand to advocatethat which
it advocates. The cost thisfreetime, even at the lowest commer-
cia rates charged to a private citizen, would total to a fantastic
amount each year. Not alonethat, but the viewpointsof govern-
mental officds are given audience without charge; counter view-
points, which the citizensmay hold, can he aired only by paying
the high costs d radio time in most instances.

Stalin has been able to maintain the Russian people in near-
complete economic davery by the used far lessthan al of their
incomes. We have noted that only 29 centsout o each dollar of
income produced was being taken by the Russian governmentin
1929-1930, yet thisamount was sufficient to administerand main-
tain almost completedavery of the Russian people.

Isit not possiblefor agovernment at a very small cost to enact
al the legidation necessary to illegdize essentidly al economic
liberty? Over-adl wage and price controls would do it — even
"standby controls whichislike a standby overseer o agroup of
prisonersor daves. The costsaf administeringand enforcing these
edicts, when added to the costs o enacting the laws, far under-
states the loss o liberty that is involved. All that is necessary is
tofrighten thesubjectsinto submission, by the cheapestand most
"efficient” meansavailable. A horsethoroughly broken to harness
seldom fedlsthe whip.
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Astronomy, science d  variation, Chang, Hsin-hai, 90, 104
66,96,136 Change
Atom, differences135 desire for improvement, 65
Atomic power, dangersfrom, 48 originin variation, 67

Authoritarianism, see Dictator; Slavery physca and chemical. 139
Authorities, dictatorial tendency, 73 speed of , 140
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Chaos, variation as, 136
Charity, true and false defined, 37
Chase, Richard, 75
chemistry
complexityof variation, 67. 140
research, one method of 96
Choice
association and, 23
belief and, 133
and duty in socid insects, 64
progress and, 69, 71, 140, 143
spending d incomes, 32,123
Christ, method for peace, 89
Christian ethics and charity, 37
Chromosomes, variation, 139
Churches
beliefs expressed in, 21
financial support endangered, 39
Cities and towns, variation in size, 138
Civilization, riseand fal, 16, 33,112
Clark, Colin, 110
Columbus, Christopher, 20
Combination change and, 139
Commandments, Ten, 25, 45
Common good, obligation to, 133
Common property, 32
Communism, belief and false
representation, 20
Compassion
destruction of, 38
income usesand, 37
socid insects lacking in, 63
Competition
humans and socid insects, 63, 64
restriction of, 118, 149
variation and, 68, 139
Compounds, variationand progress,
6-7, 141.
Compromise, effect on progress, 82, 121
Conflict
causeand forms, 84
disagreement without leading to, 46
Congressmen, impossible task expected
of, 123
Conquerors, fal of famous, 89
Conscience in relation toliberty, 14,133
Consume, ahility to, widespread, 74
Contract, liberty in association and, 25

Control

see Dictator; Slavery

anarchy as cause, 50

biological, of social insects, 64

costsd administering, 149

democratic process of, 150

d thought, impossibledirectly, 21
Cooperation

empl oy end employee, 102

socid insects, 63

spirit of, in voluntary processes, 16
Corporation, government owned, 106
Cory, Ernest N., 61
Cost of government, see Liberty; Taxes
Courtshiv, variation and selection in.

57, 67,140
Creative minority75. 82
Cross breeding for progress, 141
Cultural progress, tools and, 33
Currency, debauchery, 110
Curve,normal, of variation, 136
Customand rulesof society, 46
Czechodovakia, lost liberty, 27

Dark ages, 75. 83, 112
Death, liberty and, 88
Defensive wars, usual claim, 88
Deficits, governmental, France, 111
Demand, variation of, 138
Democracies, eight great, 53
Democracy
controlling the budget, 123
defined, 54
dupes in destruction of liberty, 56
liberty and, 53, 56, 60
power under guise of. 55
progress and, 81, 82
davery and, 6 103
types,54
voting, see Mgority rule
Demonstration, influenceunder liberty,
55
Depression, effect on tax rate, 109
Desires, conflict of, and liberty, 23
Deviation, and normal curved variation,
136



Dictator

see Savery

beliefs secure from, 20, 132

egotist, 80

geniusmay havetendency of, 73

God and. 64

growth of, 55

income control, 29

ownership rights, 32

persond gain, 30

power of, 26, 49, 53

progress and, 80

protection, claims of, 44

sociad insects, envied by, 62

war and, 86
Dignity, basis o liberty, 43
Dinosaur, weskness of, 89
Discovery

beneficiaries, 73

forceattempted in planning, 75

progress and, 70

unpredictable, 75
Discrimination, association and, 23, 24
Disease, germ theory, 96, 103
Disease d society, 103
Disorder of variation, 136
Dissenters in planned economy, purge,

79
Divine Right of Kings, 133
Divison o labor, 16
Doublestandard of morals, 104

Duty
bounden, 79
and choicein socia insects, 64
responsibility and, 43

Economic liberty
and other types, 18
foundation of, 97
scope, 25
Economic urge, 34
Economics
beliefsin relation to, 21
items defined, 19
26
Economy, productive or parasitic, 119
Edison, Thomas A.,70, 74 |
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Education
liberty and, 43, 126
progressive. 80
sources df information, 133
Efficiency of government in business,
105
Effort, satisfyingwants essly, 34
Egotist, dictator and progress, 80, 144
Eisenhower, Dwight D.. 36
Employees, liberty and, 15, 100, 101,
102
England, see Great Britain
Enterprise, discouragement of , 29
Equality under law, 52
Europe, prevalenced war, 85
Evil, one justifyinganother, 119
Evolution, 141
Exchange
bess o lights, 30
economic, 15, 16, 19, 25
employer and employee, 102
of idess, 21, 43

Faiths

liberty and, 18

necessary, 131
Family in society, 46
Fataism, 17,112, 121
Fear, freedom from, 18
Fingerprints, variation, 66, 135
Food supply, effectof liberty on, 33
Force, cause of conflict, 84
Ford, Henry,74
Foresight, morals and, 34
Four freedoms, 18
France, tax rate, 110
Franklin, Benjamin, 74
Free market, 16,143
Freedom, see Liberty
French Revolution, 87, 111
Fulton's Folly, 74

Galton, Francis, 136
Gandhi, MohandaskK., 89
Gauss, Carl F., 136
General wdfare, 100
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Gaghs Khen, 87

Genius, authoritariantendency, 73

lostliberty, 123
tax rate, 110
Gifts, persond right, 26, 0
God
desgn for life, 61, 64, 141
faithin, 19, 132
governmental usurpation, 80
liberty and justice, 44,129, 132
obligation to, 15, 64, 133
varigion and, 66
Golden Rule, 45, 73
Government
amount under liberalism, 147
business done by, 105
corporations, 106
curbine choice. liberty and variation.
26,78
engaged in forceand war, 49.86
function, 48, 78
labor mace and. 89
liberty'and, 50 -
monopoly, 50
persona power in, 49
reform, 124
daveholder, 102
tax on incomesand work, 107
tribe as forerunner of. 47
varied conduct prohibited by, 60
Grain, price vaiation. 136
Great Britain
lossd liberty, 123
potato under community rule, 81
tax rate, 109
Great-man theory, 75

Hand, Judge Learned, 129
Happiness and liberty, 65
Harmonic series, 70, 137

Hayek, Friedrich A., 40

Henry, Patrick, 88

Heredity, laws governing, 80, 136
Hermit and liberty, 15, 20, 23, 28
Hidden taxes, 107

History, gloriesof war, 91
Hitler, Adolf
aided by intellectuals, 73
book burning, 21
elected by minority, 59
Holmes, Oliver Wendell, ., 40
Human rights veraus property rights, 35
Humans
goodness of, 132
liberty, importanceof, 61
variaion in ability, 69, 70
Hume, David, 34, 122
Hybridization, ideas and life forms, 75

Idiot, confused with genius, 72
Imitation, 75,141
Impartiality, liberal code, 45
Inalienable rights, 15
Income
economic dave, 98, 148
governmenttax on. 103, 107
rights. 11, 30, 111
variation, 137
I ndependence, progressand, 65,71
Industrial warfare, 89
Industry of socid insects, 63
Inevitability, 17, 112, 121
Inflation, 110
Information, exchange of. 21
Insects, socid, 62, 69, 79
Instinet, 132, 133, 140
Intelligence
change and variation, 67, 140
and comprehenson d truth, 133
morasand, 34
International relations, 88
Invention, automobile and other, 74
Investment, forced, 106

Judgment, acquired under liberty, 44
Justice

ssociation and, 25

code of, 90

dictators, dam of, 29

Higher Order of, 132



Justice (continued)
private property and, 34, 122
sense of. 43

Kettering, Charles F.,, 74

Keynes, John Maynard, 110

Kings Divine Right of, 133

Knowledge, accumulation and progress,
71

Labor
monaopoly, 50
union, 89
Land, rightsto, 45
Laplace, PierreS, 136
Law
civil, mora and natural, 81, 132
cost of, 150
enactmentand enforcement, 49
price control Bnt of record, 78
rule of, impartial, 45
variation judged an evil, 80
Lav d the jungle, 28, 31
Law o varaton, 70
Lefebvre, Georges, 111
Leisure, productof, 33
Lenin, Nikolai, 110
Leonardoda Vinci, 70
Leve of living, wedlth usad for, 33, 121
Liberalism
defined, 42
protection of minorities, 82
Liberty
advancing society caused by, 16
anarchy and government, 50
appreciation gone, 98
charity needs reduced by, 41
choiceand progress 69
civilizetionsand, 112
complexity, 7,13
confiictand, 84
cooperation, rests on, 16
definition of, 11, 55
democracy and, 57, 60
economic, 18, 25, 28, 97, 146
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Liberty (continued)
food supply, effect on, 33
free expresson and progress, 144
governmental form and, 57
idessand, 18,43
loss of, 15, 26, 45, 57, 112
beliefsand, 22
biological, 79
due to authorities, 73
due to government102
measurement of, 107
seriousness, for advanced society,
ILL
love of, and its recovery, 127
maximum, 42, 50, 96
measurementof, 95,99,107
natural and mord law, 45
peace, relation to, 87
persond nature, 14
positive program, 124
problem of society, 42
progress under, 75
recovery of, 119, 122, 126
specid privilege and, 117
speech, 18
spirit of, 14, 129
subjective nature of, 95
huth and. 126
types, 18; 27
understanding needed. 126
urge, persistence of, 65, 115
violations, 50. 55
License, confused with liberty, 46
Life, forms and changes, 61, 139
Lincoln, Abraham, 11
Lincoln,Edmond E., 109
Loses, taxation to pay for, 105
Love
asociation and, 23
highly prized, 26
varigtion and, 67
Loyalty to dictator, 62

Magjority rule
democracy, 54
courtship and religion, 57
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Majority rule (continued)
might makes right, 60
progress, effect on, 81
robbery by, 103
Market place, freedomof, 16, 118
Masaryk, Jan, 27
Masses, glorification of, 74
Materialism, 26, 63, 64
Mediocrity d ahilities, 70
Mestings and beliefs, 21, 26
Mendelian law of inheritance, 21
Might and size, 89
Might makes right, 28, 60
Migration d birds, planning, 76
Military, associationin, 23
Minorities, disfranchisement, 60
Mistakes, prevention of, 44, 80
Mixed economy, 31
Mixtures, change and, 140
Monoeamv, discrimination and, 24
Monopoly
busness, 50, 118, 149
government, 105, 112, 148, 149
labor, 118. 149
Mod law, 45, 132
M oralpurpose, 64
Morals
asociation and, 25
liberty, founded on, 63, 122
peace, and double standard, 104
private property and, 34, 121
theft, sanction of, 41
Murder, conflict and, 84
Mussolini, Benito, 89
Mutation, salf-destructive, 72, 141
Mutual advantage, cooperative, 16

National income, 109, 146
Natural law, 45.64.132, 133
Need, judged by others, 39
Non-discrimination,23

Nomal curve of variaion, 136

Occupation, freedom o choice, 101
Offspring,variation, 67, 140
Oppression, conflict arising from, 88

Order in variation, 137

Orpheus, mimetic song, 75
Ownership, bessd rights, 30, 106
Ownership in common, 32

Pacifigt, 84

Paine. Thomas, 90

Parasitismcompensatory. 119.121

Parents,variation and change, 140

Pareto, Vilfredo 138

Partg_elrship, employer and employee,
3

Pasteur. Louis, 70, 72. 73. 74
Peece

morasand glory of,92, 104
route to, 84, 87, 90, 91
Petrie. (Sir) W. M. Flinders,112
Physical law, 42, 132
Physicd relationships, 18, 23
Pioneering progress, 72
Planning, effect on progress, 76, 79
Policing, under liberty, 43, 80
Political charity, 38
Politician
doublestandard, 104
persond gain, 30, 38
Postd system, monopoaly, 149
Potato, planned control, 76, 81
Power
anarchy induced, 50
balance of, and peace, 88
corrupting influence, 41, 90
defined, 55
physcd and socid, 48
rebdlion againg, 88
route to, 29, 40, 133
Sze and,
taxation, see Taxes
to destroy persons, 110
huth as 127
President, minority elected, 59
Price, freedom or control, 25, 54, 118,
150
Price contral, firstlaw, 78
Primitive economy, 29, 33, 122
Prisoner, privileges granted, 49, 148
Privilege, specid, and liberty, 117



Production
economic, 26
guide d free market, 143
in measure d liberty, 147
Profit
employee and, 102
from discovery, 74
Progress
beneficiaries, 73
causeof,61.65, 67.69, 71, 141
defined, 67, 144
free choice and, 69, 143
government and, 78, 80
minority initiation of, 72, 81, 82
perishability, 70. 82
private property, tools and, 33
downess and obstacles, 83, 125
Progressive society, altered meaning,
104.109
property
defined, 32
economic liberty and, 25,98
government seizure of, 103, 110
rights to, 26, 46, 48, 111
Property rights versus human rights, 35
Protective spirit, danger to liberty, 44
Prussian serfs, partia liberty, 99

Quetelet, Adolphe, 136

Radio, freetime for government, 150
Reasonable person, compromiser as, 82
Rebellion. 26, 65, 87, 88
Reform government, 124
Relationships

see Society

human, types of, 16, 18

physical, 23
Relief grants, in measure of liberty, 147
Religion

democratic selection of, 57

freedom of, 21, 22, 80

socid guide, 47
Religious education, 22
Rent control, 57
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Reproductionyariation and selection.

67,140
Republic, 54
Responsibilit§9, 43, 46, 111
Retirement, savings and, 101
Retrogression, 67, 76, 83
Revolution, 56, 87, 112
Richardson, LewisF, 85, 86
Right of Kings, Divine, 133
Rights

assembly, 22

association, 23

charity grants from income, 38

franchise, 4, 57, 59

human and property, 35

inalienable, 15

income, from labor, 28, 30, 40

of review of government, 58
Robin Hood, 30
Rome, ancient democracy, 53
Rules

association and, 25

of society, 42

origin, socia, 46
Russa

censorship. 21

concept of liberty, 13

cost of endavement. 150

ownership in, 106

tax burden on incomes, 110, 117
Rustgard, John, 131

Savings
consumption of, 101
nature and forms, 32, 33
purpose and preventives of, 33, 111
Science
faith and, 132
measures, indirect, 96
Science of variation, 66
Security
private savings, 111
social insects and, 63
Selection
change and progress. 70,139,141
of associates as a necessity, 23
Sdlf-disciplines, 43, 46, 133
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Self-interest, 17, 63
Selfishness
charity and, 37, 39
economic liberty and, 30
unavoidable, 40
Sins, Cardina, 45
Sizamight and, 89
Save
capture, 102
income and property not allowed, 98
Slaveholder, 55
Savery
anarchy leading to, 50
biological, 64
cogt, Russig, 150
degrees of, 51, 99, 108
democratic, 60, 100
economic and other, 26
employees and, 100
governmental, 105, 106
liberty and, 43, 55, 88
national average, 96
new form of, 51, 103
number of davesin 1860, 109
Social duty, 133
Socia workers, charity of, 39
Socidism
capital by taxation, 105
historic failure, 111
in association, 23
parasitic on property, 34
socid insects, 63
Society
advancement and morals, 34
conduct under law, 132
conflict within, causes, 104
defined, genera and liberal, 15,42
diseases of, 103, 112
liberty alienablein, 16, 45
origin o rules, 46
parasitic or creative, 119
planned, 62
unprogressive, of social insects, 79
Sovereignty, democratic, 54, 57
Specidization, 16
Speech, freedom of, 18
Spiritual purpose, 63,64
Stalin, Joseph, 30, 44, 98, 150

Standard o living, see Level o living
State, as daveholder, 102

Supreme Court, cost, 147

Surplus and divison o labor, 16
Surrender s truce, 25

Tariff, 118, 149
Taxes
burden in various countries, 109
destruction o liberty, 58
hidden, 107, 111
payment, willing and unwilling, 27,
104, 111, 148
power to levy, 104, 110, 119
on shoes, 108
socidlist capital, 105
specia privilege, 118
Theory and faith, 131
Thievery
charity and, 38
government, 104
liberty and, 11, 28
property rights and, 32
public or private, 30
unrestrained morals, 34
Thoreau, Henry David, 27
Thought
control of, 21
social insects, 63
Tools, ownership and progress, 33, 101
Toynbee, Arnold J. 75
Trespass on rights, 31, 42. 46
Tribe in socid develonment. 47
Truth
comnromise impossible, 64, 82
defined, 132
liberty and, 126
new discoveries disbelieved, 73
progress and, 67, 71, 144
protection of discovery, 77
search for, 7, 72, 133
Tyranny, 11, 13, 49, 113

Union, |abor, 26, 89
Universe
natural law, 132



Universe (continued)
variation, 135

Variation

lawsaimed at, 78

natural law, 66, 70, 83, 135

persons, 135

purpose of, 61, 67, 139

science of, 66, 136

source o progress, 67, 80
Vocabulary, variation in, 138
Voluntarism

charity and, 38

conflict and, 86

cooperation and, 16

tax payments and, 104
Voting, see Democracy

Wage control, violation o liberty, 150
Want, freedom from, 18
Wants, expressed in free market, 143
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War
conflict of, 84
defensive, 88
defined bv Bentham, 90
extent in Europe, 85
government and, 49, 86, 91
prevention, 92
sociad insects, 63
threat, atomic, 48
Wealth
confiscating and dividing, 112, 121
discoverer gainslittle in fornof, 74
variation, 137
Webster, Daniel: 115
welfare,' tools @ cause of economic, 33
Will of the peopleasdemocratic liberty,
58
Wisdom, liberty and, 14, 15
Wish, socia insects incapable of, 63
Wolf economy29. 119, 121
work, amountto pay taxes,108
Worship, freedom of. 18
Wright, Q., 85
Wright brothers, 74
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