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CHECK YOUR PREMISES
By AYN RAND

Choose Your Issues
Objectivis~ is a philosophi~a~ movement; since politics is a
br~n~h of phI!o~ophy, Objectivism advocates certain political

principles-specifically, those of laissez-faire capitalism-as
the consequence and the ultimate practical application of its
fundamental philosophical principles. It does not regard politics
as ~ separate or primary goal, that is: as a goal that can be
achieved without a wider ideological context.
Politics. is ba~ed on three other. philosophical disciplines:
metaphysIcs, epistemology and ethics-on a theory of man's
nature and of man's relationship to existence. It is only on such
a base that one can formulate a consistent political theory
and ~chieve ~t. in p;actice. When, however, men attempt to
rush mto polItiCS without such a base, the result is that embarrassing co~gl.omerat~on o~ impotence, futility, inconsistency
~nd supe~ficl~!lty .wh~c~ IS loosely designated today as
conservatism. Objectivists are not "conservatives." We are
radicals .lor capJta?ism; ,:"e are fighting for that philosophical
base which capitalIsm did not have and without. which it was
doomed to perish.
A change !n ~ country's political ideas has to be preceded
by a change m Its cultural trends; a cultural movement is the
necessary prec~)l1dition of a p,olitical movement. Today's
culture IS dommated by the philosophy of mysticism (irration~lism)-altrui~m-coJ\ecti,:ism, the base from which only
statL~'In can be derived; the statists (of any brand: communist,
fascist or welfare) are merely cashing in on it-while the
"conservatives" are scurrying to ride on the enemy's premises
and, somehow, to achieve political freedom by stealth. It
can't be done.
. Neither a man nor a nation can have a practical policy
without any basic principles to integrate it, to set its goals
and guide its course. Just as the United States, having
~bandoI?ed its o,:"n ,Principles, is floundering aimlessly in
mternatl.onal affairs, IS unable. to act and is merely reacting
to the Issues chosen and raised by Soviet Russia-so in
domestic affairs, the "conservatives" are unable to act 'and
are. merely reactinlJ. to the issu~s chosen .and raised by the
statists, thus acceptmgand helpmg to propagate the statists'
premises.
When the statists proclaim that their slave-system will
achieve material prosperity, the "conservatives" concede it
and rush to urge people to sacrifice their "materialistic" concerns in order to preserve freedom-thus helping the statists
(and their own audiences) to evade~ the fact that only freedom
makes it possible for men to achieve material prosperity. When
the statists announce that our first duty is to support the
entire population of the globe-the "conservatives" rush into
debates on whether Asia, Africa or South America should

be the first recipient of our handouts. When the statists set
up a "Peace Corps" to send young Americans into unpaid
(though tax-supported) servitude to foreign nations-"conservative" youth rush to propose an "effective Peace Corps."
When certain stat.ist groups, counting, apparently, on a total
collap.se ,of AmerIcan. self-esteem, dare go so far as to urge
Amenca s surrender mto slavery without a fight, under the
slogan "Better Red Than Dead"-the "conservatives" rush to
proc.laim that they prefer to be dead, thus helping to spread
the Idea that our only alternative is communism or destruction, forgetting that the only proper answer to an ultimatum
of that kind is: "Better See The Reds Dead."
While I?ublic attention is distracted by headlines about the
latest whim of Khrushchev or of some other tribal chief
while the "co~servati~es" gallop obediently down any sidetrack
set u~ by their enemies, t,:"o enormously dangerous issues are
sneakmg up on us, undlscussed, unopposed and unfought.
They seem. to be a double move planned by the statists, one
to destroy mtellectual freedom, the other to destroy economic
freedom. The chief means to the first is the Federal Communications Commission, to the second-the Anti-Trust laws.
When a government official-Mr. Newton N. Minow,
Chairman of the !' .c.c.-cynically threatens "those fe\:1l.c_of
you who really believe that the public interest is merely what
interests. the. public," the principle (and precedent) he seeks
~o establish IS de.ar: that the public is not the judge of its own
mter~st, .b!lt he IS; tha~ the people's vote of approval, freely
and mdlvldually cast m the form of preference for certain
telev!s~on pr~grams, is to be superseded by his edict; that
televIsIOn statIOns are not to be guided by their viewers' wishes
(he calls them "the nation's whims") nor by their own wishes
but by his-under penalty of having their licenses revoked fo;
unspe.cified and unspecifiable offenses (which action, somehow, IS /lot to be regarded as a whim).
. One can easily see what would happen to our entire communications industry (including the press) if such a precedent
were. accepted in one of its branches-and one would expect"
the mtellectuals of a free country to raise their voices in
such a protest that it would sweep Mr. Minow out of Washington. Instead, most of the press congratulated him on his
"courage"-the courage of an armed bureaucrat who threatens
t~e .livelihood, property and professions of legally disarmed
VIctims.
The Anti-Trust laws-an unenforceable, uncompliable
unjud!cable ~ess of contradicti?ns-have. for decades kept
AmerIcan busmessmen under a silent, growmg reign of terror.
Yet these laws were created and, to this day, are upheld by
the "conservatives," as a grim monument to their lack of
political p~ilosoph~, of economic knowledge and of any
concern With .p~mclples. Under the Anti-Trust laws, a man
becomes a cnmmal from the moment he goes into business
no. matter what he doe~. For instance, if he charges price~
WhICh some bureaucrats judge as too high, he can be prosecuted
for monopoly. or for a successful "intent to monopolize"; if
he charges pnces lower than those of his competitors he can
be prosecuted for "unfair competition" or "restraint of trade'"
and if he charges the same prices as his competitors, he ca~
be prosecuted for "collusion" or "conspiracy." There is only
one difference in the legal trea.tment accorded to a criminal
or to a businessman: the criminal's rights are protected much
more securely and objectively than the businessman's.
The full, brutal injustice of that legislation has now come
into the open: seven distinguished businessmen (in the socalled "~Iectrical Co,nspiracy" case) were sentenced to jail
for br~akmg a law which they could not avoid breaking without
br~akmg a num?er of other laws. To my knowledge, no public
vOices were raised to defend them. Instead, the headlines
screamed abuse. at helpless, legally throttled, martyred victims
who were deprived even of the opportunity of self-defense
(by the threat of treble damages).
In subsequent columns, I shall discuss these two issues at
~reater length. Fo!, the present, I will merely point out that
m the F.C.C. and m the Anti-Trust Division the government
possesses th~ le~al weapons it n.eeds to transform this country
mto a totalitanan state-and If the "conservatives" do not
(continued on page 4)

copyright © 1961 by The Objectivist Newsletter, Inc.

1

'I
BOOKS
Planned Chaos* by Ludwig von Mises
Reviewed by BARBARA BRANDEN

Ludwig von Mises, the most distinguished econoI?is~ of
our age, is an intransigent advocate of freedom and capltalts!?
With brilliant lucidity and ruthless logic, Planned Chaos dIScusses the major collectivist ideologies of the twentieth century,
as they have been put into practice in various countries:
interventionism (the so-called "mixed economy"), fascism,
nazism, socialism, communism. Originally written as an
epilogue to Socialism (an encyclopedic and devastating analysis
of the fallacies of collectivist economic doctrines), Planned
Chaos is now available as a separate book.
A central point of Planned Chaos is Professor Mises' eloquent refutation of one o.f the most. dis.astrous myt.hs. of the
twentieth century: the belief that capItalism and socIalism are
not the only alternative economic systems, that there is a
"third way." This alleged "third way" is interventionism, the
hampered market economy, in which the state "seeks to influence the market by the intervention of its coercive power,
but it does not want to eliminate the market altogether."
Professor Mises demonstrates that interventionism, politically and economically, is unstable, impractical and. futile.
Unless it is abandoned and the free market restored, It leads
necessarily to full socialism. As one illustration, he cites the
futility of government enforced minimum wage rates: if
minimum rates are fixed at the market level, they are useless;
if they arc raised above the level the free market would have
determined, the result is permanent unemployment of a great
part of the potential labor f?rce, whi.ch .cannot be absorbed
into the market at econonllcally unjustIfied wages. In the
latter case, the government then has no choice but to add
new regulations in the hope of making its initial regulation
work. Since any interference with the free mark~t pr~duces
harmful economic consequences, a government whIch will not
abandon interventionist policies faces the constant necessity
of taking further measures in the attempt to eliminate the
consequences of past measures-until all economic freedom
has been legislated out of existence and socialism has replaced
capitalism.
.
Socialism, in this century, has taken two dIfferent forms.
"The one pattern-we may call it the Marxian or Russian
pattern-is purely bureaucratic. All economic enterprises are
departments of the government just as the administration of
the army and the navy or the postal system .... The second
pattern-we may call it the Gern::an or !-wangs,,:,irtschaft
system-differs from the first one Ill. that It, seemIngly and
nominally, maintains private ownershIp of the means of production, entrepreneurship, and market exchange.... But the
government tells these seeming entrepreneurs what and how
to produce, at what prices and from whom to buy, at what
prices and to whom to sell. The government decrees at what
wages laborers should work and to w~om and under what
terms the capitalists should entru~t .thelr fu~ds. Market .exchange is but a sham." Thus socialIsm~ nazls.m an.d ~asclsm
are equally "leftist"; they differ, not III ~asic prIncIple or
goal, but only in techniques of implemeptatIOn.
The American New Deal and the Fan Deal (and, one may
add the New Frontier) have followed the pattern of the
nazi or fascist variety of socialism. Many New Dealers consciously and admittedly adopted Mussolini's corporate state
as their model. Today, the state is not moving in the direction
of making all economic en.terprises dep~rtm·en!s of the gover?ment, but in the directIOn of makIllg prIvate ownershIp
nominal, of telling "seeming entrepreneurs what and how to
produce, at what prices and}rom v.:hom to buy, at what
prices and to whom to sell. (ConsIder, for example, the
government's farm policy, or President Kennedy's recent
efforts to dictate steel prices.)
• Published by F.E.E., $2.00. Available from NBL BOOK SERVICE, INC.,
165 East 35th St., New York 16, N.Y. (N.Y.C. residents add 3% sales
tax; outside the U.S., add 15¢.)
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The nazi slogan: "The commonweal ranks above private
profit," would be unreservedly endorsed by any socialist, and
by any advocate of interventionism. This slogan implies, Mises
states, "that profit-seeking business harms the vital interests
of the immense majority and that it is the sacred duty of
popular government to prevent the emergence of profits by
public control of production and distribution." If the nazis,
the socialists and the interventionists are agreed in their estimate of "profit-seeking business," it is not astonishing that
they are agreed in their estimate of how the "menace" of
profit seeking should be dealt with: the annihilation of the
freedom that makes profit seeking possible-that is, the annihilation of freedom.
Those who advocate interventionism deceive themselves
and! or seek to deceive others if they pretend that the end
they will achieve is anything other than totalitarian statism.
The interventionist aims at the substitution of governmental
force for the choices of individuals dealing by voluntary
agreement on the free market. As Professor Mises points out:
"If a man were to say: 'I do not like the mayor elected by
majority vote; therefore I ask the government to replace him
by the man I prefer,' one would hardly call him a democrat.
But if the same claims are raised with regard to the market,
most people are too dull to discover the dictatorial aspirations
involved."
For the reader who seeks to untangle the twisted pretensions
of interventionism and to understand the fundamental politicaleconomic alternative now confronting the world, Planned
Chaos offers invaluable material. In an age when men are told
that all extremes are evil, that one must neither demand
complete freedom nor accept full slavery, but must endorse
a "middle of the road," Mises demonstrates that nothing but
one or the other extreme is possible. "The issue," he writes,
"is always the same: the government or the market. There is
no third solution." The choice is coercion-or voluntary trade;
slavery-or freedom.

Excerpts from Ayn Rand's lecture, America's

Persecuted Minority: Big Business
(see Objectivist Calendar, p. 4)

The smallest minority on earth is the individual. Those who
deny individual rights, cannot claim to be defenders of
minorities.

•

•

Every ugly, brutal aspect of injustice toward racial or
religious minorities is being practiced toward businessmen.
For instance, consider the evil of jUdging people by a doublestandard and of denying to some the rights granted to others.
Today's "liberals" recognize the workers' (the majority's)
right to their livelihood (their wages), but deny the businessmen's (the minority's) right to their livelihood (their profits).
If workers struggle for higher wages, this is hailed as "social
gains"; if businessmen struggle for higher profits, this is damned
as "selfish greed." If the workers' standard of living is low,
the "liberals" blame it on the businessmen; but if the businessmen attempt to improve their economic efficacy, to expand
their markets and to enlarge the financial returns of their
enterprises, thus making higher wages and lower prices possible the same "liberals" denounce it as "commercialism."
If a 'non-commercial foundation-that is: a group which did
not have to earn its funds-sponsors a television show, advocating its particular views, the "liberals" hail it as "enlightenment," "education," "art" and "public service"; if a businessman sponsors a television show and wants it to reflect his
views, the "liberals" scream, calling it "censorship," "pressure"
and "dictatorial rule." When three locals of the International
Brotherhood of Teamsters deprived New York City of its
milk supply for fifteen days-no moral indignation or condemnation was heard from the "liberal" quarters; but just
imagine what would happen if businessmen stopped that milk
supply for one hour-and how swiftly they would be struck
down by that legalized lynching or pogrom known as "trustbusting."
TH~
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INTELLECTUAL AMMUNITION
DEPARTMENT
[Subscribers are invited to send in the questions that they find
themselves unable to answer in philosophical or political
discussions. As many questions as space permits will be
answered. No questions will be answered by mail.]

• Objectivism advocates the moral principle that man should
be guided exclusively by reason. But what about the emotional
side of human nature?
To answer this question, one must begin-as in all philosophical issues-by giving precise definitions to the <;;,Q~cepts
involved.
Reason is the faculty that perceives, identifies and integrates
the evidence of reality provided by man's senses. Reason is
man's tool of cognition, the faculty by means of which he
acquires knowledge-the knowledge he needs in order to act
and to deal with existence.
An emotion is the psychosomatic form in which man experiences his estimate of the relationship of things to himself.
An emotion is a value-response. It is the automatic psychological result of a man's value-judgments.
Just as love is man's emotional response to that which he
values-so fear is his response to that which threatens his
values. Just as desire is the consequence of love: man's wish
to achieve and possess that which he regards as his good-so
hatred is the consequence of fear: his wish for the destruction
of that which endangers his good. Just as happiness is the
consequence of fulfilled, desire, the emotio~ th~t results fr?m
the achievement of one s values-so suffermg IS the emotIOn
that results from the frustration of one's desire or the
destruction of one's values.
Man's value-judgments are not innate. Having no innate
knowledge of what is true or false, man can have no innate knowledge of what is good or evil. His values, and his
emotions, are the product of the conclusions he has drawn or
accepted, that is: of his basic premises.
A man's basic premises and values may be rational (that is,
consonant with the facts of reality) or irrational, contradictory
and self-defeating; he may hold them consciously or subconsciously, explicitly or implicitly, he may have chosen
them independently and by deliberation or absorbed them
uncritically from the assertions of others, by a process of
cultural osmosis. But whatever the case, it is a man's basic
premises that dete.rmine what. he will r~gard. as good o~ evil,
desirable or undeSIrable, for hIm or agamst hIm, condUCIve or
inimical to his welfare. Thus a man's values-and his emotions-are the product of the thinking he has done or has
I
failed to do.
Reason and emotion-thinking and feeling-are not two
contradictory or mutually inimical faculties, but their functions are not interchangeable. Emotions are not tools of
cognition. What one teels in regard to ~ny' fact or issu~ ~s
irrelevant to the questIon of whether one s Judgment of It IS
true or false, right or wrong. It is not by means of one's
feelings that one perceives reality.
In the psychology of a rational man, the !elati(;>Dship of
cognition and evaluation-of reason and emotIOn-IS that of
cause and effect. Irrationality consists of the attempt to reverse
this relationship: to let one's emotions-one's wishes or fearsdetermine one's thinking, guide one's actions and serve as
one's standard of judgment, which means: the attempt t?
judge what is true or false by the standard of what IS
"pleasant" or "unpleasant." Philosophically, this attempt is
the cause of mysticism; psychologically, it is the cause of
neurosis.
The man who asserts that reason and emotion are antagonists
is merely confessing that his emotions are the product of
values which he knows to be irrational and which he does
not care to change. When, in response. to the statement that
men should be guided by reason, a man demands: "But what
about the emotional side of human nature?"-the meaning of
JANUARY, 1962

his demand is: "But what about my irrational wishes?" The
man who knows that the values behind his emotions and
desires are rational, does not find his reason clashing with his
emotions and does not regard rationality as an "inhibiting
restriction." He is the only man capable of experiencing profound, intense, undivided emotions-because there are no
contradictions, no conflicts, among the values from which
they come.
If, in any issue, you find that your emotions clash with
your reason and you are tempted to reject reason-identify
what this means. Reason is your faculty of perceiving reality;
to act against reason is to act against reality. To attempt the
irrational is to attempt to make the impossible succeed.
When you hear such bromides as: "The heart is superior
to the mind"-"There is something higher than reason""Men cannot live by logic"-"Rational analysis kills"remind yourself of what reason is, then translate these bromides
into their actual meaning, as follows: "The heart is superior
to realitY"-"There is something higher than reality"-"Men
cannot live in accordance with realitY"-"Knowledge of
reality kills." Then remember that the most consistent exponent of these beliefs is a schizophrenic.
Emotions do not have to be your enemies, your torturers
and your destroyers-which is what they become when you
follow them blindly. Emotions are the means of experiencing
the enjoyment of life. But they offer that experience only to
the man who does not substitute his emotions for his mind.
-NAtHANIEL BRANDEN

An excerpt from Nathaniel Branden's forthcoming book, Who is Ayn Rand?
(see Objectivist Calendar, p. 4)

The Objectivist ethics is especially significant fOIi the
psychotherapist because it is the first psychological morality.
It ,is the first morality to define the issue of good and evil
in terms of the actions of one's consciousness-thllt is, in
terms of the manner in which one uses one's consciousness.
It ties virtue and vice to the action directly subject to man's
volition: the choice to think or not to think. The evils that
a man may commit existentially, in action, are made possible
only by the primary evil committed inside his consciousness:
evasion, the refusal to think, the rejection of reason-just as
the good that a man may achieve is made possible by his
choice to think, to identify, to integrate, to accept reason as
an absolute.
The Objectivist morality does not require infallibility or
omniscience of man: it merely requires that he choose to be
conscious-that is, to perceive reality. The issue is a moral
one, because man is a being who has to be conscious by choice.
This approach to morality is reflected in the Objectivist
treatment of desires. Altruistic moralities tell man to sacrifice
his desires. Hedonistic moralities tell man to indulge them.
Other schools of morality tell man to seek a compromise,
to mediate among his desires and the other claims upon him.
But all of these schools share a fundamental premise, whether
one .consults Plato, Epicurus, Augustine, Calvin, Hobbes,
Hume, Kant, Bentham, Nietzsche or Dewey: they all, implicitly or explicitly,regard desires and emotions as irreducible
primaries, as the given-then proceed to tell man what attitude
to take toward them. The Objectivist morality recognizes that
man's desires and emotions proceed from and are caused by
his premises, that his premises are the result of his thinkingand that the issue of morality is not to be fought over desires
and emotions (which are only a consequence), but over the
thinking a man has done or has failed to do. Objectivism
teaches man that his mind and his emotions do not have to
be antagonists, that his consCious convictions and his desires
do not have to clash; it teaches man how they are to be
integrated, how to bring them into non-contradictory harmony;
it teaches man how he can determine the content of his desires
and emotions. (It defines the principles involved; to develop
their full implementation is the task of the science of psychology.)
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The Crisis Over Berlin
By ALAN GREENSPAN
Over a piece of real estate scarcely a tenth the size of Rhode
Island, the Russians have brought the world to the brink of
war. One would reasonably conclude from the Soviets' unrelenting pressure on West Berlin that they fear the city is a
threat which can overrun the whole communist empire. As
absurd as it may sound, the Russians are right: West Berlin
is a threat to the whole communist system. But the threat is
not military; it is ideological. The city, with its broad boulevards, new buildings and prosperous industries, stands as a
monument to freedom and free enterprise amid the drabness
of East Germany. It is hardly imaginable that the communists
can vaunt the wonders of their "workers' paradise" while the
glitter of West Berlin makes a mockery of their pretensions.
West Berlin must be destroyed, threaten the Soviets. The city
must be reduced to the level of its surroundings. Its spirit must
be broken. Communism cannot stand the comparison.
This is the cause of the Berlin crisis. The Russians will not,
and cannot, let up until they have brought the city under
communist rule. The Soviet allegation that West Berlin is a
military threat because of the Western garrison stationed
there is too absurd for rebuttal. The city is surrounded and
militarily indefensible. The charge that West Berlin is a base
for spies should be-but probably is not-true. The claim that
West Berlin harbors hoodlums who kidnap East Berliners
cannot really be taken seriously. The Russians will never
acknowledge the real reason for their continual provocations
and threats toward West Berlin. To acknowledge it would be
to admit that communism is a failure in the area in which it
vociferously avers superiority: the ability to achieve material
prosperity.
History rarely offers so controlled an experiment in rival
economic systems as has been seen in Berlin during the last
decade. In the late 1940's, when the rest of Western Europe
was sinking under a morass of socialistic experiments, West
Germany, including West Berlin, turned instead to free enterpr,ise (at least predominantly). The results were dramatic:
from a country defeated and devastated by war, it arose to
become spectacularly prosperous. Meanwhile, East Germany
and East Berlin barely emerged from the rubble.
As the discrepancies in freedom and material well-being
between the two halves of Germany grew, the exodus from
the Eastern sector became a torrent. West Berlin was a
showplace of free enterprise, and the exit to freedom. Finally,
in desperation, the gauleiters of East Berlin cynically slammed
shut the escape hatch and built a wall which turned the
"workers' paradise" of East Germany into a huge concentration camp.
While the communists have been quick to grasp the ideological significance of Berlin, the "global strategists" of the
West evidently cannot, or will not. The welfare statists both
in this country and abroad, who are responsible for the
formulation of Western foreign policy, have laboriously evaded
coming to grips with the meaning and nature of the issue at
stake. Their mental block is not difficult to understand: West
Berlin is more than an affront to the communist world-it is a
slap in the face to their own socialist programs at home. They
are caught betwcen their fear of a communist victory-and
their terror of identifying that capitalism is the only alternative,
and that that is the issue at stake in West Berlin. The contradiction they refuse to resolve or acknowledge has paralyzed
them and madc them blusteringly ineffectual against the
Russians.
West Berliners, sensing compromise and abandonment in
our overeagerness to confer with the Russians-and knowing
whose are the lives we are willing to "negotiate"-are beginning to leave in droves. The flow of new capital investment
in the city is slowly drying up. To make matters worse, the
West German government is offering subsidies to keep people
from leaving. The subsidies, contemptuously labeled "jitter
bonuses" by the people, serve only to accelerate the exodus.
Mr. Greenspan is President 0/ Townsend·Greenspan & Co., Inc., New
York, economic consultants.
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The story of West Berlin is at once a salute to the efficacy
of a free economy and a tragic commentary on the destructiveness of compromise, of mixed premises and mixed purposes,
of an ostensible fight for freedom by Western leaders who do
not wish to know or have anyone else know what is being
fought for. West Berlin is a symbol of crisis for both the East
and the West.

Choose Your Issues

(from page 1)
know it, the present administration seems to know it. The
"trial balloons" are being sent up with growing frequency.
Any person who claims to be an advocate of freedom and
who wonders what practical action he can take, should choose
these two issues as his first concern: they involve the fundamental principles of our culture. He should study these issues,
watch their developments and make himself heard in public,
on any scale open to him, great or modest, from private discussions to national forums. It is with these two issues that
the "practical" fight for freedom should begin.

OBJECTIVIST CALENDAR
• In June, 1962, Random House will publish Who is Ayn
Rand? by Nathaniel Branden. This book discusses: the moral
revolution of Atlas Shrugged, and the relevance of Ayn Rand's
philosophy to the cultural and political crisis of our time; the
application of Objectivism to basic problems of psychology;
the esthetic principles underlying Ayn Rand's novels, and her
concept of man's relationship to existence, which holds the
key to her literary method. The title essay-contributed by
Barbara Branden-is a biographical study, concerned primarily
with Ayn Rand's intellectual and artistic development.
• Nathaniel Branden Lectures has incorporated under the
new name of NATHANIEL BRANDEN INSTITUTE. In addition to
offering lecture courses, the Institute will publish papers and
essays on the Objectivist philosophy and its application to
the social sciences. The first of these. published in December,
1961, is "The Objectivist Ethics" by Ayn Rand, a paper
originally given at the University of Wisconsin 1961 Symposium on "Ethics in Our Time." (This paper is now available
from THE OBJECTIVIST NEWSLETTER, INC. Price $1. N.Y.C.
residents add 3 % sales tax.)
II The next New York series of "Basic Principles of Objectivism" will be given at the Hotel Roosevelt, 45th St. &
Madison Ave., at 7:30 P.M. on twenty consecutive Tuesday
evenings, beginning February 13; Registration is now open.
• Barbara Branden will speak on N.Y.C. radio station WBAIPM (99.5 on the dial) on Friday, January 5, at 7 P.M. Her
topic: "The Moral Antagonism of Capitalism and Socialism."
This program will be rebroadcast on Saturday, January 6, at
9: 15 A.M.
• Ayn Rand gave a lecture at the Ford Hall Forum, Boston,
on Sunday, December 17. Her topic: "America's Persecuted
Minority: Big Business."
II In mid·September, New American Library brought out
The Fountainhead with a new jacket design; a second printing
of this edition, in October, brought the total number of paperback copies in print to over 1,000,000. New American Library
also published a paperback edition of Anthem, in September;
the first printing was over 300,000 copies; six weeks later, a
second printing was announced.
Published monthly at 165 East 35th Street, New York 16, N.Y.
Subscription rate: in United States, its possessions, Canada
and Mexico, $5 for one year; other countries, $6.
Ayn Rand and Nathaniel Branden, Editors and Publishers
Barbara Branden, Managing Editor
Elayne Kalberman, Circulation Manager
PRINTED BY CARNEGIE PRESS, INC., NEW YORK CITY

stitutes "restraint of trade" or "intent to monopolize" or any
of the othet, similar "crimes." No one can tell what the law
forbids or permits one to do. The interpretation is left entirely
up to the courts. "The courts in the United States have been
engaged ever s!nce 1890 in deciding case by case exactly what
the l~w proscnbes. No broad definition can really unlock the
meamng of the statute ... " (A. D. Neale, The Antitrust Laws
of the U.S.A,! Cambridge University Press, 1960, p. 13.)
Thus a busIn.essman has I?-0 way of knowing in advance
w~ether t~e actIOn he takes IS legal or illegal, whether he is
gUll.ty or Innocent. Yet he has to act; he has to run his
bUSIness.
Retroac~ive la"Y-;-which means: a law that punishes a man
for an actIOn whlcn was not legally defined as a crime at the
~ime. he com~itted it-is. a form of persecution practiced only
~n dIctatorshIps and fo~bld.den by every civilized legal code. It
IS n?t supposed to eXIst In the United Statefl and it is not
Edited and Published by AYN RAND and NATHANIEL BRANDEN apphed
to anyone-except to businessmen. A case in which
a man cannot know until he is convicted whether the action
VOL. 1 NO.2
FEBRUARY, 1962 he took. in the past was legal or illegal, is certainly a case of
retroactive law.
At firs!, Antitr~st was merely a potential club, a "big .stick"
ove,r busl?essmen s heads; but it soon became actual. From
theIr . heSitant, slug.gish beginnin~s in a few vaguely semip.lauslble c~ses, AntItrust prosecutIOns accelerated by a pro oresBy AYN RAN 0
s.lOn of 10g.lcal steps to such judicial decisions as: that e:tabhsh.e? b~sInesses have to share with any newcomer the
Antitrust: the Rule of Unreason
fac~l~t~es ~t had taken them years to create, if. the lack of such
l.t is a grave error to suppose that a dictatorship rules a faclhtl~s Imposes a real hardship on the would-be competitor
nation by l!lea~s of strict~ .rigid law~ .which are obeyed and (Assocwted Press case, 1945)-that business concerns have
enforced With ngorous, mlIrtary preCISIOn. Such a rule would no rig.ht !o pool their patents and that the penalty for such
be evil, but almost bearable; men could endure the harshest pools IS eIther the compulsory licensing of their patents to any
and .all com.ers or the outright confiscation of the patents;
~d~cts, provided these edicts were known, specific and stable;
It. IS not the ~nown that breaks men's spirits, but the unpre- and If a ~lUSIneSSman, .whl? is a IJ.?ember of such a pool, sues
dIctable. A dIctatorship has to be capricious; it has to rule a com~etItor who has InfrInged hIS patent, the competitor not
by mean~ of. the .unexpected, the incomprehensible, the only WInS the case, but collects treble damages from· the man
wantonly IrratIOnal; It has to deal not in death, but in sudden whose patent he ha~ infringed (Kobe v. Dempsey Pump Comdeath; a state of chronic uncertainty is what men are psycho- pany, 1952)-that If a would-be competitor's efficiency is so
low that he is unable even to pay a royalty on the patents
logically unable to bear.
The American businessmen have had to live in that state owned by stronger companies, he is entitled to such patents
for ~eventy years. They were condemned to it by that judicial royalty-free (General Electric case, 1948)-that business converSIOn ~f the .doct!ine of Original Sin which presumes men c~rns must, not merely make a gift of their patents to any
to be gUIlty WIth lIttle or no chance to be proved innocent nval, but must also teach him how to use these patents (I.C.!.
and duPont case, 1952)-that a business concern must not
and which is known as the Antitrust laws.
N,? business-hating collectivist could have gotten away with anticipate increases in the demand for its product and must
creatmg so perfect an instrument for the destruction of not be prepared to meet them by expanding its capacity "before
capitalism and the delivery of businessmen into the total power others entered the field," because this might discourage newof the government. It took the so·called "conservatives" the comers (ALCOA case, 1945).
.Is !he basic l.ine clear? Do you observe the nature of the
alleged defenders of capitalism, to create the Antitrust'laws.
And it takes the intellectual superficiality of today's "con- pnnclple that dIctated the decisions in these cases?
A. D. Neale identifies it as follows: "There is an element
serva~ives" to continue supporting these laws, in spite of their
of pure 'underdoggery' in the law; an element of throwing the
meanmg, record and results.
The .a~leged purpose of the Antitrust laws was to protect ,,:elght of the enforcement authorities into the scale on the
competItIOn; that purpose was based on the socialistic faJ1acy SIde of .the weaker parries, which has little to do with the
that a free, unregulated market will inevitably lead to the economIc control of monopoly." (P. 461).
I ident~f~ it as: the penalizi nl? of ability for being ability,
establishment of coercive monopolies. But, in fact, no coercive
monopoly has ever been or ever can be established by means the penalIz.Ing of ~uccess for beIng success, and the sacrifice
of free trade on a free market. Every coercive monopoly was of productive gem us to the deman.ds of envious mediocrity.
Who were the profiteers of AntItrust? Many businessmen
crea~ed by. government intervention into the economy: by
speCIal pnvIleges, such as franchises or subsidies, which closed supported it from the start: some innocently, some not. These
the entry of competitors into a given field, by legislative action. last we~e the. ~ind who seek to rise, not by free -trade and
(For a full demonstration of this fact, I refer you to the works productIve ~bIlIty, but by political favor and pull, which means:
of the best economists.) The Antitrust laws were the classic not by ment, but by force. They are the typical products of a
"mixed economy" and their numbers multiply as the economy
exa~ple of a moral inversion prevalent in the history of
capItalism: an example of the victims, the businessmen taking grows more "mixed."
~he other group of profiteers was the bureaucrats and the
the blame for the evils caused by the government, ~nd the
g,?vernment using its own guilt as a justification for acquiring stat~sts. As th~ trend toward statism grew, the statists found
an Invaluable Instrument for the persecution and the eventual
WIder powers, on the pretext of "correcting" the evils.
Since. "tree ,competition enforced by law" is a grotesque ensl~vement of businessmen. Observe that the most outrageous
contradICtIOn m terms; Antitrust grew into a haphazard Antitrust cases date from the 1940's. Power, in a statist
sense, means arbitrary power. An objective law protects a
acc~mulation ~f non:objective laws, so vague, complex, contradIctory and mconsIstent that any business practice can now country's freedom; only a non-objective law can give a statist
be ,construed as ille~al, and by complying with one law a t~e ch~n.ce he. seek~:. a cha~c~ to impo~e his arbitrary willbusmessman opens hImself to prosecution under several others. h~s poh~res, hIS deCISIOns, hIS mterpretatlOns, his enforcement,
No two jurists can agree on the meaning and application of hIS pUnIshment or favor-on disarmed, defenseless victims.
these laws. No one can give an exact definition of what con(continued on page 6)
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BOOKS
Economics in One Lesson* by Henry Hazlitt
- - - - - - - - - - - - Reviewed by R. HESSEN
Economists most notably Professor Ludwig von Mises, have
repeatedly de:nonstrated that the only ec~nom~c sy~tem c~n
sonant with a free and prosperous sOcIety IS laissez-faIre
capitalism. But the influence of statist theorists and historians
in the past few decades has resulted in the medley of errors,
half-truths, misconceptions and misrepresentat~on~ which co?stitutes most laymen's "knowledge" of capItalism and Its
history.
.
.
It is the extraordinary ment of Henry Hazlitt to have
detected the central fallacy involved in most of the popular
errors and to have patiently presented and. refuted scores .of
the standard arguments against free enterpr!se. In E~onomlcs
in One Lesson, he has written the finest pnmer available for
students of capitalism. Clear, vigorous, logical and thorough~y
engrossing, the book has richly earned its status as a classIc
in the literature of freedom.
"The whole argument of this book," writes Hazlitt, "may
be summed up in the statement that in studying the effects of
any given economic proposal we. must trace not merely the
immediate results but the results In the long run, not merely
the primary consequences but the secondary consequences,
and not mer~~y the effects on some special group, but the
effects on everyone."
When people clamor for a protective .tariff, an export subsidy, a minimum wage law, or a farm pnce-suppo:t law, what
they see is only the immediate benefit to the busmessmen or
workers or farmers whom the new law is designed to aid.
What they fail to see is that some taxpayer, consumer or
property-owner must bear the cost ~nd burden of the dole or
restriction; that every dollar taken m taxes and spent by the
government means there is one less dollar to be spent by the
individual who earned it; that "temporary" subsidies to ur:.profitable farms or industries will either merely delay their
collapse or lead to a permanent subsidization of inefficient
production methods or of surplus goods.
The blindly irresponsible, range-of-the-moment nature of the
statists' economic theories can best be illustrated by the following popular fallacies:
....
(a) The notion that a lIttle mflatlOn IS I.leces~ary to
stimulate economic growth. When warned that InflatIOn. (by
eroding the purchasing power of. money) has calamitous
cumulative long-range effects on savmgs, pn.ces ,ar:-d :v~ges, ~he
inflationists shrug it off with the Keynesians mSlpld wisecrack: "In the long run we will all be. dead." Hazlitt retort.s:
"Today is already the tomorrow which the bad economist
. .
yesterday urged us to ignore."
(b) The notion that machines are a threat to the lIvelIhood
of workers and that the unions and the government should
halt autom'ation in the name of maintaining or achieving
full employment. In answer, Hazlitt cites the. fact that in
England in 1760, 7900 people were engaged m the .home
production of cotton textiles. If the workers or a short-sighted
government had been able to bar the introduction of Arkwright's cotton-spinning machinery, they would have barred
the day, just 27 years later, :vhen. 320,000 pe:sons were
employed in the newly-mechanIzed Industry, an Increase of
4,400 per cent.
.
.
Hazlitt demonstrates that technological unemployment IS
a temporary phenomenon; that new machines cre.ate more
jobs than they destroy; that a ris!ng standard of IIvin~ and
an increase in the general economic welfare can be achIeved,
not by an increase in employment as such, but only by an

* Published

by Harper & Bros., $3.75. Available from NBL BOOK
165 East 35th St., New York 16, N.Y., for $2.95 (N.Y.C.
residents add 3% sales tax; outside the U.S., add 15¢).
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Mr. Hessen received his M.A. in History from Harvard University, and
is now on the staff of NATHANIEL BRANDEN INSTITUTE.
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increase in production. "It is . . . no trick," he writes, "to
employ everybody, even (or especially) in the most primitive
economy. Full employment-very full employment; long,
weary, back-breaking employment-is c~aracte.risti~, of precisely the nations that are most retarded mdustnally.
These are a few random samples of Hazlitt's critical acuity.
I suggest that before sending any economic quer!es to o~r
Intellectual Ammunition Department, you read thIS book; It
will give you most of the basic answers.

Antitrust: the Rule of Unreason

(from page 5)

He does not have to exercise his power too frequently nor too
openly; he merely has to have it and let his victims know that
he has it; fear will do the rest.
In the light of this, consider the new phase of Antitrust
enforcement. In February of 1961, in Philadelphia, seven
businessmen representing some of America's greatest industrial
concerns, w~re sentenced to jail in the "Electrical Conspiracy"
case. This case involved twenty-nine companies manufacturing electrical equipment. The charge against them was that
they had made secret agreements to fix prices. and rig bids.
But without such agreements, the larger compames could have
set their prices so low that the smaller ones would have been
unable to match them and would have gone out of business,
whereupon the larger companies would have faced prosecu!ion,
under these same Antitrust laws, for "intent to monopolIze."
It is evil enough to impose ruinous fines under laws which
the victims have no way to comply with, laws which everyone
concedes to be non-objective, contradictory and undefinable.
It is obscene, under such laws, to impose jail sentences on men
of distinguished achievement, outstanding ability and unimpeachable moral character, who had spent their lives on so
responsible a task as industrial production.
.
But this, perhaps, is the clue to .t?e Pl!rpose o.f that d.lsgraceful verdict. It created in the publIc s mmd the ImpreSSIOn that
industrial production is some sort. of sinister underw?rld
activity and that businessmen, by their nature and profeSSIOn,
are to be treated as criminals.
Such was the obvious implication of the disgusting howling
that went on in the press. The same humanitar!ans who ~ush
to the defense of any homicidal dipsomaniac, did not heSitate
to release all of their repressed hatred and malice on seven
silent, defenseless men whose profession was business. That
the leftist press would enjoy it, is understandable and, at least,
consistent. But what is one to think of the alleged "conservative" press? Take a look at the February 17, .1961,. issue of
Time magazine; with its story about .the ve~dlct, TlIn~ p~b
lished photographs o~ si~ of the ~ictlms-slx faces w~th. mtelligence and determmatlOn as their common charactens~lc
and under them, the caption: "A drama that U.S. busmess
will long remember to its shame."
The same humanitarians of the press who clamor that
penitentiarit;s are a us.eless, veng.eful for~. of "cruelty to
juvenile SWitch-blade killers questmg for kicks and that
these sensitive victims of society should be "given a chance"
and should be sent to garden rest-homes f.or reha,?ilitati~n-:
these same humanitarians have remained sIlent while a bIll IS
proposed in Congress to the effect that an executiye convicted
of an Antitrust violation may not, thereafter, be given employment by any business concern and is thus to be deprived of
the right to earn a living.
. .
No all this is not the result of a commUnIst conspiracy.
It is the result of something much harder to fight: the result
of a culture's cynical, goal-less disintegration, which can benefit
no one but the communists and the random little powerlusters of the moment, who fish in muddy waters.
.
It is futile to wonder about the policies or the int~~tlOns. of
the present administration. Whether the whole admInistratIOn
or anyone of its m~mbers i~ consciously dedicated to the
destruction of Amencan busmess, does not matter: What
matters is that if any of them are, they have the T?achmery to
accomplish it and no opposition: a culture wlthou.t. goals,
values or political principles can offer no opposItIon to
anything.
(continued on page 8)
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one individual to another individual, it is evil to sacrifice him
to two individuals or two hundred or two billion. Numbers
do not change the moral principle involved. If one man has
no claim to the life of another, neither does a group of men
have such a claim. As Kira, the heroine of We The Living,
observes: "If you write a whole line of zeroes, it's stiIInothing."

• Why do Objectivists maintain that without property rights,
DO other rights are possible?
• Why does Objectivism reject ethical hedonism?
The right of property is the right of use and disposal. If
Ethical hedonism is the doctrine that pleasure is the standard
of moral value, the criterion to be used in determining good one is not free to use that which one has produced, one does
and evil, virtue and vice-that the right action in any situation not possess the right of liberty. If one is not free to make the
is the action which produces the most pleasure (and/ or the products of one's work serve one's chosen goals, one does not
least pain). <,
~~.
possess the right to the pursuit of happiness. And-since man
Hedonists disagree about many questions, such as: Should is not a ghost who exists in some non-material manner-if
one pursue short-range or long-range pleasure? Should one one is not free to keep and to consUme the products of one's
pursue one's own selfish pleasure (egoistic hedonism)-or "the work, one does not possess the right of life. In a society where
greatest happiness of the greatest number" (the Utilitarianism men are not free privately to own the material means of
of Bentham and Mill)? But the doctrine of pleasure as the production, their position is that of slaves whose lives are at
the absolute mercy of their rulers.
-NATHANIEL BRANDEN
ethical standard is the fundamental uniting them all.
The feeling of pleasure, however, like any emotional response, is not a psychological primary; it is a consequence, an
effect, of one's previously formed value-judgments. To say,
An excerpt from Nathaniel Branden's forththerefore, that men should determine their values by the
coming book, Who is Ayn Rand?
standard of what gives them pleasure, is to say: Men should
determine their values by the standard of whatever they
The principle of justice, which is central in the ethical
already value. This means that hedonism is a circular and phil.osop~y of Ayn. Rand, is t~e principle most conspicuously
content-less morality which can define no values or virtues and aVOIded m the ethiCS of altrUIsm. The question of justice is
has to count on whatever random values any man happens to one which the advocates of altruism clearly prefer not to hear
have acquired.
raised. Their reticence is not difficult to understand, when one
In practice, men have no way of obeying the tenets of remembers what altruism advocates. Just as altruism teaches
hedonism, except by taking their already formed feelings- that wealth does not have to be earned, so it teaches that love
their desires and aversions, their loves and fears-as the given, does not have to be earned ....
as irreducible primaries the satisfaction of which is the purOne of the foremost contemporary spokesmen for this "nonpose of morality, regardless of whether the value-judgments commercial" view of human relationships is psychologist Erich
that caused these feelings are rational or irrational, consistent Fromm who, with impressive consistency, is a socialist a
or contradictory, consonant with reality or in flagrant defiance devotee of Zen Buddhism and an advocate of the theory that
of it.
love should be liberated from such unspiritual concepts as the
Objectivism holds that such a policy is suicidal; that if "deserved" and the "undeserved." "In essence, all human
man is to survive, he needs the guidance of an objective and beings are identical," he declares in The Art of Loving. "We
rational morality, a code of values based on and derived from are all part of One; we are One. This being so, it should not
man's nature as a specific type of living organism, and the !llake any difference whom we love." Fromm criticizes capitalnature of the universe in which he lives. Objectivism rejects Ism for what he (correctly) terms its "fairness ethics." It is
any subjectivist ethics that begins, not with facts, but with: capitalism, he holds, that makes the practice of "Jove so difficult.
"I (we, they) wish . .. " Which means: it rejects hedonism of He writes: "It may even be said that the devdopment of
any variety.
-LEONARD PEIKOFF fairness ethics is the particular ethical contribution of capitalist
• What is the Objectivist answer to those who claim that the society. . . . In pre-capitalist societies, the exchange of goods
rights of the individual must be subordinated and sacrificed to was determined either by direct force, by tradition, or by
personal bonds of love and friendship. In capitalism the allthe interests of society?
determining factor is the exchange on the market. . .' . If our
There is no term that has been used more indiscriminately whole social and economic organiZation is based on each one
than the term "society," and with so total a lack of under- seeking. his own adVantage, if it is governed by the principle
standing of its meaning.
of egotIsm tempered only by the ethical principle of fairness,
"Society" is an abstraction; in a political context, it denotes how can one do business, how can one act within the framea group or number of individual men who live in the same work of existing society and at the same time practice love? ...
geographical area and who deal with one another. Society is The principle underlying capitalist society and the principle
not a separate entity endowed with some sort of autonomous of love are inc~mpatible." It is socialism, he argues, that will
existence, apart from the individual men of whom it is com- make· love pOSSible ...
posed. Society as such does not exist; only individual men exist.
Here one may observe, in unusually explicit statement the
What, therefore, does it mean to declare that man must live dia~etric~l opposite of Ayn Rand's view of proper hu'man
for society? It means that one individual must sacrifice him- relatIOnships as expressed by the "trader principle." Ayn Rand
self to other individuals. What does it mean to declare that does not believe that fairness (justice) "tempers" or "limits"
the rights of society supersede the rights of the individual? self-interest, as Fromm evidently does; she regards fairness or
It means that some men's rights are to be sacrificed for the justice as indispensable to, and inseparable from, self-interest.
sake of other men. What does it mean to declare that public Nor does she think that, in regard to moral worth, "all human
good comes above individual good? It means that some gang beings are identical." She draws moral distinctions between a
of men have a good lobby in Washington, have had themselves hero and a scoundrel, or a murderer and his victim. Nor does
designated as "the public," and are now empowered to swing she think that "it should not make any difference whom we
a club over the heads of other men who, for the time being, love." In her ethics, it should and does make a difference.
are not the public.
To love, she states, is to value; love, properly. is the conseFor precisely the same reasons that it is evil to sacrifice qu~nce and expression of. admirati0J?--"the emotional price
paId. by one man for the JOY he receIves from the virtues of
Mr. PeikofJ is presently completing his doctoral dissertation in phi. another." Love is not alms, but a Inoral tribute.
losophy at New York University.
. (continued on page 8)
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OBJECTIVIST CALENDAR
• Ayn Rand will give her lecture on "America's Persecuted
Minority: Big Business" at Columbia University, Wollman
Auditorium, Ferris Booth Hall, on Thursday, February 15,
8 P.M. The lecture is open to the public, admission free.
• On March 1, Ayn Rand will begin a twelve-week series
of radio programs for the Columbia University station WKCR
(590 kc AM, 89.9 mc FM). Under the general title of "Ayn
Rand on Campus," these programs will be broadcast weekly,
on Thursday, at 8:30 P.M. to 9:30 P.M. The format will be
as follows: on six alternate weeks, Miss Rand will give one
of the lectures she has delivered at various universities. On
the other six programs, Professor John Hospers of the
Philosophy Department of Brooklyn College will discuss
Objectivism and the lecture of the preceding week, with Ayn
Rand, Nathaniel Branden and Barbara Branden. Professor
Hospers is the author of: Meaning and Truth in the ArtsAn Introduction to Philosophical Analysis-Human Conduct:
an introduction to the problems of ethics.

The schedule of the programs is as follows:
March 1-"America's Persecuted Minority: Big Business."

(This program will be a recording of Ayn Rand's lecture at Columbia University on February 15.)
March 8 - Discussion of preceding lecture by Prof.
Hospers, Ayn Rand and Nathaniel Branden.
March 15 - "The Objectivist Ethics."
March 22 - Discussion by Prof. Hospers, Ayn Rand and
Nathaniel Branden.
March 29 - "The Intellectual Bankruptcy of Our Age."
April 5 - Discussion by Prof. Hospers, Ayn Rand and
Nathaniel Branden.
April 12 - "Conservatism: an Obituary."
April 19 - Discussion by Prof. Hospers, Ayn Rand and
Barbara Branden.
April 26 - "Our Esthetic Vacuum."
May 3 - Discussion by Prof. Hospers, Ayn Rand and
Barbara Branden.
May 10 - "Faith and Force: the Destroyers of the Modern
World."
May 17 - Concluding remarks by Prof. Hospers and Ayn
Rand.
These programs will be available to Educational radio
stations and University stations, for cost of tape and postage.
If a station in your community is interested, its representative
may write to: Bruce E. Goldman, President, WKCR, 208
Ferris Booth Hall, Columbia University, New York 27, N.Y.
• In addition to the forthcoming series given in New York
by Nathaniel Branden Institute on "Basic Principles of Objectivism," which begins on February 13, the Institute began
a new Tape Transcription series of the same course in
Indianapolis on January 20 and in Boston on January 23.
Tape series are also scheduled to begin in Los Angeles on
February 9 and in Washington, D.C., on February 11. Mr.
Branden will .deliver the opening night's lecture of the Washington series in person.
• On January 2, Ayn Rand addressed Professor John Hospers'
class in Ethics, at Brooklyn College; and on January 10, she
addressed his graduate seminar. The subject of discussion on
both occasions was the Objectivist ethics.
In December, the Presidents' Professional Association, Inc.
(affiliated with the American Management Association, Inc.)
made a video-tape recording of a talk by Ayn Rand on
"Capitalism versus Communism." This recording is to be used
on closed-circuit television by the P.P.A.'s educational discussion-groups for presidents of industrial concerns.
II
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• Random House has brought out the fifth printing of Atlas
Shrugged in its hardcover edition; in paperback, New American
Library has ordered its tenth printing (l00,000 copies), to
be brought out in February.

Antitrust: the Rule of Unreason

(from page 6)

Intentionally or not, the purpose achieved by those jail
sentences is: intimidation-or, more precisely: terrorization.
The Antitrust laws give the government the power to prosecute
and convict any business concern in the country any time it
chooses. The threat of sudden destruction, of unpredictable
retaliation for unnamed offenses, is a much more potent means
of enslavement than explicit dictatorial laws. It demands more
than mere obedience; it leaves men no policy save one: to
please the authorities; to please-blindly, uncritically, without
standards or principles; to please-in any issue, matter or
circumstance, for fear of an unknowable, unprovable vengeance. Anyone possessing such a stranglehold on businessmen,
possesses a stranglehold on the wealth and the material resources of the country, which means: a stranglehold on the
country.
Businessmen are already helpless and almost silenced. It
is only the intellectuals who still have a chance to be heard.
That is why I suggest to you the following t-est: if you hear
an alleged "conservative" who quibbles bravely over taxes,
budgets or school-aid, but supports the Antitrust lawsyou may be sure that he is futile as a fighter for capitalism.
To combat petty larceny as a crucial danger, at a time when
murder is being committed, is to sanction the murder.
What should we do? We should demand a re-examination
and revision of the entire issue of Antitrust. We should
challenge its philosophical, political, economic and moral base.
We should have a Civil Liberties Union-for businessmen. The
repeal of the Antitrust laws should be our ultimate goal; it
will require a long intellectual and political struggle; but, in
the meantime and as a fitst step, we should urge that the jailpenalty provisions of these laws be abolished.
Businessmen are the one group that distinguishes capitalism
and the American way of life from the totalitarian statism
that is swallowing the rest of the world. All the other social
groups-workers, professional men, scientists, soldiers-exist
under dictatorships, even though they exist in chains, in terror,
in misery and in progressive self-destruction. But there is no
such group as businessmen under a dictatorship. Their place
is taken by armed thugs: by bureaucrats and commissars. So
if you want to fight for freedom, you must begin by fighting
for its unrewarded, unrecognized, unacknowledged, yet best
representatives-the American businessmen.
Excerpt from:

Who is Ayn Rand?

(from page 7)

If love did not imply admiration, if it did not imply an

acknowledgment of moral qualities that the recipient of love
possessed--what meaning or significance would love have, and
why would Fromm or anyone consider it desirable? Only one
answer is possible, and it is not an attractive one: when love
is divorced from values, then "love" becomes, not a tribute,
but a moral blank check: a promise that one will be forgiven
anything, that one will not be abandoned, that one will be
taken care of.
Published monthly at 165 East 35th Street, New York 16, N.Y.
Subscription rate: in United States, its possessions, Canada and Mexico,
$5 for one year; other countries, $6. Trial subscriptions: 4 months $2.
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area. I want to free expression rather than stifle it. All
sections of the community should be served rather than
have them cut out by censorship which decrees they cannot
see or hear something." (Show Business Illustrated,
September 19, 1961.)
Let's see whether we can adopt Mr. Minow's concept
of censorship: it would mean that the failure of a bad play
is "censorship by the box office"-that the frustration of a
lady who, weighing three hundred pounds, does not get
a chance to model filmy negligees, is "censorship by advertisers"-that the plight of an inventor who finds no backers
for his perpetual motion machine, is "censorship by
bankers"-that the bankruptcy of a manufacturer who
offers
us gadgets which we don't buy, is "censorship by
Edited and Published by AYN RAND and NATHANIEL BRANDEN
consumers"-and that free expression is stifled, whenever
MARCH, 1962 a manuscript molders in its author's trunk, cut out by
VOL. 1 NO.3
"the censorship of publishers" who decree that we cannot
read or hear something. What, then, is non-censorship? Mr.
Minow's edicts.
So long as people evade the difference between economic
By AYN RA NO
power and political power, between a private choice and
a government order, between intellectual persuasion and
"Have Gun, Will Nudge"
physical force-Mr. Minow has reason to assume that he
can safely stretch their evasions all the way to the ultimate
Mr. Newton N. Minow, Chairman. of the F.C.C., is per- inversion: to the claim that a private action is coercion,
forming a great, educational public service-though not in but a government action is freedom.
the way he intends. He is giving the public an invaluable
It is true, as Mr. Minow assures us, that he does not
object lesson on the nature and results of a "mixed propose to establish censorship; what he proposes is much
economy."
worse. Censorship, in its old-fashioned meaning, is a govThe basic evil in any theory of a "mixed economy"- ernment edict that forbids the discussion of some specific
an economy of freedom mixed with controls-is the evasion subjects or ideas-such, for instance, as sex, religion or
of the fact that a government holds a legal monopoly on criticism of government officials-an edict enforced by the
the use of physical force and that political power is the government's scrutiny of all forms of communication prior
power of coercion. While a dictatorship rests on a blunt to their public release. But for stifling the freedom of men's
acknowledgment of this fact, on the motto that "might is minds the modern method is much more potent; it rests
right"-a "mixed economy" rests on pretending that no on the power of non-objective law; it neither forbids nor
such distinction exists, that might and right can be safely permits anything; it never defines or specifies; it merely
scrambled together if we all agree never to raise this issue. delivers men's lives, fortunes, careers, ambitions into the
The current policy of the F .c.c. has provided a spectacle arbitrary power of a bureaucrat who can reward or punish
of not raising that issue, on a grand scale.
at whim. It spares the bureaucrat the troublesome necessity
First, Mr. Minow announces that any television or radio of committing himself to rigid rules-and it places upon
station which does not satisfy his unstated criterion of an the victims the burden of discovering how to please him,
unspecified public service, will lose its license, that is: will with a fluid unknowable as their only guide.
be silenced forever. Then, while the victims mumble feeble
No, a federal commissioner may never utter a single
protests, vaguely referring to censorship, Mr. Minow word for or against any program. But what do you suppose
assumes an air of injured innocence and asserts that his will happen if and when, with or without his knowledge,
sole intention is "to nudge, to exhort, to urge those who a third-assistant or a second cousin or just a nameless
decide what goes on the air to appeal to our higher as friend from Washington whispers to a television executive
well as our lower tastes." And President Kennedy declares: that the commissioner does not like producer X or does
"Mr. Minow has attempted not to use jorce, but to use not approve of writer Y or takes a great interest in the
encouragement in persuading the networks to put on career of starlet Z or is anxious to advance the cause of
better children's programs, more public service programs." the United Nations?
What makes it possible to bring a free country down to
No one has stepped forward to ask Mr. Kennedy
whether his word usage is correct; and, if it is, whether we such a level? If you doubt the connection between altruism
should claim that a holdup man who points a gun, is not and statism, 1 suggest that you count how many times-in
attempting to lise force, but to use encouragement in per- the current articles, speeches, debates and hearings-there
appeared the magic formula which makes all such outrages
suading a citizen to hand over his wallet.
possible:
"The Public Interest."
No one has challenged Mr. Minow's description of
What is the public interest? No specific definition has
censorship: "1 dislike censorship as much as anyone else.
Yet today we have censorship in a very real sense . . . ever been or ever can be given by anyone. Since the concept
There is censorship by ratings, by advertisers, by networks, is not used in its literal meaning, to designate the personal
(continued on page 10)
by affiliates which reject programming offered to their
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BOOKS
Prosperity Through Freedom*
by Lawrence Fertig
- - - - - - - - - - - Reviewed by EDITH EFRON

For fourteen years, Lawrence Fertig has been combating
collectivism in America by popularizing the basic principles of free enterprise in his column for the ScrippsHoward newspapers. His latest book, Prosperity Through
Freedom, applies these principles to a wide range of current events, and offers a highly readable survey of the
economics behind the headlines.
The most interesting aspect of the book is journalistic
rather than theoretical. Filled with statistics, quotations
from liberal and libertarian theorists, and information gathered from an impressive number of American and foreign
sources, this book provides an arsenal of factual ammunition for advocates of free enterprise.
In a section which examines the myth of Soviet superiority, Mr. Fertig reports in some detail on an important,
but little known, study of Russian industry published by
Professor G. Warren Nutter under the auspices of the
National Bureau of Economic Research, in 1957. Accepting Soviet figures at their face value, Professor Nutter
shows that in ~uch basic industries as electric power, natural gas, steel ingots, cement, freight cars, and others,
the Soviet time-lag behind the United States was greater
in 1955 than it was in 1913. In certain instances, the rate
of deterioration is startling. In 1913, the Russian time-lag
behind the U.S. in the production of crude petroleum was
only 14 years; by 1937, the lag had widened to 26 years;
and by 1955, the lag was up to 34 years. Again in 1913,
the Russian lag in the production of freight cars was only
33 years; by 1937, the lag had increased to 57 years; and
by 1955, the Russians were behind by 69 years. The
Nutter study concludes that, according to their own "public relations" statistics, the Russians are about 35 years
behind us in quantity of goods produced and about 55
years behind us in production per capita - and the lags
have generally been increasing. Professor Nutter's wry
concluding comment is worth quoting: "It hardly seems
likely that Soviet authorities have practiced the art of understatement in heralding their achievements."
In another fascinating section of Mr. Fertig's book,
called "How Our Experts Almost Ruined Germany," he
reveals the details of the fiscal advice given to the West
German government in 1948 by a commission of American
economists. The commissioners' report was declassified
only in April, 1961, and one can understand the State
Department's reluctance to make its contents known. The
report recommended deficit spending and a cheap money
policy. It advocated inflationary measures and criticized
Germany's "excessive concern for price stability." It objected to granting industry high depreciation allowances,
on the grounds that "it was an expenditure of tax funds
• Published by Henry Regnery Co., $3.95. Available from NBL BOOK
165 East 35th St., New York 16, N.Y., for $3.25 (N.Y.C.
residents add 3% sales tax; outside the U.S., add 15¢).
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Edith Efron is a journalist whose articles have appeared in such publi·
cations as Life, Look, and The New York Times MagaZine.
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which would otherwise have been collected by the government." And it concluded that "the nostalgic hopes .•.
looking toward a revival of the nineteenth century role of
a capital market are doomed to disappointment."
The report landed in a German wastebasket. The West
German government did precisely the opposite; in the
words of Economics Minister Erhard, it "re-introduced the
old rules of a free economy, the rules of laissez-faire."
The result was "the miracle of German recovery." And
what happened to the spumed American commissioners?
They went home, reports Mr. Fertig, to continue advocating the same destructive policies for America. One of these
commissioners, Professor Walter W. Heller, is now head
of President Kennedy'S Council of Economic Advisers.
Regrettably, Mr. Fertig is not entirely consistent as a
theorist. His advocacy of capitalism is diluted by an occasional concession to economic interventionism. For instance, he challenges particular policies of the Federal
Reserve System or the specific administration of the Antitrust laws, but he does not challenge the basic principle
or the validity of such institutions. It is also regrettable
that he did not present his research in a more scholarly
form; more detailed references would have been desirable.
For readers who are swamped by statist-slanted news
stories, however, Prosperity Through Freedom will be a
welcome corrective, a lead to a better understanding of
current events, and an eminently valuable book.

"Have Gun, Will Nudge"

(from page 9)

interest of every citizen of a country, but is used to imply
and establish a conflict, the opposition of private interests
to public interest-its use can convey only one meaning:
the right of some men (those who, by some undefined
criterion, are the public) to sacrifice the interests of other
men (of those who, for unspecified reasons, are not the
public). Once that collectivist formula becomes the moral
standard of a society, the rest is only a matter of time.
Mr. Paul Rand Dixon, P.T.C. Chairman, has announced:
"Private rights are important but the public interest is a
greater right."
An article entitled "His Master's Voice?" by Shirley
Scheibla in Barron's magazine for January 1, 1962, offers
the following warning: "The [Communications] Act gives
the [Federal Communications] Commission a broad grant
of authority to regulate broadcasting 'in the public interest.'
Since neither Congress nor the courts ever have been able
to agree on a working definition of what constitutes the
'public interest,' the commissioners need only decide that
it is served by the way they happen to vote."
That such is the ultimate goal of our present treno, is
indicated in Mr. Minow's "vast wasteland" speech of May
9, 1961. While all the concrete-bound, range-of-themoment modem mentalities have been clamoring over the
issue of Westerns versus spelling-bees, the ominous keysentence of that speech has been passed by in comparative
silence: the threat to "those few of you who really believe
that the public interest is merely what interests the public."
Here is an open declaration that the public is not competent to judge its own interest. Who, then, is? Who will
be its guardian and determine its interest, which supersedes any individual rights? Mr. Newton N. Minow.
(continued on page 12)
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INTELLECTUAL AMMUNITION
DEPARTMENT
{Subscribers are invited to send in the questions that they find
themselves unable to answer in philosophical or political
discussions. As many questions as space permits will be
answered. No questions will be answered by mail.]

• Should a rational advocate of capitaIism co-operate with
those "conservatives" who base their advocacy of capitalism on religious faith?
Reason is the faculty that perceives, identifies and integrates the evidence of reality provided by IIla.:!1's senses.
To base one's convictions on reason, is to base them on the
facts of reality. Faith is the acceptance of an idea without
evidence or proof, or in spite of evidence to the contrary.
To rest one's advocacy of capitalism on faith, is to concede that reason is on the side of one's enemies. Such a
position implies that a free society cannot be rationally
justified-that there are no rational arguments why men
should not murder and enslave one another-that logic is
on the side of dictatorships, firing squads and concentration camps, but men should renounce logic in favor of such
"irrationalities" as freedom, justice, individual rights,
achievement, prosperity and progress.
The implications of tying capitalism to faith have come
nakedly into the open in the explicit irrationalism of
many "conservative" groups. Intending to bring the mystical concept of Original Sin into political theory, they
declare that man is depraved by nature, that reason is impotent, that man should not attempt to create a perfect
political system or to establish a rational society on earthbut should settle for capitalism, instead.
The communists allege that their political philosophy
is rational and has been scientifically proved. The mystical
"conservatives" concede it and retreat into the world of
the supernatural, surrendering this world to communisma victory that the communists' irrational ideology could
never win on its own merits.
Collectivism gained its intellectual influence and appeal
by promising a scientific approach to social problems-a
promise which it could not and did not keep. Today, disillusioned by the horrors which collectivism has achieved
in practice, people, particularly young people, are seeking
a rational alternative-which, in fact, only capitalism can
provide. But instead of proof, logic or science, today's
mystical "conservatives" have nothing better to offer than
appeals to faith, revelation and the supernatural. In our
age, in the presence of the triumphs of science, no thinking man will listen to .the voices from the Dark Ages
speaking of Original Sin. and the futility of human endeavor;
no thinking man will reject reason and the achievements
of man's mind. If the "conservatives" succeeded in convincing him that he mus.! accept capitalism on faith or not
at all, he would, properly, answer: Not at all.
To claim that capitalism rests on religious faith is to
contradict the fundamental principles of the United States;
in America, religion is a private matter which must not
be brought into political issues.
One need not be an atheist in order to fight for capitalism-provided one keeps the two issues separate. A raMARCH, 1962

tional advocate of capitalism can oo-operate with religious
people who share his political principles, but only in a
strictly secular movement, that is: only in a movement
that does not claim religion as the base and justification
of its political principles.
The greatest single threat to capitalism today is the
attempt to put capitalism, mysticism and Original Sin over
on the public as one "package deal." No attacks by collectivists could do more to discredit capitalism than is done
by this kind of attempt. Its result can be only to consign
capitalism to the "lunatic fringe" of political thought and
to remove it from the realm of serious, civilized discussion.
A rational advocate of capitalism should repudiate any
individual or group that links capitalism to the supernatural. He commits treason to his own cause if and when ;
he co-operates with the mystical "conservatives," if and
when he sanctions them as creditable spokesmen for the
-BARBARA BRANDEN
cause of freedom.
• What is the Objectivist view of the claim, made by many
social theorists today, that man's primary psychological
need is to receive the approval and esteem of other men?
Before one can make any statement concerning man's
fundamental needs, it is necessary to define precisely the
meaning of "need" in this context. A living organism's
needs are those things which the organism requires, by its
nature, for its survival and well-being. Thus we can observe that man needs food, water, air, etc. Such needs are
objectively demonstrable, and the standard by which one
judges them to be needs is clear-cut and unequivocal: that
which man's survival in fact requires.
The same principle applies to man's psychological needs.
It can be shown that man has a need of self-esteem-a
need to be confident of his judgment and his capacity to
deal with reality. Man's mind is his basic means of survival. The absence of confidence in one's own mind results
in a state of neurosis characterized by varying degrees of
anxiety, ineffectuality, helplessness-that is, of incompetence to deal with existence. Again, the standard establishing this need is the requirements of man's survival.
A desire or a wish is not equivalent to a need,' the fact
that a great many men may desire a thing, does not prove
that it represents a need inherent in human nature.
No advocate of the theory that man's primary psychological need is to receive the approval of other men, has
offered any proof of such a claim; it is generally offered
as an assertion which, presumably, one is to accept as
self-evident.
Now consider the exact implications of this theory;
taken literally, it means: (a) that man's survival, wellbeing and mental health require that no other consideration, such as, for instance, truth, facts, reason or reality,
ever be permitted to take precedence over social approval
-and that in the event of any clash, it is truth, facts, reason and reality that are to be sacrificed; (b) that if a man
sees his fellow men pu<rsuing a course of self-destruction,
he should join them - in the interests of his survivalrather than risk their opprobrium; (c) that if a man remains loyal to his own rational judgment, in defiance of
the opposition of others, he jeopardizes his psychological
(continued on page 12)
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OBJECTIVIST CALENDAR
.. On March 1, Ayn Rand will appear on the CBS-TV network
pr<?gram "The Great Challenge: America's Continuing RevolutIOn." 10 to 11 P.M., EST. (See your local listings.)
.. Ayn Rand will speak at the Massachusetts Institute of Technolo.gy, Cam.bridge, Mass., on March 14; and at Brown UniversIty, ProvIdence, Rhode Island, on March 15.
.. N athanie1 Brand~n will give public readings of three plays
by ~yn Ran~. Apnl 2: The !'light of January 16th (original
,:ersl~m). Apnl 9: Ideal. Apnl 16: Think Twice. Those who
hve m the Greater New York area will shortly receive an
announcement giving them full details.
.. Corr~ction:. Ay? Ran~'s series of radio programs for the
ColumbIa Umverslty statIOn WKCR will be broadcast only on
PM (89.9 on your dial).

"Have Gun, Will Nudge"

(from page 10)
~onsider th.e .implications. If the public is not competent
to Judge teleVISIOn programs and its own entertainmenthow ca~ it be competent to judge political issues? Or
economIC problems? Or nuclear policies? Or international
affairs? And since-on the above premise-the answer is
that it can't, shouldn't its guardians protect it from those
books and newspapers which, in the guardians' judgment,
are not consonant .with the public interest and would only
confuse the poor mcompetent that's unable to judge?
Today-~hen rule by precedent has all but replaced
rule by law,and nothing protects us from enslavement but
the fragile parrier of custom--consider the consequences
of a precedent such as Mr. Minow is seeking to establish.
Bear in mind what I said about the issue of Antitrust last
month, when you evaluate the significance of the following: the article "His Master's Voice?" mentions that General Electric and Westinghouse have both applied for renew~l of their broadcasting licenses, and: "Although FCC
offiCials are unable to explain how they would improve
program quality by forcing these two companies out of the
field, the Commission currently is pondering whether the
applications should be turned down on the ground that
both firms have been convicted of antitrust violations."
Do you observe the nature of the pincer-movement or
the squeeze-play-and the nature of the possibilities inherent in non-objective law?
For the special consideration of all those who are
enga8ied in any b~anch of the communications industry, I
~ubmit the followmg: In January, 1961, in a case involvm~ censor~hip of motion pictures (Times Film Corp v.
CIty of ChIcago), the Supreme Court ruled in favor of the
censor, by a majority of one (in a five to four decision).
The dissenting opinion, written by Chief Justice Warren
stated: "The decision presents a real danger of eventual
censorship for every form of communication, be it newspapers, journals, books, magazines, television radio or
P?blic s~eeches. '... I am aware of no constitu;ional prinCIple whIch permIts us to hold that the communication of
ideas through one medium may be censored while other
media are immune .... It is not permissible as I read the
Constitution, for government to release o~e movie and
refuse to release another because of an official's concept
of the prevailing need or the public good."
Th~t i~ the reason why one should fight against the
terronzatIOn and enslavement of television. That is the
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Issue at stake in the F .c.c. hearings-not the issue of
whether today's television programs are good or bad (most
of them are atrocious, particularly in the public affairs
department)-n~t the issue of whether some cowboys,
gangsters and pnvate-eyes should be sacrificed in favor of
mor~ newsreel~,. slante~ documentaries and panel disCUSSIOns of polItIcal tOPICS, with big close-ups of selfless
public servants from Washington.

Intellectual Ammunition

(from page 11)
well-being, but if he surrenders his judgment in obedience
to widely-held beliefs which he knows to be false he
secures his psychological well-being; (d) that an abject
second-hander, such as Peter Keating, is the epitome of
me~tal health, whereas a man of independence and int~gnty, such as Howard Roark, is neurotically self-destructive because he always asks "What is true?" and not "What
do others believe is true?"
To hold.the approval of others as one's primary motive
and goal, IS to be a selfless, mindless, blind parasite incapable of thought and unfit for survival. That a great
~any men, who dread the responsibility of independent
~udgment, have chosen this state, is undeniable. But the
mescapa?le result of this state is anxiety, insecurity, the
sens.e of Inne~ e!l:ptiness-neurotic symptoms that testify to
the IncompatIbilIty of such dependence with mental health.
The normalc!, or healthiness of a psychological condition
IS not e~tabhshed by its statistical prevalence, but by its
appropnateness to the requirements of man's survival. At
one ti~e, .bubonic plague :vas dismayingly widespread,
but thIS dId not lead phYSIcians to regard it as man's
~ormal or healthy condition. If a person declares that gain~g ~he .a~proval of others is the dominating concern of
h~s life, It IS the responsibility of psychologists to recognize
hIS state as a disease, and to discover and correct the underlying premises that cause his fear of independencerather than to announce that this fear is an intrinsic attribute of human nature.
Man's survival and his mental health demand that he
place nothing above his own rational judgment. It was not
the p~rasitical practitioners of "togetherness" who brought
ma.nkIn? out of the ca~e. ~nd it is not men of intransigent
ratIOnalIty and sovereIgn Intellect who collapse in anxiety
and neurosis, crying that they have no sense of personal
identity.
How would Objectivism answer the person who claims
that man's deepest psychological need is to receive the approval and esteem of others? This Objectivist would tell
him: "Speak for yourself, brother." -NATHANIEL BRANDEN
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Counterfeit Individualism
By NATHANIEL BRANDEN

The theory of individualism is a central component of the
Objectivist philosophy. Individualism is at once an ethicalpolitical concept and an ethical-psychological. one. As an
ethical-political concept, individualism upholds the supremacy
of individual rights, the principle that man is an end in himself,
not a means to the ends of others. As an ethical-psychological
concept, individualism holds that man should think and judge
independently, valuing nothing higher than the sovereignty of
his intellect.
The philosophical base and validation of individualism, as
Ayn Rand has shown in Atlas Shrugged, is the fact that individualism, ethically, politically and psychologically, is an
objective requirement of man's proper survival, of man's survival qua man, qua rational being. It is implicit in, and necessitated by, a code of ethics that holds man's life as its standard
of value.
The advocacy of individualism as such is not new; what is
new is the Objectivist validation of the theory of individualism
and the definition of a consistent way to practice it.
Too often, the ethical-political meaning of individualism is
held to be: doing whatever one wishes, regardless of the rights
of others. Writers such as Nietzsche and Max Stirner are
sometimes quoted in support of this interpretation. Altruists
and collectivists have an obvious vested interest in persuading
men that such is the meaning of individualism, that the man
who. refuses to be sacrificed intends to sacrifice others.
The contradiction in, and refutation of, such an interpretation of individualism is ihw. sinee the only rational ·baseof
individualism as an ethical principle is the requirements of
man's survival qua man, one man cannot claim the moral
right to violate the rights of another. If he denies inviolate
rights to other men, he cannot claim such rights for himself;
he has rejected the base of rights. No one can claim the moral
right to a contradiction.
Individualism does not consist merely of rejecting the belief
that man should live for the collective. A man who seeks
escape from the responsibility of supporting his life by his own
thought and effort, and wishes to survive by conquering,
ruling and exploiting others, is not an individualist. An
individualist is a man who lives for his own sake and by his
own mind,' he neither sacrifices himself to others nor sacrifices
others to himself; he deals with men as a trader~not as a
looter; as a Producer-not as an Attila.
It is the recognition of this distinction that altruists and
collectivists wish men to lose: the distinction between a trader
and a looter, between a Producer and an Attila.
If the meaning of individualism, in its ethical-political context, has been perverted and debased predominantly by its
avowed antagonists, the meaning of individualism, in its ethicalpsychological context, has been perverted and debased by its

professed supporters: by those who wish to dissolve the dis..:
tinction between an independent judgment and a subjective
whim. These are the alleged "individualists" who equate individualism, not with independent thought, but with "independent feelings." There are no such things as "independent
feelings." There is only an independent mind.
An individualist is, first and foremost, a man of reason. It is
upon the ability to think, upon his rational faculty, that man's
life depends; rationality is the precondition of independence
and self-reliance. An "individualist" who is neither independent
nor self-reliant, is a contradiction in terms; individualism and
independence are logically inseparable. The basic independence
of the individualist consists of his loyalty to his own mind: it
is his perception of the facts of reality, his understanding, his
judgment, that he refuses to sacrifice to the unproved assertions
of others. That is the meaning of intellectual independenceand that is the essence of an individualist. He is dispassionately
and intransigently fact-centered.
Man needs knowledge in order to survive, and only reason
can achieve it; men who reject the responsibility of thought
and reason, can exist only as parasites on the thinking of
others. And a parasite is not an individualist. The irrationalist,
the whim-worshipper who regards knowledge and objectivity
as· "restrictioos" on his freedom, the nmge-of-the-moment
hedonist who acts on his private feelings, is not an individualist.
The "independence" that an irrationalist seeks is independence
from reality-like Dostoevsky's Underground man who cries:.
"What do I care for the laws of nature and arithmetic, when,
for some reason, I dislike those laws and the fact that twice
two makes four?"
To the irrationalist, existence is merely a clash between his
whims and the whims of others; the concept of an objective
reality has no reality to him.
Rebelliousness or unconventionality as such do not constitute
proof of individualism. Just as individualism does not consist
merely of rejecting collectivism, so it does not consist merely
of the absence of conformity. A conformist is a man who
declares, "It's true because others believe it"-but an individualist is not a man who declares, "It's true because I believe
it." An individualist declares, "I believe it because I see in
reason that it's true."
There is an incident in The Fountainhead that is worth
recalling in this connection. In the chapter on the life and
career of collectivist Ellsworth Toohey, Ayn Rand describes
the various groups of writers and artists that Toohey organized:
there was "... a woman who never used capitals in her books,
and a man who never used commas . . . and another who
wrote poems that neither rhymed nor scanned . . . There was
a boy who used no canvas, but did something with bird cages
and metronomes . . . A few friends pointed out to Ellsworth
Toohey ~hat he seemed guilty of inconsistency; he was so
deeply opposed to individualism, they said, and here were all
these writer.s and artists of his,and every One of them was a.
rabid individualist. 'Do you really think so?' said Toohey
smiling blandly."
,
What Toohey knew-and what students of Objectivism
w0l!ld do ':VeIl to .understand-is that such subjectivists, in
theIr rebelhonagamst "the tyranny of reality," are less independent and more abjectly parasitical than the most commonplace Babbitt whom they profess to despise. They originate
or create nothing; they are profoundly selfless-and they
struggle to fill the void of the egos they do not possess, by
means of the only form of "self-assertiveness" they recognize:
defiance for the sake of defiance, irrationality for the sake of
irrationality, destruction for the sake of destruction, whims
for the sake of whims.
A psychotic is scarcely likely to be accused of conformity;
but neither a psychotic nor a subjectivist is an exponent of
individualism.
Observe the common denominator in the attempts to corrupt
the meaning of individualism as an ethical-political concept
and as an ethical-psychological concept: the attempt to divorce
individualism from reason. But it is only in the context of
reason and man's needs as a rational being that the principle
(continued on page 16)
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BOOKS
Ten Thousand Commandments*
by Harold Fleming
- - - - - - - - - - - - - Reviewed by AYN RAND
Antitrust is a peculiar underground in American life: it is
a secret torture chamber where executions take place in open,
public sight, yet remain unseen, rendered invisible by such a
screen of unintelligible legal complexities that few laymen
can hope to see through it. Harold Fleming has split that
screen-by means of a brilliantly incisive common sense-and
has presented a coherent view of the chaos beneath. His book
is a primer for laymen, condensed with unusual skill, simplicity
and accuracy. If you want to grasp the essentials of Antitrustits issues, methods and meaning-I suggest that you begin by
reading Ten Thousand Commandments. No abstract estimates,
such as "injustice," "persecution," "terrorization," can convey
the nature of what is going on, without the shocking facts.
These facts have to be read to be believed.
"The trouble," writes Mr. Fleming, "isn't simply that
almost every businessman in the United States could now, by
the new rules, be haled into court by government officials and
be fined, branded a criminal ... and subjected to treble damage
suits by competitors and customers. It is that the policies and
practices by which American business has grown so phenomenally productive have one and all in recent years been damned,
discouraged, and suppressed."
Mr. Fleming shows how the alleged crime of "injury to
competition" was switched into "injury to competitors"-by
a succession of court decisions reinterpreting non-objective,
undefinable statutes-and injury to actual competitors was
switched into injury to potential competitors. The alleged
crime of abusing an undefined "monopoly power" (the abuse
consisting of "excluding" competitors) was switched into the
crime of "intent" to abuse it, and then into the crime of
possessing "an opportunity for abuse," regardless of whether a
business concern ever took that opportunity or not. "Thus it
seems that a company may now find itself violating the Sherman Act even though (1) it 'excludes' competitors only by
keeping ahead of them (Alcoa case); (2) it doesn't even keep
ahead of them (Tobacco case); and (3) it doesn't try to
(Griffith case)."
The alleged crime of "conspiracy" was switched from an
actual secret agreement into a presumed "meeting of the
minds"-then into "consciously parallel action" of independent
companies-and then: "In the Schine case the high Court said,
'The concerted action of the parent company, its subsidiaries,
and the named officers and directors in that endeavor was a
conspiracy which was not immunized by reason of the fact
that the members were closely affiliated rather than independent.' That would seem to mean that it is illegal for the
officers of different departments of an integrated company to
cooperate."
What is the net result of this nightmare? "Since the essential
purpose of all the variegated attacks has been to hamper the
more successful business for the benefit of the less successful
business, the result has been not to clarify the law, but to
dissolve it. ... What is left is merely a rule that the bigger
companies are almost invariably wrong on some count or
other and the little companies almost invariably right."
It would be hard to find a clearer indication of the fact
that the morality of altruism-the sacrifice of success to
failure, of ability to need-is the basic cause and motive power
of Antitrust. It is unfortunate that Mr. Fleming does not
seem to grasp the full meaning of his own statement. In the
last two chapters of his book, attempting to explain and
evaluate the monstrous facts he has presented, he resorts to
some vague, superficial generalities, such as the suggestion
• Published by F.E.E. Available for $1.50 plus 15¢ postage from NBL
BOOK SERVICE, INC., 165 East 35th St., New York 16, N.Y. (N.Y.C. resi·
dents add 5¢ sales tax).
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that some sort of "Freudian" fear is the motive for the persecution of businessmen.
. But he is too good a reporter to let his theory interfere
WIth. the facts he is l?resenting ..And his book is so good that
the Inadequacy of hIS explanatIOn can be safely overlooked.
The facts speak for themselves.

Child Labor and the Industrial Revolution
By R. HESSEN

The least understood and most widely misrepresented aspect
of the history of capitalism is child labor.
One cannot evaluate the phenomenon of child labor in
England duripg the Industrial Revolution of the late eighteenth
and early nIneteenth century, unless one realizes that the
introduction of the factory system offered a livelihood a
means of survival, to tens of thousands of children who wo~ld
not have lived to be youths in the pre-capitalistic eras.
The factory system led to a rise in the general standard of
!iving, to raI?idly faIJing urban death rates and decreasing
Infant .mortaiity-and produced an unprecedented popUlation
explOSIOn.
I~ 1750, England's popUlation was 6 million; it was 9
millIon in 1800 and 12 million in 1820, a rate of increase
without precedent in any era. The age distribution of the
popUlation shifted enormously; the proportion of children
and youths increased sharply. "The proportion of those born
in London dying before five years of age" fell from 74.5%
in 1730-49 to 31.8% in 1810-29. (Mabel C. Buer, Health,
Welfare and Population in the Early Days of the Industrial
Revolution, p. 30.) Children who hitherto would have died in
infancy now had a chance for survival.
. Both th~ rising pop~lation and. t~e rising life expectancy
gIve the he to the claIms of SOCIalist and fascist critics of
capitalism that the conditions of the laboring classes were
progressively deteriorating during the Industrial Revolution.
One is b?th. morally unjust al!-~ ignorant of history if one
blames. capItalism for the condItIOn of children during the
Industnal .Revolution, since, in fact, capitalism brought an
enormous Improvement over their condition in the preceding
age. The source of that injustice was ill-informed, emotional
novelists and poets, like Dickens and Mrs. Browning; fanciful
medieva}ist~, li~e Southey; political tract writers posturing as
economIc histonans, lIke Engels and Marx. All of them painted
a vague, ro~y picture of a lost "golden age" of the working
classes, whIch, allegedly, was destroyed by the Industrial
Revolution. Historians have not supported their assertions.
Investigation and common sense have deglamorized the prefactory system of domestic industry. In that system, the worker
made a costly initial investment, or paid heavy rentals, for a
loom or frame, and bore most of the speculative risks involved.
His diet was drab and meager, and even subsistence often
depended on whether work could be found for his wife ancl
children. There was nothing romantic or enviable about a
family living and working together in a badly lighted improperly ventilated, and poorly constructed cottage.
'
How did children thrive before the Industrial Revolution?
In 1697, John Locke wrote a report for the Board of Trade
on the problem of poverty and poor-relief. Locke estimated
that a laboring man and his wife in good health could support
no more than two children, and he recommended that all
children over three years of age (!) should be taught to earn
their living at working schools for spinning and knitting,
where they would be given food. "What they can have at home,
from their parents," wrote Locke, "is seldom more than bread
and water, and that very scantily too."
Professor Ludwig von Mises reminds us: "The factory
owners did not have the power to compel anybody to take a
factory job. They could only hire people who were ready to
work for the wages offered to them. Low as these wage rates
were, they were nonetheless much more than these paupers
could earn in any other field open to them. It is a distortion
of facts to say that the factories carried off the housewives
from the nurseries and the kitchen and the children from their
(continued on page 16)
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INTELLECTUAL AMMUNITION
DEPARTMENT
[Subscribers are invited to send in the questions that they find
themselves unable to answer in philosophical or political
discussions. As many questions as space permits will be
answered. No questions will be answered by mail.]
• How does one lead a rational life in an irrational society,
such as we have today?
I will confine my answer to a single, fundamental aspect of
this question. I will name only one principle, the opposite of
the idea which is so prevalent today and which is responsible
for the spread of evil in the world. That principle is: Never fail
to pronounce moral judgment.
Nothing can corrupt and disintegrate a culture or a man's
character as thoroughly as does the precept of moral agnosticism, the idea that one must never pass moral judgment on
others, that one must be morally tolerant of anything, that
the good consists of never distinguishing good from evil.
It is obvious who profits and who loses by such a precept.
It is not justice or equal treatment that you grant to men
when you abstain equally from praising men's virtues and
from condemning men's vices. When your impartial attitude
declares, in effect, that neither the good nor the evil may
expect anything from you-whom do you betray and whom
do you encourage?
But to pronounce moral judgment is an enormous responsibility. To be a judge, one must possess an unimpeachable
character; one need not be omniscient or infallible, and it is
not an issue of errors of knowledge; one needs an unbreached
integrity, that is: the absence of any indulgence in conscious,
willful evil. Just as a judge in a court of law may err, when
the evidence is inconclusive, but may not evade the evidence
available, nor accept bribes, nor allow any personal feeling,
emotion, desire or fear to obstruct his mind's judgment of the
facts of reality-so every rational person must maintain an
equally strict and solemn integrity in the courtroom within
his own mind, where the responsibility is more awesome than
in a public tribunal, because he, the judge, is the only one to
know when he has been impeached.
There is, however, a court of appeal from one's judgments:
objective reality. A judge puts himself on trial every time he
pronounces a verdict. It is only in todflY'S reign of amoral
cynicism, SUbjectivism and hooliganism that men may imagine
themselves free to utter any sort of irrational judgment and
to suffer no consequences. But, in fact, a man is to be judged
by the judgments he pronounces. The things which he condemns or extols exist in objective realitY and are open to the
independent appraisal of others. It is his own moral character
and standards that he reveals, whenever he blames or praises.
If he condemns America and extols Soviet Russia-or if he
attacks businessmen and defends juvenile delinquents-or if
he denounces a great work of art and praises trash-it is the
nature of his own soul that he confesses.
It is their fear of this responsibility that prompts most
people to adopt an attitude of indiscriminate moral neutrality.
It is the fear best expressed in the precept: "Judge not, that
ye be not judged." But that precept, in fact, is an abdication
of moral responsibility: it is a moral blank check one gives
to others in exchange for a moral blank check one expects
for oneself.
There is no escape from the fact that men have to make
choices; so long as men have to make choices, there is no
escape from moral values; so long as moral values are at
stake, no moral neutrality is possible. To abstain from condemning a torturer, is to become an accessory to the torture
and murder of his victims.
The moral principle to adopt in this issue, is: "Judge, and
be prepared to be judged."
The opposite of moral neutrality is not a blind, arbitrary,
self-righteous condemnation of any idea, action or person
that does not fit one's mood, one's memorized slogans or one's
APRIL, 1962

snap-jUdgment of the moment. Indiscriminate tolerance and
indiscriminate condemnation are not two opposites: they are
two variants of the same evasion. To declare that "everybody
is white" or "everybody is black" or "everybody is neither
white nor black, but gray," is not a moral judgment, but an
escape from the responsibility of moral judgment.
To judge means: to evaluate a given concrete by reference
!o .an abstract principle or standard. It is not an easy task;
It IS. not ~. tas~ th~~ can be perfor~ed automatically by one's
feelmgs, ~nstmcts or hunc~es. It IS a task that requires the
most preCIse, the most exactmg, the most ruthlessly objective
and rational process of thought. It is fairly easy to grasp
abstract moral principles; it can be very difficult to apply
them to a given situation, particularly when it involves the
moral character of another person. When one pronounces
moral judgment, whether in praise or in blame, one must be
prepared to answer "Why?" and to prove one's case-to oneself
and to any rational inquirer.
The policy of always pronouncing moral judgment does
not mean that one must regard oneself as a missionary charged
with the responsibility of "saving everyone's soul"-nor that
one must give unsolicited moral appraisals to all those one
meets. It. me~ns: (a) that ~me must know clearly, in full,
verbally IdentIfied form, one s own moral evaluation of every
person, issue and event with which one deals, and act accbrdingly; (b) that one must make one's moral evaluation known
to others, when it is rationally appropriate to do so.
This last m.ea?s that one need not launch into unprovoked
~ora~ denunciatIOn.s or debates, b~t that one must speak up in
SItUatIOns where SIlence can objectively be taken to mean
agreement with or sanction of evil. When one deals with
irrational persons, where argument is futile, a mere "I don't
agree with you" is sufficient to negate any implication of
moral sanction. Wh~n one deals with better people, a full
statement of one's VIews may be morally required. But in no
case and in no situation may one permit one's own values to
be attacked or denounced, and keep silent.
Moral yalues are. the motive power of a man's action's. By
pronouncmg moral Judgment, one protects the clarity of one's
own perception and the rationality of the course one chooses
to pursue. It makes a difference whether one thinks that one
is dealing with human errors of knowledge or with human evil.
Observe how many people evade, rationalize and drive their
minds into a state of blind stupor, in dread of discovering
that those they deal with-their "loved ones" or friends or
business asso.ciates or politica~ rulers-are not merely mistaken, but evzl. Observe that thIS dread leads them to sanction
to help and to spread the very evil whose existence they fea;
to acknowledge.
If people did not indulge in such abject evasions as the
claim that some contemptible liar "means well"-that a
mooching bum "can't help it"-that a juvenile delinquent
"needs love"-that a criminal "doesn't know any better"that a power-seeking politician is moved by patriotic concern
for "the public good"-that communists are merely "agrarian
reformers"-the history of the past few decades, or centuries
would have been different.
'
Ask yourself why totalitarian dictatorships find it necessary
to pour money and effort into propaganda for their own helpless, chained, gagged slaves, who have no means of protest
or defense. The answer is that even the humblest peasant or
the lowest savage would rise in blind rebellion, were he to
reali~e t~,at he is being immolated,. not to some incomprehenSIble noble purpose," but to plam, naked human evil.
Observe also that moral neutrality necessitates a progressive
sympathy for vice and a progressive antagonism to virtue. A
man who struggles not to acknowledge that evil is evil, finds
it increasingly dangerous to acknowledge that the good is the
good. To him, a person of virtue is a threat that can topple
all of his evasions-particularly when an issue of justice is
involved, which demands that he take sides. It is then that
such formulas as "Nobody is ever fully right or fully wrong"
and "Who am I to judge?" take their lethal effect. The man
who begins by saying: "There is some good in the worst of
(continued on page 16)
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OBJECTIVIST CALENDAR
• Nathaniel Branden will address the Psychology Club at
Brooklyn College on April 9, 12:30 P.M., in Room 3127,
Ingersoll Hall. His subject is "Self-Esteem and Social Approval." Open to the public; admission free.
• Nathaniel Branden will offer a seven lecture course on contemporary psychological theories, at NATHANIEL BRANDEN INS:lTUTE, beginning April 23. He will present the essentials of
hIS own theory. of neurosis in the concluding two lectures.
Those who live m the Greater New York area will receive an
announcement giving t~em full details. Later this year, the
course WIll be made available via tape recordings to NBI groups
across the country.
• Paintings by Frank O'Connor and Joan Blumenthal will be
on exhibit in the Robert Brackman Student Show at the Art
Students League, 215 West 57th St., New York City April 23
through April 28. Weekdays: 9 A.M. to 10 P.M.; Saturdays:
9 A.M. to 4 P.M.
• Ayn Rand will speak at Boston University on April 25. Her
subject is "The Esthetic Vacuum of Our Age."
•. Ayn ~an~:s lecture on "America's Persecuted Minority:
BIg Busmess has been published by NATHANIEL BRANDEN
INSTITUTE and is available from THE OBJECTIVIST NEWSLETTER.
Price: 501 (N.Y.C. residents add 21 sales tax).

Counterfeit Individualism (from page 13)
of individualism can be justified. Torn out of this context,
~ny .advocacy of "individualism" becomes as arbitrary and
lfratIOnal as the advocacy of collectivism.
This !~. th.e. basi~ o~, Objectivism's total opposition to any
alleged mdIvIdualists who attempt to equate individualism
with subjectivism.
And this is the basis of Objectivism's total repudiation of
any self-styled "Objectivists" who permit themselves to believe
that. any compromi~e, .o:eeting ground or rapprochement is
possIble between ObjectiVIsm and that counterfeit individualism
which consists of declaring: "It's right because I feel it" or
"It's good because I want it" or "It's true because I believe it."
Child Labor (from page

14)

play. These women had nothing to cook with and to feed
thei~ children. These children were destitute and starving.
Th.eIr only refuge was the factory. It saved them, in the
strIct sense of the term, from death by starvation." (Human
Action, p. 615.)
Factory children went to work at the insistence of their
parents. The childr~n's hours of labor were very long, but the
work w~s often qUite easy-~sually just attending a spinning
or weavmg machme and retymg threads when they broke. It
was not on behalf of such children that the agitation for
factory legislation began. The first child labor law in England
(1788) regulated the hours and conditions of labor of the
miserable ~hildre';1 who worked as chimney sweeps-a dirty,
dangerous job whIch long antedated the Industrial Revolution
and which was not connected with factories. The first Act
which applied to factory children was passed to protect those
who had been sent into virtual slavery by the parish authorities,
a government body: they were deserted or orphaned pauper
chil~ren .who were. legally under the custody of the poor-law
?fficIals m the parIsh, and who were bound by these officials
mto long terms of unpaid apprenticeship in return for a bare
subsistence.
Conditions of eo:ployment and sanitation are acknowledged
to have been best m the larger and newer factories. As successive Factory ~ct~, between 1819 and 1846, placed greater
and greater restrIctIOns on the employment of children and
adolesceD:ts, the owners of the larger factories, which were
more eaSIly and frequently subject to visitation and scrutiny
by the Factory Inspectors, increasingly chose to dismiss child-
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reno from employment rather than be subjected to elaborate
arbItrary and ev~r-changing regulations on how they might
ru? a factory ~hlch employed children. The terrible result of
thiS bureaucratic meddlmg was that these dismissed children
y.rho ';1eeded to work in order to survive, were forced to seek
jobs m smaller,.. older and more out-of-the-way factories,
where the cond.ltIon~ of employment, sanitation and safety
were markedly mfenor. Those who could not find new jobs
were reduced to ~he st.atus of their counterparts a hundred
years before, that IS, to Irregular agricultural labor, or worsem the words of Professor von Mises, to "infest the country as
vagabonds, beggars, tramps, robbers and prostitutes."
Child labo!, was not ended by legislative fiat; child labor
ended when It became economically unnecessary for children
to earn wages in order to survive-when the income of their
parents became sufficient to support them. The emancipators
and benefactors of those children were not bureaucrats but
~anufac.turers and fina~ci~rs. Their efforts and investr~ents
m machmery led to a rIse m real wages, to a growing abundance of g<;lods at lower prices and to an incomparable improvement m the general standard of living.
. T.he proper answer to the critics of the Industrial Revolution
IS ~Iven by P~ofessor T .. S. Ashton: "There are today on the
plams of IndIa and Chma men and women plague-ridden
and hungry, living lives little better, to outw~rd appearance
tha? those of the cattle !hat toil with them by day and shar~
theIr place~ of sleep by mght. Such Asiatic standards, and such
unl!lechamzed h?rrors, are the lot of those who increase
t~eIr numbers WIthout passing through an industrial revolutIOn." (The Industrial Revolution, p. 161.)
Let f':le add that the In?ustrial Revolution and its consequent
pro~perIty, were the achIevement of capitalism and cannot be
achIeved under any other politico-economic system. As proof,
I offer you the current spectacle of Soviet Russia which combines industrialization-and famine.

Intellectual Ammunition (from page

15)

us," goes on to say: "There is some bad in the best of us"then: "There's got to be some bad in the best of us"-and
then: "It's ~he best of us who make life difficult-why don't
they keep sllent?-who are they to judge?"
1\nd then, on some gray, middle-aged morning, such a man
realIzes suddenly that he has betrayed all the values he had
loved in his. dist~nt spring, and wonders how it happened,
and. slams hIS mmd shut to the answer, by telling himself
hastily that the fear he had felt in his worst most shameful
moments was right and that values have n; chance in this
world.
An irrational society is a society of moral cowards-of men
paral¥zed by the loss of moral standards, principles and goals.
~ut smce men have to act, so long as they live, such a society
IS re~d¥ .to .be taken over by anyone willing to set its direction.
The ImtlatIve can come from only two types of men: either
from .the m~n who is willing to assume the responsibility of
assertmg ratIOnal values-or from the thug who is not troubled
by questions of responsibility.
No matter how hard the struggle, there is only one choice
that a rational man can make in the face of such an
alternative.
-AYN RAND
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CHECK YOUR PREMISES
By AYN RAND
Who Will Protect Us from Our Protectors?
Objectivists hold that the political philosophy of collectivism
is baseo on a view of man as a congenital incompetent, a
helpless, mindless creature who must be fooled and ruled by a
special elite with some unspecified claim to superior. wisdom
and a lust for power.
Those who are inclined to doubt it, would do well to study
President Kennedy's message to Congress of March 15, 1962,
on the subject of "Protection for Consumers." It is an extraordinarily revealing' and enlightening document.
"The Federal Government [is] by nature the higpest spokesman for all the people," said President Kennedy. Leaving
aside, for the moment, the highly ambiguous implications of
such a sweeping statement, let us take him at his word-and
see where it will lead us.
The first moral obligation of any spokesman, high or low,
is to practice what he preaches. Let us attempt, therefore, to
apply the ethical principles enunciated in Mr. Kennedy's
message, to the policies of the Federal Government and of our
political leaders.
Mr. Kennedy starts by promulgating a queer concept: "the
rights of the consumers." These rights, apparently, are something other than the rights possessed by all men, and belong
only to consumers, or: to men in their capacity as consumers.
Since the only other human capacity relevant in this context
is that of producers, it appears that consumers possess these
rights,but prOducers do not. What are these rights? Mr. Kennedy lists them as follows: (1) The right to safety-(2) The
right to be informed-(3) The right to choose-(4) The right
to be heard. Apparently, the producers have no right to safety,
no right to be informed, no right to choose, no right to be
heard. Let us accept even .that for a moment-for a very brief
moment~and let us consider only these consumers' "rights,"
as Mr. Kennedy defines them.
(1) "The rIght to safety-to be protected against the
marketing of goods which are hazardous to health or life."
It is true that such marketing is immoral. It is also true
that our safety is critically imperiled today - but ptomaine
poisoning is not the worst danger threatening us. So, by the
same principle, shouldn't the government be prevented from
selling us the kind of policies which are hazardous to health,
wealth, liberty or life?
(2) "The right to be informed-to be protected against
fraudulent, deceitful or grossly misleading information, advertising, labelling, or other practices, and to be given the facts
he needs to· make an informed choice."
Quite true. But the most critical choice we have to make
today~a choice whose consequences are much more crucial

than those of buying the wrong kind of laundry detergent-a
choice in which our future, our freedom, our work, our
property and our lives are at stake--is the choice of a candidate
and a political program at election time. So shouldn't our
political leaders refrain from fraudulent, deceitful or grossly
misleading promises, slogans, generalities, evasions, equivocations, or other practices-and shouldn't they give us the facts
we need to make an informed choice? Is there any other field
today as swamped with confusion and· misinformation as the
field of politics-yet is there any other field in which the need
for an informed choice is so enormously urgent?
(3) "The right to choose-to be assured, wherever possible,
access to a variety of products and services at competitive
prices . .."
This is a highly dubious formulation-since nobody can
claim a "right" to the products and services of others. But let
us assume that Mr. Kennedy merely meant that variety is
desirable. If so, shouldn't we have access to a variety of
political ideas and viewpoints? Shouldn't we be offered some
choice other than the stale, gray statism of two indistinguishable
political parties?
(4) "The right to be heard-to be assured that consumer
interests will receive full and sympathetic consideration in the
formulation of Government policy ..."
This applies to any opponent of businessmen. But when,
in the last _few decades, has any opponent of statism been
heard in Washington? When has he received full and sympathetic consideration from the government or from those
privileged pressure groups and cliques which are fostered;
aided and abetted by the government? When has he received
anything but smears, threats, defamations, denunciations,
license"revoking or Antitrust suits?
To "prptect" these "consumerS' rights," Mr. Kennedy asked
for more power and more money: for "new legislative
authority" and "increased appropriations," to create new
and/ or enlarged government agencies with new and/ or wider
powers.
A double standard of ethics-a demand that some men
practice what others do not have to practice-is morally
indefensible. Yet that double standard underlies Mr. Kennedy's
entire message, which seems to be addressed to the psychology
of those concrete-bound people who cannot see past the range
of the moment or connect one specific issue to another or look
for fundamental moral principles.
"The march of technology-" said Mr. Kennedy, "affecting
for example, the foods we eat, the medicines we take, and the
many appliances we use in our homas-has increased the
difficulties of the consumer along with his opportunities . . .
Many of the new products used every day in the home are
highly complex. The housewife is called upon to be an amateur
electrician, mechanic, chemist, toxicologist, dietician and
mathematician-but she is rarely furnished the information she
needs to perform these tasks proficiently."
Well, the march of collectivism and statism-;-affecting every
aspect of our lives, surrendering an ever-growing degree of
arbitrary power to the government-has increased the' diffi...
culties of the voter (though not his opportunities). When the
government. was restricted to its proper function-that of·
policeman and umpire-an honestly applied common sense
was sufficient for a voter to make an intelligent choice. But
when the government controls every aspect of a complex
industrial civilization, and the voter is asked to choose the
men who wi1l determine the fate of industry, science, art and
every other human activity-what knowledge will be sufficient
. to make that choice? Today, the voter-that same housewife,
for instance-is called upon to be an amateur philosopher,
psychologist, sociologist, economist, industrial expert, nuclear
physicist, TV program director, urban planner, jungle missionary, to name only a few-but she is rarely furnished the
information she needs to perform these tasks proficiently.
"Important steps are being taken," said Mr. Kennedy, "to
help .assure more adequate protection for the savings that
prudent consumers lay aside ..."
(continued on page 18)
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The Anti-Capitalistic Mentality*
by Ludwig von Mises
- - - - - - - - - - - - Reviewed by EDITH EFRON
At a time when "conservative" and "liberal" thought alike
manifests a violent opposition to laissez-faire capitalism, it is
important to understand not only the overt "intellectual" ~os
tility that capitalism provokes, but also the covert psychologIcal
motivation that underlies this hostility. In a book entitled The
Anti-Capitalistic Mentality, Professor Ludwig von Mises discusses some crucial aspects of this motivation.
In any statist or religious-caste society, where men are not
equal before the law, says Professor von Mises, an individual's
wealth or poverty, fame or ignominy, may be attributable to
"the system," and do not necessarily reflect his intellig.en~e,
productiveness or competence. But in a laissez-faire capItalIst
society, where men are equal before the law, where they .earn
their wealth and distinction by trading their skills and achIevements in a free market, a man's long-range failure, like his
long-range success, is an objective reflection of his ability. It
is precisely this inexorable rule of capitalism--"to each according to his ability"-that wounds the self-esteem of the "frustrated mediocrity," and engenders the widespread hatred for
the laissez-faire system.
Ironically, Mises points out, the most passionately voiced
charge against capitalism claims that it is an "unjust" system.
The man who hates and fears laissez faire does not confess that
what he re&ents is precisely the implacable justice of this
system. He prefers to evade the fact that reason and effort are
the cause of both an individual's and a nation's wealth; and
he projects, instead, a wishful fantasy as an alternative t~eory.
Industrial production and wealth, asserts the antI-capItalIst,
are not to be attributed to any individual's creative thought or
action but are a "free gift of nature." Such "gifts" as refrigerator~ automobiles, lifesaving drugs and cyclotrons multiply
autom~tically across the centuries through the intervention of
impersonal agencies called "Science," "Technology" and
"Progress," and each man is morally entitled to his "fair
share" of these "gifts."
"The doctrines of Marx received approval," writes Mises,
"simply because they adopted this popular interpretation of
events and clothed it with a pseudophilosophical veil. . . . In
the scheme of Marx, the 'material productive forces' are a
superhuman entity independent of the will and actions of men."
Only the State, according to this "gift of nature" theory of
wealth can achieve "social justice" by wresting the "gifts"
from the hands of the evil, greedy rich, who have appropriated
more than their "fair share," and by redistributing them
"fairly" among the virtuous, non-greedy poor.
.
.
Such is the rationale of the Welfare State, WhICh gIves the
apathetic bum his "fair share" of the wages of the hard-working
laborer, and gives the incompetent businessman his "f~ir share"
of a great corporation's patents. Such, too, IS the rationale of
our foreign aid program which is righteously determllled to
give the "backward nations" their "fair share" of America's
productivity-a notion that makes sense, Mises ob~erves,. only
if one assumes that "the Lord presented mankllld WIth a
definite quantity of machines and expected that these contrivances would be distributed equally among the vanous
nations." The driving motive of these irrational policies, Mises
states bluntly, is the desire to destroy the hated system which
rewards men according to their abilities, and to substitute one
which will "give to the frustrated mediocrity 'according to his
needs.' "
• Published by D. Van Nostrand Co., $3.75. Available from NBL BOOK
165 East 35th St., New York 16, N.Y., for $2.95 (N.Y.C.
residents add 3% sales tax; outside the U.S., add 15¢).
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Edith Efron is a journalist whose articles have appeared in such publi·
cations as Life, Look, and The New York Times Magazine.
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The "gift of nature" theory of wealth may be. tempora~ily
soothing to precarious egos, but it is not a safe gUl?e to actIon
in practical reality. Industrial wealth .does ?ot, III fact,. fa.n
like perpetual manna from the MarXIan skIes. Indeed, ~t IS
blatantly absent in the socialist nations which are offiCIally
committed to that theory. In this country, Mises demonstrates,
the continued pursuit of a subverted "justice" which penalizes
the productive for the sake of the non-productive, must destroy
our industrial wealth as it destroys the free market and free
political institutions, which are its preconditions. The ch?ice
before us, he concludes, is: the adoption of laissez-faire capitalism or an inevitable collapse into dictatorship and barbarism.
This challenging and informative book contains an excellent
analysis of the operation of a free-market economy, as well as
a provocative discussion of the impact of the anti-capitalistic
mentality on America's cultural and intellectual life. There are
occasional points in the book to which one must take exception: for instance, one must dispute the author's psychological
theory which attributes creativeness to a primary human
desire to escape discomfort; one mllst also question his apparent (and puzzling) regard for such mystical philosophers as
Croce, Bergson and Whitehead. But these are minor flaws in
a book that provides a cogent and illuminating analysis of the
most dangerous trend in our society.

INTELLECTUAL AMMUNITION
DEPARTMENT
[Subscribers are invited to send in the questions that they find
themselves unable to answer in philosophical or political
discussions. As many questions as space permits will be
answered. No questions will be answered by mail.]
• Since everything in the universe requires a cause, must not
the universe itself have a cause, which is God? . 0'-:;\
,

There are two basic fallacies in this

(from page 17)
Protection-·from whom? The only real threat to people's
savings, which shrinks them and can wipe them out, is inflation.
Inflation is not caused by the actions of private citizens, but
by the government: by an artificial expansion of the money
supply required to support deficit spending. No private embezzlers or bank robbers in history have ever plundered people's
savings on a scale comparable to the plunder perpetrated by
the fiscal policies of statist governments. Should this knowledge
have been withheld from us?
"Excessive and untimely use of credit," said Mr. Kennedy,
"arising out of ignorance of its true cost is harmful both to
the stability of the economy and to the welfare of the publIc.
Legislation should therefore be enacted requiring lenders and
vendors to disclose to borrowers in advance the actual amounts
and rates which they will be paying for credit."
Nobody forces a man to borrow money and nobody hides
from him the cost of such credit, though it may be difficult
to compute; a borrower who is neither lazy nor irresponsible
can compute it. But which one of LIS can compute his share
of the cost of the government's "excessive and untimely use
of credit"? Which one of us can compute what he pays to
the government in hidden taxes with every purchase he makes?
And if any of the proposals in Mr. Kennedy's message become
laws, shouldn't they carry a provision requiring the government to disclose what part of a product's price represents the
cost of the additional bureaus and bureaucrats assigned to

"protect" us?
Mr. Kennedy gave special emphasis to the issue labeled
"Truth in Packaging." The consumers, he said, "have the right
to know what is in the package they buy ... a right to expect
that packages will carry reliable and readily usable information about their contents."
Doesn't this principle apply to the kind of political packages
or package-deals that are put over on us daily? Don't we have
a right to expect reliable and readily usable in/ormatIOn about
the content of the packages labeled "New Deal," "Fair DeaL"
"New Frontier"?
The consumer may not realize, said Mr. Kennedy, that
"changes in the customary size or shape of the package" ~ay
deceive him. If the new size or shape of a carton contams
half-an-oun.ce less breakfast cereal than did the old one, what
damage does the consumer suffer, compared to the dis~s~ers
that result from changes in the customary meamng of polItical
terms concepts and principles? And if the consumer does not
know' "whether the 'large economy size' is really a bargain,"
has he any way of knowing whether a gigantic Welfare State
economy is a bargain?
(continued on page 19)
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argument~\l...fhe

first is

, ..).tpe assumpti?~ that, if the universe requir~d ~ causal exp!ana-

r1t(lv'tIon, the pOSltlllg of a "God" would proVide It. To posif God
as the creator of the universe is only to push the problem
~::e"back one step farther: Who then created God? Was there a
, • 'still earlier God who created the God in question? We are
!i,.~1 fIfus led to an infinite regress-the very dilemma that the
positing of a "God" was intended to solve. But if it is argued
,0 that no one created God, that God does not require a cause,
'. that God has existed eternally-then on what grounds is it
,denied that the universe has existed eternally?
It is true that there cannot be an infinite series of anteCo: cedent causes. But recognition of this fact should lead one to
reappraise the validity of the initial question, not to attempt
to answer it by stepping outside the universe into some
gratuitously invented supernatural dimension.
This leads ts\ the second and more fundamental fallacy in
this argumen~he assumption that the universe as a whole
requires a causal explanation. It does not. The universe is the
total of that which exists. Within the universe, the emergence
of new entities can be explained in terms of the actions of
entities that already exist: the cause of a tree is the seed of
the parent tree; the cause of a machine is the purposeful
!fJreshaping of matter by men. All actions presuppose the ex,Ie'istence of entities-and all emergences of new entities pref. suppose the existence of entities that caused their emergence.
;>tl"All causality presupposes the existence of something that acts
'as a cause. To demand a cause for all of existence is to demand
a contradiction: if the cause exists, it is part of existence; if
it does not exist, it cannot be a cause. Nothing cannot be the
cause of something. Nothing does not exist. Causality presupposes existence, existence does not presuppose causality: there
can be no cause "outside" of existence or "anterior" to it. The
forms of existence may change and evolve, but the fact of
existence is the irreducible primary at the base of all causal
chains. ~£.~~~!~?",,4:..J!,!~~,.!:l~~~.
Just as the concept of causality applIes to events and entities
within the universe, but not to the universe as a whole-so
the concept of time applies to events and entities within the
universe, but not to the universe as a whole. The universe did
not "begin"-it did not, at some point in time, "spring into'
being." 1J.Q!~~JL!!!!ta.§!l!:e~~ntof motton,.: Motion presupP?ses
entities that move. If noffiIogextSreQ,1nere could be no tIme.
Time is "in" ~.J!n.b:,~!]~~Jm~t~:~~~!ip!!.
The man who asks: "Where did existence come from?" or:
"What caused it?,,-is the man who has never grasped that
e~.e..&.;WJJ. This is the mentality of a savage or a mystic
who regards existence as some sort of incomprehensible
miracle-and seeks to "explain" it by reference to nonexistence.
Existence is all that exists, the non-existent does not exist;
there is nothing for existence to have come out of-and
nothing meatlS nothing. If you are tempted to ask: "What's
outside the universe?"-recognize that you are asking: "What's
outside of existence?" and that the idea of "something outside
of existence" is a contradiction in terms; nothing is outside
of existence, and "nothing" is not just another kind of "something"-it is nothing. Existence exists; you cannot go outside
it, you cannot get under it, on top of it or behind it. Existence
exists-and only existence exists: there is nowhere else to go.
-NATHANIEL BRANDEN
Co'
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(from page 18)
Speaking of the labeling of drugs, Mr. Kennedy said that
the consumers "should be able to identify the drug by a simple,
common name in order to avoid confusion ... "
The simple, common name for all the political theories
and measures advanced in Washington in the past decades is:
socialism. And if no political mislabeling was involved, how
are we to explain the fact that Norman Thomas and the
Socialist party never won a popular vote of significant size,
yet all the planks of their early platforms have now been
enacted into law by two political parties which did not attach
that label to the package they were selling?
Perhaps the most ominously dangerous issue in Mr. Kennedy's message is the unstressed, unobtrusive package-deal
which equates harmful drugs with ineffectual drugs-and proposes to place both under the control of bureaucrats who would
have the power to bar from the market any drug they chose
to designate as "ineffectual." Mr. Kennedy did not specify who
would be entrusted with such totalitarian authority over so
complex, so crucial, so controversial an activity as medical
research. He referred to that proposed ruler or group of rulers
only as "an impartial scientific source."
It is not necessary to comment on the fate of any great
scientific innovator delivered into the power of his professional colleagues. One example is sufficient: if Mr. Kennedy's
proposal had been put into effect in the nineteenth century,
the world would never have heard of Pasteur, who was
violently opposed by the best "scientific sources," by virtually
the entire medical profession of his time.
. No first-rate man or first-rate mind will devote his life to
the excruciating task of pursuing new knowledge (or to any
task), if the value and future of his work are to be determined
by the arbitrary judgment of anyone man or group, whose
verdict is final and backed by the power of a gun. Such would
be the end of medical research in the United States. And such
is the reward, proposed by our President, for those independent
scientists and drug manufacturers whose great, lifesaving
achievements he cited in the same message.
There are two unstated premises on which the message is
built, the "undisclosed" ingredients within the package we are
expected to absorb: (1) the axiom that private citizens are,
by nature, either helpless fools or ruthless scound'fels, but
government officials can do no wrong,' (2) businessmen, by
nature, are the people's enemy. The second premise is necessary to make people accept the first.
The first premise makes a moral double standard possible:
it divides men into two different species, the rulers and the
subjects, each living by a different moral code. It is the basic
social premise of Uatism, best expressed in the concept of
"The Divine Right of Kings."
But in order to justify it, the statists have to rouse people
to an hysterical fear of some malevolent enemy who threatens
them with constant, unpredictable dangers. In my lecture on
America's Persecuted Minority: Big Business, I said: "Every
dictatorship or potential dictatorship needs some minority
group as a scapegoat which it can blame for the nation's
troubles and use as a justification of its own demands for
dictatorial powers. In Soviet Russia, the scapegoat was the
bourgeoisie; in Nazi Germany, it was the Jewish people; in
America, it is the businessmen." I submit Mr. Kennedy's
message in evidence.
Dishonest or unprincipled individuals exist in every group
or profession, and they exist among' businessmen as well as
among bureaucrats. But Mr. Kennedy charges all businessmen
with collective gUilt for individual crimes, and absolves all
bureaucrats. If he decries the crooked businessmen who attempt to defraud the public, what about corrupt government
officials? ~onsider th~ nu~ber of known ~ases of br!b~,
pull-peddlmg, favor-dispensmg, five-percentmg, deep-freezes,
vicuna coats, etc. Consider the notorious cases of bribery of
government inspectors, such as building inspectors, for in(continued on page 20)
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(from page 19)
stance. Then project the possibilities inherent in placing more
industries under the control of government inspectors endowed
with wider, more autocratic powers-and ask yourself whom
or what this would "protect."
The truth of the matter is that there is no such thing as
"consumers' rights," just as there can be no "rights" belonging
to some special group or race and to no others. There are
only the rights of man-rights possessed by every individual
man and by all men as individuals. The right to be protected
from physical injury or fraud belongs to all men, not merely
to "consumers," and does not require any special protection
other than that provided by the criminal law.
Observe that all the alleged threats to our "safety," listed
in Mr. Kennedy's message, are not political or economic matters, but matters that belong to the jurisdiction of the criminal
code. If a businessman--or any other citizen-willfully and
knowingly cheats or injures others ("consumers" or otherwise),
it is a matter to be proved and punished in a criminal court.
But the precedent which Mr. Kennedy is here attempting to
establish is the legal hallmark of a dictatorship: preventive
law-the concept that a man is guilty until he is proved
innocent by the permissive rubber stamp of a commissar or a
Gauleiter.
What protects us from any private citizen who may choose
to turn crimipal and injure or defraud us? That, precisely, is
the proper duty of a government. But if the government
assumes a totalitarian power and its officials are not subject
to any law, then who will protect us from our protectors?
What will be our recourse against the dishonesty, vindictiveness, cupidity or stupidity of a bureaucrat?
If matters such as science are to be placed into the unanswerable power of a single bureau, what will guarantee the
superior wisdom, justice and integrity of the bureaucrats?
Why, the vote of the people, a statist would answer-of the
people who choose the ruler who then appoints the bureaucrats-of the same people whom Mr. Kennedy does not
consider competent to choose electric toasters, credit contracts,
face lotions, laxative tablets or canned vegetables.
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OBJECTIVIST CALENDAR
III Nathaniel Branden will address the Young Republican Club
at C.C.N.Y. on May 3, 12: 15 P.M., in Room 106, Wagner
Hall, 133rd St. & St. Nicholas Terrace. His subject is "The
Ethical Philosophy of Atlas Shrugged." Open to the public;
admission free.
III Ayn Rand will participate in the Public Affairs Forum of
Sarah Lawrence College on May 7. The subject of the Forum
is "Which Way America?" Admission is restricted to Sarah
Lawrence students.
III Nathaniel Branden will deliver his address on "The Ethical
Philosophy of Atlas Shrugged" to the Philosophy Club of the
University of Delaware, on May 9,8 P.M. Open to the public;
admission free.
III Ayn Rand will deliver a lecture on capitalism to the Economics Club of Hunter College at the Uptown (Bronx)
Campus, on May 16, 12: 1'5 P.M. Admission is restricted to
Hunter College students.
III NATHANIEL BRANDEN INSTITUTE will offer a 10 lecture course
on the "History of Ancient Philosophy," to be given by Leonard
Peikoff, starting May 24. Tracing the philosophic ideas and
movements from ancient Greece to the Renaissance, Mr.
Peikoff's course is the first of a three-part series on the history
of Western philosophy; his courses on "Modern Philosophy"
and "Contemporary Philosophy" will be offered at a later date.
Full details concerning the present course will be sent shortly
to residents in the Greater New York area and in Philadelphia.
III Ayn Rand addressed the New Enterprise Club of the
Harvard University Graduate School of Business Administration, on April 25, on the subject of capitalism.
III NATHANIEL BRANDEN INSTITUTE will offer a new 20 lecture
course to be given by Mr. Branden this fall. Entitled "Basic
Principles of Objectivist Psychology," the course will present
the first detailed, systematic exposition of Mr. Branden's
psychological theories.
III Ayn Rand's lecture on "The Intellectual Bankruptcy of OUf
Age" has been published by NATHANIEL BRANDEN INSTITUTE
and is available from THE OBJECTIVIST NEWSLETTER. Price:
50¢ (N.y.C. residents add 2¢ sales tax).
Other activities: Phillip J. Smith, a student of NATHANIEL
BRANDEN INSTITUTE, informs us that the Phillip 1. Smith Acting
Studio will offer a production of Noel Coward's Hay Fever.
Several N.B.I. students will be in the cast. Time: May 11 and
12, 8:30 P.M. Place: Goddard-Riverside Center, 100 West
77th St. (Junior High School 44). Admission: $1.25.
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AynRand?
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Content:
~ The moral revolution of ATLAS SHRUGGED, and

the relevance of Ayn Rand's philosophy to the
cultural and political crisis of our time.

The first non-fiction presentation of the fundamentals
of the Objectivist moral philosophy. Originally delivered by Ayn Rand at a symposium on Ethics at
the University of Wisconsin. Published by NATHANIEL
BRANDEN INSTITUTE. Available from THE OBJECTIVIST NEWSLETTER. Price $1. (N.y.C. residents add
3 ¢ sales tax.)

~ The application of Objectivism to basic problems

of psychology.
~ The esthetic principles underlying Ayn Rand's

novels, and her concept of man's relationship to
existence, which holds the key to her literary
method.
~ The title essay----{:ontributed by Barbara Branden

-is a biographical study, concerned primarily
with Ayn Rand's intellectual and artistic development.
Random House
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CHECK YOUR PREMISES
By AYN RAND

"The National Interest, c'est moi"
"He was looking at them with the anger of a man declaring that the country's troubles were a personal affront to him.
So many men seeking favors had been afraid of him that he
now acted as if his anger were a solution to everything, as if
his anger were omnipotent, as if all he had to do was to get
angry."
Any resemblance of this passage from Atlas Shrugged, published in 1957, to any political leader of today is purely coincidental- since it is blind chance that determines what
particular individual rises to power in a society that abandons
principles. But the philosophical, political and psychological
principles behind that passage are not coincidental; principles,
like laws of nature, continue to operate, whether men choose
to recognize them or not~and those of you who have seen
President Kennedy on television on April 11, have seen a concrete illustration, as eloquent as and much cruder than a work
of fiction could offer you_
The President of the United States was denouncing the steel
. industry, with the trembling intensity and rage of a spoiled,
petulant child stamping its foot at a universe that had disobeyed its whims. The same man who had repeatedly declared,
in a manner of gravely courteous tolerance, that he would
always be willing to negotiate with Khrushchev or any other
foreign aggressor on any continent, was pouring violent abuse
upon a group of American citizens. But since these citizens
were businessmen, he felt, apparently, that it was safe to attack
them. Who hasn't?
The temper tantrums of anyone man do not necessarily indict a culture; but what does indict it is the fact that most
of the press accepted the meaning of that tantrum on his terms.
"The ruler is angry I" was the leitmotif of the press comments,
which proceeded to speculate on what Mr. Kennedy's displeasure might do to the steel industry and. to all business, as
if such concepts as "rights" or "law" had never existed, as if
we were a country where the emotional moods of the ruler are
of paramount public significance, where his frown or smile
determines one's fate. "The Kennedys do not like to lose,"
wrote the liberal James Reston in The New York Times. "They
do not like to be crossed." Change the name to read: "The
Bourbons do not like to lose," and ask yourself whether the
spirit of that comment would be appropriate to the reign of
Louis XV (or to the reign of the Hitlers or the Khrushchevs
who "do not like to lose or to be crossed," either).
What has brought a free country to this state?
There were two key statements made by the two antagonists
in the steel crisis, which contain the essence of the whole
issue and the clue to its cause.

On April 11, in his televised news conference, President
Kennedy declared that "price and wage decisions in this country __ . are and ought to be freely and privately made," then
added: "But the American people have a right to expect, in
return for that freedom, a higher sense of business responsibility for the welfare of their country ... " (Italics mine.)
On April 12, in his televised news conference, Mr. Roger
M. Blough, board chairman of United States Steel, was asked
by a reporter whether the increase in steel prices "was designed to check expanded government influence in collective
bargaining," and answered: "1 know nothing about politics."
Though Mr. Blough's statement did provoke some comments, Mr. Kennedy's did not. It was neither noticed nor discussed nor protested. Yet that abstract statement is more
disastrously important than inflation, foreign competition or
any other concrete problem of the immediate moment by
means of which men blind themselves to their future. I Ciill it,
therefor(f, to the attention of those who still understand the
power of ideas and the importance of principles.
"The American people have a right to expect, in return for
that freedwn ... " Here is an explicit declaration by the President of the United States that freedom is not an illalienable
right of the. individua.l, but a conditional filvor·Ol'· privilege
grante~ ~o hIm by society (by "the people" or the collective)
-a pnvIlege which he has to purchase by performing some
sort of duty in return. Should he fail in that duty, "the people"
have the right to abrogate his freedom and return him to his
natural condition of slavery. Rights, by this concept, are the
property of the collective, not of the individual; the individual's
life, liberty and effort belong to "the people" who have "the
right" to dispose of him and to dictate the terms of his existence in any way they please. This is the basic principle of
collectivism and statism. A statement of that nature could not
have been mere rhetorical carelessness on the part of Mr.
Kennedy who prides himself on his knowledge of history.
Where were the "conservatives" on April 11, when Mr.
Kennedy slapped the Declaration of Independence in its philosophical face? Where were those alleged defenders of the
American way of life who claim "tradition," if nothing better,
as their chief loyalty? Where were the RepUblicans? According to the press reports, they were "not available for comment" After all, what's freedom, rights, or the American way
of life, when compared to the embarrassment of having to
defend the selfish profits of big business?
It is in the midst of such an intellectual atmosphere that
the representative of the. undefended victims-who, for one
half hour, on April 12, had the chance to achieve a major
cultural turning point and, by asserting his "selfish" rights in
defiance of overbearing statism, to help save the rights of all
of us - found nothing better to say than: "[ know nothing
about politics."
.
In this day and age-when political issues are a matter· of
life or death, when the humblest longshoreman or share~r~ppe.r has no moral right to evade the responsibility of poli~Ical Judgm 7nt-the head of on.e. of America's largest industnal compames declared that politICS does not concern him.
If Mr. Blough saw no threat to free enterprise in Mr.
Kennedy's policies, how can he expect his workers or the man
in the street to see it? If he did not choose to uphold his
property rights, how can he expect struggling young people
to uphold theirs? If he did not care to fight for capitalism
whom does he expect to fight for it?
'
Those two television news conferences presented, in condensed form, the whole tragic history of the destruction of
capitalism and its causes: while the representative of statism,
the politician, was asserting his principles with arrogant selfrighteousness-the representative of capitalism, the industrialist, was evadil;lg the existence of principles, abstractions,
moral values, phIlosophy, and was attempting to fight in terms
of a single, concrete, "practical" issue, thus sanctioning and
supporting the philosophical premises of his adversary.
If you wish to know the futility of fighting without a philosophical base, and the impotence of the businessmen's "con(continued on page 22)
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What Mr. Kennedy was projecting in his .televis~d tantrum
was the spiteful anger ~f a m.an who h~d behey~d himself safe
servative" intellectual advisers--the steel crisis has given you in feeling that "the natIOnal mterest, c est mOl.
.
a dramatic demonstration.
.,
.
In the February issue of this newsletter, I wrote: "The AntiAnd if you are still inclined to doubt that capItalism IS trust laws give the government the power to prosecu~e an?
being destroyed by the altruist morality, observe that th7re convict any business concern in the country any t~me It
was no way to fight Mr. Kennedy's policy without challeng~ng chooses. The threat of sudden destruction, of unpredIctable
its root, that undefined, undefinable, collectiyis~ for~ula ";'~Ich retaliation for unnamed offenses, is a much more potent means
strikes its victims like the knife of a sacnficlal ntual: The of enslavement than explicit dictatorial laws. It demands more
National Interest."
than mere obedience; it leaves men no policy, save o~e: to
If you thought that that formula was to be inv?k7 d only please the authorities; to please-bl.indly, 1:lncntlcally, wltho,ut
against "selfish businessmen," you have now heard It mvoked standards or principles; to please-m any Issue, matter or Cll~:
cumstance, for fear of an unknowable, unprovable vengeance.
against labor unions as well.
.
,
On February 23, during the steel mdustry s contract negoYou have now seen this in practice - in a cruder, more
tiations, Secretary of Labor Arthur J. Goldber~ ~nno~lD~ed, ~s cynically obvious practice than I would have ventured
a "definitive" statement of the Kennedy Admmlstration s phi- predict. Mr. Kennedy was threate~ing the steel. compames
losophy, that the government henceforth wou~d "defin~ ~nd with retaliation by means of: Antltrust Pros7CUtlO~S, gr~nd
assert the national interest" in regard to collective bargammg. jury investigation, Senat a?d H?us~ Committees mvestlga7
Declaring that labor-management relations should no lon&er tions, Department of Justlce.!nvestl~atI,?n,
:federal Trad~ C~m
be resolved "on the old testing ground of clash of selfish lD- mission investigation, the reco,nslder!ng of tax legislatIOn
terest," he made it explicitly. clear that from no~ on three favorable to industry, etc., etc,-mcludmg, for full sc.are effect,
clashing interests would be mvolved: the selfish mterest of the melodramatic touch of F.B.I. agt:nts awakem~g newsmanagement, the selfish interest of labor and the (unselfish?) paper reporters in the middle of the mght to q?estlOn, t~em
interest of "the nation," as represented by the government.
about the public statement of o,?-e of the s~eel .mdustnahst~.
It is significant that labor leader~ were tht: first t'? p!otest No, Mr. Kennedy was not afraid of creatmg m the pu~lic
against this doctrine in no uncertam terms. The maJ?nty of mind the connotations of a totalitarian state: he was seekmg
labor leaders have always been much more a~ute phl~osoph to 'create them.
ically, much more sensitive to the lon~-range ImplicatIOns of
So long as a government holds d!scretionary powers to
political principles than the leaders of mdustry. Labor leaders dispense punishments or favor~, who Will ever be able to prove
objected to Mr. Goldberg~s manifesto promptly an~ ~?rcefully. or to know what goes on behmd the scenes of ~ny clash beSaid George Meany, presIdent of. the AF.L.-C.I.O ... Wh~n he tween government and private citizens? On Apnl 14, .the day
says the role of the govern~ent IS to assert the natIOnal lI~ter after the steel industry's surrender, The New York Ti"!es reest he is infringing on the nghts of free people and free socIety, ported that the President and his. advisers had been pnvately
and I don't agree with him whatsoever."
"bringing every form of persuasIOn to bear on the mdus.try,
By contrast, observe the statements ot. industrial lead7rs, trying to hold back the companies that had n?t ~et ralse~
which came a day later. The men who vOIced th~ bes~ obJec- prices and induce the other,S to roll b~ck the prIce mcrease..
tions to Mr. Goldberg's doctrine asked not t'? b~, Ide?tlfied by (Italics mine,) Time magazme of Apnl,20 wrote as follows.
name. "From a broad philosophical ~tandpomt, .s~ld one of "Every New Frontiersman who had a fnend, old college mate
them, "most businessmen feel t~at In a. competItIv~ syst~m or former colleague in the steel industry was summoned to
you serve the national interest In pursUing your pnvate In- join in an all-out campaign to persuade, t~e h~ldouts to keep
terest." This, of course, is the proper answer and. to?ches on on holding out. 'Everyone in ~he Admlm~tra~!on who knew
the core of the whole issue. But the man who saId It had to anyone called him,' said a White House aIde, Who can tell
remain anonymous. On the other hand, obserye that those what deals were made, what favors were ~ranted, whose fa~e
"middle-of-the-road" industrialists who agree~ With Mr: Gol~ was determined, whose interests were saCrIficed ~o whom-m
berg and supported his doctrine, did not heSitate to aIr theIr those private conversations and by such methods,
views openly under their own names. Observe also that one
Is this a government of laws and not of men?
of them was' Joseph L. Block, chairman of Inland Steel.
No, Congress never passed any law giv~ng Mr. Kennedy the
But the truly disgraceful touch was provided by the state- power to dictate prices and wages. But It passed many n~n
ment of the National Association of Manuf~cturers, th~. al- objective laws which gave him the pO,wer to make ~egalIty
leged spokesman for industry. After a few cautious generalIties, obsolete. The German Reichstag voted Itself out of ~xlstence.
objecting to Mr. Goldberg, that st~teI?1ent declared: "T~e !eal Our Congress seems to have achieved the same end plecemeal,
remedy is to subject labor orgaOlzatlons to lef.al restnctlOns gradually and cumulatively.
on the attainment and use of monopoly power..
.
It is obvious that the goal of the ~ennedy Admi~istr~tion
At a time when the government is openly as~umIng. a .total~ is to achieve a statist dictatorship wltho?t ever. calli?g It. by
tarian-statist role, the spokesman for it~ chamed victims IS that name, without any official declaratIon or IdentIfic!itlOn,
asking that the government be granted .wlder powers! Unable counting on demagogic slogans to extort peo~le's su~ser':lence,
or unwilling to liberate the enslaved, their spokesman propo~es, with a minimum show of force and a maxl~um IllUSion of
as a "remedy," to spread enslavement to t~e rest of s,?clet.y "voluntary" obedience. And the futu~e of !hls country now
and thus silence the only powerful economic group which IS depends on w~et~er .enough people wI,I,1 realize the firotesquestill free to speak and to assert its rights.
ly evil contradiction m the concept of voluntary actIOn at the
Voluntary slavery is precisely the goal of Mr. Kennedy's point of a governmental gun."
, .
policy and the means by which he intends to rule. Observe t~e
"It's extremely important," said Dr. Ferns m ~tlas ShruFfged,
hypocritical euphemism of such a phrase as the government s "to get those patents turned over to ?S v0.zun!aYlly: Even If we
intention "to define and assert the national interest.". A?ybody had a law permitting outright natIOnalIzation, It would be
can "define and assert" anything he pleases-so thIS IS obVI- much better to get them as a gift. W,e want. to l~ave to people
ously not what the phrase is intended to mean. It means-and the illusion that they're still preservmg theIr prlv~te proper.ty
is so intended to be understood-that "the .n~tional interest" rights. And most of them will play along. ~hey I! sign the 9"1~t
is whatever the government chooses to say It IS and that any Certificates. Just raise a lot of noise about ItS bemg a patrIotic
assertion of the government's wishes is a comma.nd, whether duty and that anyone who refuses is a prince of greed, and
the law has given the government the power to Issue such a they'll sign."
command or not. It means that the govern~ent possesses
As a novelist, I had always ~e~arded !Dyself as belonging
enough undefined, arbitrary powers, grante~ to It by undefin~d, to the literary school of RomantICIsm. I did not know. that the
non-objective laws, to crack down. on any dissenter and pumsh Kennedy Administration would transform my work mto that
any disobedience in any manner It. pleases. It m~ans that law
of a rank Naturalist.
has become superfluous and that fear has taken Its place.

"The National Interest, c'est mot' (from page 21)
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INTELLECTUAL AMMUNITION
DEPARTMENT
[Subscribers are invited to send in the questions that they find
themselves unable to answer in philosophical or political
discussions. As many questions as space permits will be
answered. No questions will be answered by mail.]

• In a society of laissez-faire capitalism, what would prevent
the formation of powerful monopolies able to gain control over
the entire economy?
One of the worst fallacies in the field of economics-propagated by Karl Marx and accepted by almost everyone today,
including many businessmen - is that the development of
monopolies is an inescapable and intrinsic result of the operation of a free, unregulated economy. In fact, the exact opposite
is true, It is a free market that makes monopolies impossible.
It is imperative that one be clear and specific in one's understanding of the meaning of "monopoly," When people speak,
in an economic or political context, of the dangers and evils
of monopoly, what they mean is a cog,z:cil1e.,lllQQggply-that is:
exclusive control of a given field of productIOn wIiTch is closed
to and exempt from competition, so that those controlling the
field are able to set arbitrary production policies and charge
arbitrary prices, independent of the market, immune from
the law of supply and demand. Slich mono&oIY, it i~~ imp ortant to note, entails more than t_f!_~~ce 9 CQIDlle1ifio-D;...it
enialTsJJie-Tm£E:I::~lbillE:-=~~L£9!D~~ti!!~_J?. ~hat is ~ coercive
monopoly'SCili:aractenstlc attrIbute - and IS essentIal to any
condemnation of such a monopoly.
In the whole history of capitalism, no one has been able to
establish a coercive monopoly by means of competition on a
free market. There i,L.QnJy_.Q!!~. way to forbid entty into a
given _i!~!5!... ot.P'!()9:11£~i()1!:by Jgw. ~very s!ngle coer7ive
monopoly tnat exists or ever has eXIsted - m the Umted
States, in Europe or anywhere else in the world - was created
and made possible only by an act of government: by special
franchises, licenses, subsidies, by legislative actions which
granted special privileges (not obtainable on a free market)
to a man or a group of men, and forbade all others to enter
that particular field.
A coercive monopoly is not the result of laissez faire; it can
result only from the abrogation of laissez faire and from the
introduction of the opposite principle-the principle of statism.
In this country, a utility company is a coercive monopoly:
the government grants it a franchise for an exclusive territory,
and no one else is allowed to engage in that service in that
territory; a would-be competitor, attempting to sell electric
power, would be stopped by law. A telephone company is a
coercive monopoly. As recently as World War II, the government ordered the two then existing telegraph companies, Western Union and Postal Telegraph, to merge into one monopoly.
One of the best illustrations of the fact that a coercive
monopoly requires the abrogation of the principle of laissez
faire is given by Ayn Rand in her "Notes on the History of
American Free Enterprise," She writes:
"The Central Pacific-which was built by the 'Big Four' of
California, on federal subsidies-was the railroad which was
guilty of all the evils popularly held against railroads. For
almost thirty years, the Central Pacific controlled California,
held a monopoly and permitted no competitor to enter the
state, It charged disastrous rates, changed them every year,
and took the entire profit of any California farmer or shipper,
who had no other railroad to turn to. How was this made
possible? It was done through the power of the California
legislature, The Big Four controlled the legislature and held
the state closed to competitors by legal restrictions-such as,
for instance, a legislative act which gave the Big Four exclusive
control of the entire coast line of California and forbade any
other railroad to enter any port. During these thirty years,
many attempts were made by private interests to start competing railroads in California and break the monopoly of the
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Central Pacific, These attempts were defeated-not by methods
of free trade and free competition, but by legislative action.
"This thirty-year monopoly of the Big Four and the practices in which they engaged are always quoted as an example
of the evils of big business and Free Enterprise. Yet the Big
Four were not free enterprisers; they were not businessmen
who had achieved power by means of unregulated trade, They
were typical representatives of what is now called 'a mixed
economy.' They achieved power by legislative interference into
business; none of their abuses would have been possible in a
free, unregulated economy."
In the comparatively free days of American capitalism, in
the late-nineteenth-early-twentieth century, there were many
attempts to "corner the market" on various commodities (such
as cotton and wheat, to mention two famous examples)-then
close the field to competition and gather huge profits by selling
at exorbitant prices. All such attempts failed, The men who
tried it were compelled to give up-or go bankrupt. They were
defeated, not by legislative action-but by the action of the
free market.
The question is often asked: What if a large, rich company
kept buying out its smaller competitors or kept forcing them
out of business by means of undercutting prices and selling
at a loss-would it not be able to gain control of a given
field and then start charging high prices and be free to
stagnate with no fear of competition? The answer is: No, it
would not be able to do it. If a company assu'lned heavy losses
in order to drive out competitors, then began to charge high
prices to regain what it had lost, this would serve as an incentive for new competitors to enter the field and take advantage of the high profitability, without any losses to recoup.
The new competitors would force prices down to the market
level. The large company would have either to abandon its
attempt to establish monopoly prices-or else go bankrupt
fighting off the competitors that its own policies would attract.
It is a mat1eL.of historical fuct that no "price war" has ever
§ucceeded in establishing a monopoly or in mallltalDlllg priCes
above the market fevekoutslae-ffie1iiw of ~ply and oemand.
-("Pflce~wais"'nave7-fiowever, acteaasspufs=rotfieeconomic
efficiency of competing companies-and have thereby resulted
in enormous benefits to the public, in terms of better products
at lower prices.)
What is frequently forgotten by people, in considering an
issue of this kind, is the crucial role of the capital market in
a free economy. As Alan Greenspan observes in his article
"Bad History" (Barron's, February 5, 1962): "If entry [into
a given field of production] is not impeded by Government
regulations, franchises or subsidies, the ultimate regulator of
competition in a free economy is the capital market. So long
as capital is free to flow, it will tend to seek those areas of
maximum rate of return." Investors are constantly seeking the
most profitable uses of their capital. If, therefore, some field
of production is seen to be highly profitable (particularly when
the profitability is due to high prices rather than to low costs),
businessmen and investors necessarily will be attracted to that
field; and, as the supply of the product in question is increased
relative to the demand for it, prices fall accordingly. "Th~
.9Uili~m~lfl~J," writes. Mr. Greenspan, :~£!,~,._~.2..~~" re~.~!ator
,.of...ptice.&..JW.Llle~s.~$!II!Y..QLm:2~!~· It Teaves any IM,lvloual
producer, free t'? earn, as mu~h as he ca,n by lowermg hIS cos~s
. and ,?y lllcreasmg hiS, efficle~cy relative to others: Thu~ J.~
CQI?stItutes the m<;lCh~~Ism~e.rateLgr~t~I:.-1~£~-'!!!Y:c:!!l
to I?~rea~,ed productiVIty, ther~~IL!.<>'. . ~..~.:i!.~£.~!~~_~~,d
of hv.l!lg:....
..
,.
.
~e free ~ar,ket do~s no~ permit mefficlency o~ stagnatJ~n
WIth ,economIC ImpumtY-In a?y ~eld o~ product~on. ConSIder,
for II?-stance, a we~l-k~own mCldent m the hlsto~y of the
Amencan ~utomobde mdustry. There was a perIod when
~enry Ford s Model-T held ,an enormous part of the automobIle marke~. But ~~en Ford s c~~pany attempted to stagnate
and to resist stylistic changes- ou can" have any color of
th,e M;0del-T you wan~, so long as It s black -Ge~eral Moto.rs,
With ItS more at!racttvely styled Chevrolet, cut Into a major
segment of Ford s market. And the Ford C~mpany was com(contmued on page 24)
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Intellectual Ammunition (from page 23)
pelled to change its policies in order to compete. One will find
examples of this principle in .he history of virtually every
industry.
Now if one considers the only kind of monopoly that can
exist under capitalism, a non-coercive monopoly, one will
perceive that its prices and production policies are not independent of the wider market in which it operates, but are
fully bound by the law of supply and demand; that there is no
particular rcason for or value in retaining the designation of
"monopoly" when one uses it in a non-coercive sense; and
that there are no rational grounds on which to condemn such
"monopolies. "
For instance, if a small town has only one drug store,
which is barely able to survive, the owner might be described
as enjoying a "monopoly"-except that no one would think
of using the term in this context. There is no economic need
or market for a second drug store, there is not enough trade
to support it. But if that town grew, its one drug store would
have no way, no power, to prevent other drug stores from
being opened.
It is often thought that the field of mining is particularly
vulnerable to the establishment of monopolies, since the
materials extracted from the earth exist in limited quantity
and since, it is believed, some firm might gain control of all
the sources of some raw material. Well, observe that International Nickel of Canada produces more than two-thirds of
the world's nickel-yet it does not charge monopoly prices.
It prices its product as though it had a great many competitors
-and the tputh is that it does have a great many competitors.
NicKel (in the form of alloy and stainless steels) is competing
with aluminum and a variety of other materials. The seldom
recognized principle involved is this: no single product, commodity or material is or can be indispensable to an economy
regardless of price. A commodity can be only relatively preferable to other commodities. For example, when the price of
bituminous coal rose (which was due to John L. Lewis' forcing
an economically unjustified wage raise), this was instrumental
in bringing about a large-scale conversion to the use of oil and
gas in many industries. The free market is its own protector.
Now if a company were able to gain and hold a noncoercive monopoly, if it were able to win all the customers
in a given field, not by special government-granted privileges,
but by sheer productive efficiency-by its ability to keep its
costs low and/ or to offer a better product than any competitor
could-there would be no grounds on which to condemn
such a monopoly. On the contrary, the company that
achieved it would deserve the highest praise and esteem.
The history of the Aluminum Company of America prior
to World War II is a case in point. Seeking constantly to
expand its market, Alcoa kept its prices as low as possible;
this policy required enormous productive efficiency and costcutting. Alcoa was the only producer of primary aluminum
and, as such, was a monopoly; but it was not a coercive
monopoly; nothing prevented other companies from attempting to compete with it, except the fact that they could not
match its productive efficiency. The pricing policies of Alcoa
were entirely subject to the law of supply and demand: aluminum had to compete with steel, with copper. with cement,
and with many other construction materials; and had Alcoa
attempted to raise its prices-this would have served as an
engraved invitation to competitors to enter Alcoa's own field.
No one can morally claim the right to compete in a given
field, if he cannot match the productive efficiency of those
with whom he hopes to compete. There is no reason why
people should buy inferior products at higher prices in order
to maintain less efficient companies in business. Under capitalism, any man or company that can surpass competitors,
is free to do so. It is in "this manner that the free market
rewards ability and works for the benefit of everyoneexcept those who seek the undeserved.
A bromide commonly cited in this connection by opponents
of capitalism is that of the old corner grocer who is thrown
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out of business by the big chain store. What is the clear
implication of their protest? It is that the people who live
in the neighborhood of the old grocer have to continue buying
from him, even though a chain store could give them better
service at lower prices and thereby let them save money. Thus
both the owners of the chain store and the people in the
neighborhood are to be penalized-in order to protect the
stagnation of the old grocer. By what right? If that grocer is
unable to compete with the chain store, then, properly, he
has no choice but to move elsewhere or go into another line
of business or seek employment from the chain store. Capitalism, by its nature, entails a constant process of motion, of
growth, of progress; no one has a vested right to a position,
if others can do better than he can.
When people denounce the free market as "cruel," the fact
they are decrying is that the market is ruled by a single moral
principle: justice. And that is the root of their hatred for
capitalism.
There is only one kind of monopoly that men may rightfully condemn-the only kind for which the designation of
"monopoly" is economically significant: a coercive monopoly.
(Observe that in the non-coercive meaning of the term, every
man may be described as a "monopolist"-since he is the
exclusive owner of his own effort and product. But it is not
this that is denounced as evil-except by socialists.)
In the issue of monopolies, as in so many other issues,
capitalism is commonly blamed for the evils perpetrated by
its destroyers: it is not free trade on a free market that creates
. coercive monopolies, but government legislation, government
action, government controls. If men are concerned about the
evils of monopolies, let them identify the actual villain in the
picture and the actual cause of the evils: government intervention into the economy. Let them recognize that there is
only one way to destroy monopolies: by the separation of
State and Economics-that is, by instituting the principle
that the government may not abridge the freedom of production and trade.
-NATHANIEL BRANDEN

OBJECTIVIST CALENDAR
III On June 19, Professor John Hospers of the Philosophy
Department of Brooklyn College will deliver a special guest
lecture in NATHANIEL BRANDEN INSTITUTE'S spring series on
"Basic Principles of Objectivism." Professor Hospers is the
author of: Meaning and Truth in the Arts-An Introduction
to Philosophical Analysis-Human Conduct: an introduction
to the problems of ethics. The subject of his lecture at the
Institute is: Objectivism and its relation to other contemporary
ethical systems. Place: Hotel Roosevelt, 45th St. and Madison
Ave., New York City. Time: 7:30 P.M. Admission: $3.50.
(This is lecture # 19 in the present series.)
III In February of this year, New American Library issued the
tenth printing of Atlas Shrugged-lOO,OOO copies. In April,
an eleventh printing was issued-95,000 copies.
III On May-II, Ayn Rand conducted a seminar on capitalism
for the Management Course, Postgraduate Unit, of the American Management Association.

Published monthly at 165 East 35th Street, New York 16, N.Y.
Subscription rate: in United States, its possessions, Canada and Mexico,
$5 for one year; other countries, $6. Trial subscriptions: 4 months $2.
6 months $3.
Additional copies of this Newsletter: single copy 50¢ (coins, not stamps);
10 - 99 copies, 25¢ each plus postage (for first-class delivery add I¢
per copy, for third·class delivery add ll2¢ per copy); 100 or more copies,
15¢ each plus postage (same as above).
For change of address send old address and new address with zone number
if any. Allow us two weeks to process new subscriptions and change
of address.
Ayn Rand and Nathaniel Branden, Editors and Publishers
Barbara Branden, Managing Editor
Elayne Kalberman, Circulation Manager
PRINTED BY CARNEGIE PRESS, INC., NEW YORK CITY

THE

OBJ ECTIVIST
NEWSLETTER

Edited and Published by AYH RAND and NATHANIEL BRANDEN
VOL. 1 NO.6

SPECIAL SUPPLEMEN1

JUNE, 1962

Doctors and the Police state
By LEONARD PEIKOFF
Having eroded the value of everyone's savings through
uecades of inflationary deficit spending, the statists have now
cllloided to pose as champions of their own victims-specifically, of those over 65 years of age. The Kennedy Administration's King-Anderson bill proposes to finance hospital and
nursing home care for the aged out of the tax money collected
through the Federal Social Security system.
Nobody bothers much any more to deny that this is only a
flM step. There is no principle by which the State can claim
to be responsible for the hospital expenses of the aged, but
lIot for their doctors' bills-or for the costs of those under
6S with chronic diseases-or for the psychiatric expenses of
those in mental institutions-or for the dental expenses of the
unemployed-or, ultimately, for everyone's medical expenses.
The leaders of the Canadian province of Saskatchewan name
their purposes mor.e openly: Preniier Woodrow S. Lloyd has
IlIlftounced that, as of July 1 of this year, full-scale socialized
medicine will be instituted throughout the province.
The statists in both countries seek to counter the protests of
thll medical profession by claiming that government-financed
modicine is compatible with perfect freedom for the doctors.
Suld Secretary Ribicoff: "It should be absolutely no concern
10 {t physician where a patient gets the money ... "
The truth is, that it is a matter of life and death concern.
He who pays the money for a service is morally obligated to
~I:lll that he receives full 'Value in return; he must set the terms,
conditions and standards governing his expenditures. If he
docs not, he is an irresponsible wastrel. If it is the government
!hnt does the paying, then the government has to decide who
IN qualified to receive its money-how much a particular
~ervice is worth-under what conditions that service is necesM{'Y {tnd under what conditions it is merely a squandering of
Sillte funds-whether ·a controversial new surgical technique,
or II controversial drug, or a controversial method of psychoIhempy, is a failure which should not be supported or a
IIlJl:cess which deserves the taxpayers' money.
In It free society, a ma~ cannot force his terms on others;
IhliSC who dissent are free to deal elsewhere. A patient who
iliNllpproves of a doctor'~ methods of treatment can seek out
ilnothcr doctor; a doct(ij.t who considers a patient's demands
IlTlltional is not comptIled to give in to them. And, in the
hmg mn, it is the best. and ablest doctors-those who achieve
Ihc cures and demonstrate their value-that rise to the top and
~Ilt the example for tht rest of the profession.
But when the government sets the terms, they are enforced
hy the police power of the State. The standards of the government become the laws of the country. and no others a~e
ltil/ally permitted. ShQlUld any doctor object to the decrees Of

the officials Iwho staff the State Health Board-should he
attempt ~o act on his own best judgment and make an
unauthorIzed use of the drugs, the hospital beds, the operating
rooms being paid for by the State-he becomes thereby a
criminal, and he is legally subject to retribution: to loss of
license, or fine, or jail-sentence. There is no one to whom he
can turn: the government is his sole employer. He either submits-or he leaves medicine-or he escapes from the country.
The proposal to pay medical expenses with State funds has~
only one meaning: it is a proposal to enslave the doctors.
.
That there may be medical men on the State Health Board
changes nothing. There are, undoubtedly, journalists in the
bureau which controls the press in Soviet Russia; this does not
make the editors of Pravda free men.
By what moral principle are the doctors to be deprived of
their right to practice their profession as free men'? By the
principle of altruism: the principle that man is a sacrificial
animal, that the only justification of his existence is the service
he renders to others, and that any consideration or concern
for the men who provide the services is irrelevant. "This is
t~o impo~tant a matter," de~lared Premier Lloyd in explanatIOn of his refusal to drop hIS plan, "to leave the decision to
a relatively small group who have power because they have
special skills." Thus, the men with invaluable skills are to have
no say in the matter; they are to have no say because they are
men with invaluable skills.
The .doctors i~ both countries have been enormously generous;. m protestmg the e.nslavement of medicine, they have
mad 7 It abundantly clear, m repeated statements, that they will
~ontmue voluntarily to treat the needy without charge in the
future as they have in the past. The altruist-statists, however
are still not satisfied. They oppose the "means test." State~
Premier Lloyd: "Doctors have a fine tradition of providing
services without charge to those who are unable to pay but
many ~eople feel. uncomfortable in asking for and obtaining
som~t~mg for whl~h they calmot.pay." How will government
medlcme solve thIS problem? Smce the State does all the
paying, anyone who is upset at being a charity case does not
have to think_about or even to assert his need; he has only to
pretend that the benefits are his by right, and evade the whole
question of where the money is coming from. It is not the
needy who are the objects of such solicitous concern in the
present campaign; it is the dishonest needy. The man who
d.eman~s something for nothing and,' when he gets it, consl~ers It an affront to have to say thank-you, is a parasite. It
is m the name of the sensibilities of parasites that the doctors
are to be enslaved.
When al~ruism reaches S? corrupt a stage, its full meaning
comes out mto the open. 1 he emphasis changes from love to
obedience, from handouts to handcuffs, from the Welfare
State to the Police State.
It is happening now in the United States. Some two hundred
Ne~.". Jersey doctors, l~ by Dr. J: Bruce Henriksen, signed a
petItIOn of protest agamst the Kmg-Anderson bill. They declared that they would continue volulltarily to treat the
indigent aged without charge, but that they would refuse to
treat anyone whose medical care was financed under the government's plan. The meaning of their action was clear-cut· it
cannot be evaded and it had nothing to do with the needy: It
was ~hea~tion fre~ men have always taken to protest an advancmg dIctatorshIp: the statement that they will not sanction
'
help, or participate in the growth of slavery.
What was the response they received? "Greedy private
doctors," charged Zalmen J. Lichtenstein, executive director
of the Golden Ring Council of Senior Citizens. "A breach of
ethics as bad as anything else I could imagine," declared New
Jersey Governor Hughes. "A vicious scheme," cried Vincent
J. Murphy, president of the New Jersey A.F.L.-C.I.O. "A
disgrace to the country," announced Secretary Goldberg to a
convention in Atlantic City.
"The attitude of these doctors in opposition to a basic
national need is shocking," said Secretary Ribicoff. "In trying
~o blackmail the Congress and tile American people by refusIllg to treat older people, they are violating the Hippocratic
oath . . . " The relevant portion of this oath reads: ·"That
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I will lead my life and practice my art in uprightness and
honor." In Secretary Ribicoff's view, it is blackmail for a
man to ask anything in exchange for his services, even if all
he asks is that he be left free to provide them voluntarily. It
is a betrayal of uprightness for a man to refuse to sanction
conditions which he considers evil. It is a betrayal of honor
for a man to fight for his professional integrity, for his right
to use his own mind, make his own decisions, and act on his
own independent judgment. Who, then, is the man of uprightness and honor? The man who abdicates his intellectual
responsibility. What is the proof of his love for mankind?
His willingness to submit unconditionally to the demands of
the State.
Harry S. Truman summarized the humanitarian viewpoint
in its most eloquent form. Asked what he thought of the
doctors' revolt, he replied: "I think they ought to be hit over
the head with a club."
The club was not long in coming. On May 7, the New Jersey
State Assembly voted overwhelmingly in favor of a resolution
condemning the protesting doctors. On the ·same day, six
New Jersey Democrats, led by Assemblyman John J. Kijewski,
introduced in the Assembly a bill to make the doctors' protest
illegal; the penalties it proposed for any doctor who refuses
services to anyone "solely because of the prospective or intended method for payment of such services" include: loss of
license, up to $100 fine, and! or ninety days in jail. Alfred E.
Clark, reporting the proposed bill in the May 6 issue of The
New York Times, commented: "Governor Hughes' statement
left no doubt that the measure would have his backing."
Socialized medicine is a controversial, political issue. The
controversy is over philosophical questions: over the right code
of morality, the proper functions of government, the relation
of the individual to society. The disagreement between the two
sides is a matter of opposing ideas. The Kijewski bill proposed
to make it a matter of law that no doctor is entitled to a viewpoint on this question if his ideas do not agree with those
of the President. It proposed to define a new crime in the
United States and to threaten a man with jail for committing
it: the crime of upholding political opinions opposed to those
of the officials of the State.
The bill was intended to come to a vote about a week after
its introduction in the Legislature. For that week, it was an
open question whether or not the New Jersey jail cells were
soon to start admitting political prisoners. The doctors saw
what was coming and named the issue. Dr. Ralph M. L.
Buchanan, president of the New Jersey Medical Society,
declared: "This bill violates and outrages the Constitution of
the United States and imperils the basic rights of every
citizen." Dr. Henriksen was even more succinct: "The fact
that this bill was even thought of shows that we are nearer
the police state than we thought."
At the end of that week, the news was released: at the
request of the Governor, the bill had been withdrawn from
the Assembly. Someone had discovered that they couldn't
get away with it yet. It was a reprieve for the country-but
only that. A decade ago, they would not have dared to contemplate such legislation. A decade from now-unless the
trend is reversed-they will be able to pass it.
America has always been the haven which men throughout
the world have sought in their flight from tyrannies at home.
When socialized medicine swept through Britain and continental Europe, doctors moved here by the thousands in
order to escape. Fifteen hundred doctors have come here from
Cuba alone since Castro took over. The pattern is now repeating itself in Saskatchewan. The province's nine hundred doctors have informed the Premier and the public that they will
not practice their profession under the socialist plan. Dr. J. C.
Houston spoke for them all when he said about that plan:
"It raises the vital question: 'Is the state created to serve the
individual or is the individual created to serve the state?' If
the latter viewpoint is accepted then professional freedom and
indeed all freedom is destroyed. The light grows dim."
Mr. Peiko/J is an AssCJciate LeCturer of NATHANIEL BRANDEN INSTiTUTE;
he has taught philosCJphy at Hunter College, LCJng Island University,
and New York University; he is presently completing his doctoral
dissertation in philCJsophy at New York University.
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Throughout the province, in medical clinics and doctors'
offices, cardboard signs have been appearing with the following message: "U nless agreement is reached between the
present government and the medical profession, this office will
close as of July 1." Winnipeg Free Press columnist Pat
O'Dwyer reports on the doctors' intentions: "They will leave
the province, especially the ablest young specialists, and those
doctors who came here from the British Isles to get away from
state medicine." What is their destination? Many of them are
heading for the United States. This country, they think, is
safe and free. If America collapses into slavery, there will be
no haven to seek anywhere any longer.
What will happen to the caliber of medical practice in this
country, if the socialists take over? Consider the reports coming
out of England, Holland, Hungary, and all the rest of the
countries which have embraced socialized or semi-socialized
medicine. The degrees and details vary; the essence of the pattern remains the same: First, the government announces free
medical care for everyone-then there is a sudden, insatiable,
endless stampede, as malingerers, neurotics and the authentically sick all clamor, in one howling mass, for medical
attention-then the doctors, crushed by impossible overloads
abandon, in despair, the attempt to treat each patient's proble~
thoroughly and conscientiously; increasingly, doctors turn into
traffic directors, routing people out of their offices in three to
five minute appointments per patient, making instantaneous
diagnoses, dispensing routine prescriptions, and then calling
for the next man; meanwhile t~e b?reaucrats, dismayed by the
endless flow of money pounng IOtO the bottomless pit of
patients, begin to clamp. down more a~d more severely-the
doctors who use expensive new techmques, or exceed their
quota of drugs, are fined for wasting the "people's resources"the restrictions and ~he forms in triplicate multiply-the
doctors become part-time clerks-the bureaucrats and their
fri~n.ds multiply-the doctors beg!n to check a patient's
political contacts before they prescnbe-and, in the end, the
patients who have no contacts but really need medical attention
start rum1:ing to non~socialized countr.ies, if they can find any.
T~ere IS no contlIct between the mterests of patients and
the mterests of doctors. The enslavement of the medical
profession does not benefit the patients; it merely deprives
them of doctors: the most dedicated, able and independent
quit the profession or never enter it. The words of Dr. Hendricks, a surgeon in Atlas Shrugged who has gone on strike
against socialized medicine, are singularly appropriate here:
"That a man who's willing to work under compulsion is too
dangerous a brute to entrust with a job in the stockyardsnever occurred to those who proposed to help the sick by
making life impossible for the healthy. I have often wondered
at the smugness with which people assert their right to enslave
me, to control my work, to force my will, to violate my conscience, to stifle my mind-yet what is it that they expect to
depend on, when they lie on an operating table under my
hands? ... Let them discover the kind of doctors that their
system will now ,produce. Let the~ ~iscover, in their operating
rooms and hospital wards, that It IS not safe to place their
lives in the hands of a man whose life they have throttled. It
is not safe, if he is the sort of man who resents it-and still
less safe, if he is the sort who doesn't."
It is not an easy task to convert a free country into a
totalitarian dictatorship; those who attempt it know that they
must move gradually, by a series of precedent-setting steps.
The Kennedy Administration has been urging a national campaign of letters to newspapers and petitions to Congress in
support of their medical plans. The American Medical Association has asked for a similar campaign in defense of the
doctors. For anyone who sees the nature of the issue, the side
to choose is clear-and the need for action, imperative. No
one who values his life-or his freedom-should remain silent.
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Benevolence versus Altruism
By NATHANIEL BRANDEN
A. disastrous confusion in the minds of most people concernmg the nature of altruism is the belief that altruism
represents .or derives from the principle of benevolence, good
Will and kIndness toward others. Advocates of altruism take
great pains to encourage this belief-to establish a "packagedeal," as it were-so as to conceal from their victims the
actual meaning of the altruist morality.
!)uch a view of altruism is worse than mistaken: like the
perversion entailed in the technique of the "Big Lie," it
represents the exact opposite of the truth; altruism and
benevolence are not merely different, they are mutually
inimical and contradictory.
The literal philosophical meaning of altruism is: placing
others above self. As an ethical principle, altruism holds that
man must make the welfare of others his primary concern
and must place their interests above his own; it holds that
man has no right to exist for his own sake, that service to others
is the moral justification of his existence, that self-sacrifice is
his foremost duty and highest virtue.
The essence of altruism is the concept of self-sacrifice. It is
the self that altruism regards as evil: selflessness is its moral
ideal. Thus, it is an anti-self ethics-and this means: anti-man,
anti-personal happiness, anti-individual rights.
A morality that tells man that he is to regard himself as
a sacrificial animal, is not an expression of benevolence or
good will.
By the nature of the altruist ethics, it can engender only
fear and hostility among men: it forces men to accept the
role of victim or executioner, as objects of sacrifice or profiteers
on human sacrifices-and leaves men no standard of justice,
no way to know what they can demand and what they must
surrender, what is theirs by right, what is theirs by favor,
what is theirs by someone's sacrifice-thereby casting men
into an amoral jungle. Contrary to the pretensions of altruism's
advocates, it is human brotherhood and good will among men
that altruism makes impossible.
Benevolence, good will and respect for the rights of others
proceed from an opposite code of morality: from the principle
that man the individual is not an object of sacrifice but an
entity of supreme value; that each man exists for his own
sake and is not a means to the ends of others; that no one
has the right to sacrifice anyone.
Men of self-esteem, uncorrupted by the altruist morality,
are the only men who can and do value human life-because
they value their own life, because they are secure in the
knowledge of their right to it, and because, to them, "human
being" is a designation of honor. It is one's view of oneself
that determines one's view of man and of human stature. The
respect and good will that men of self-esteem feel toward
Copyright
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other human beings is profoundly egoistic; they feel in
effect: "Other men are of value because they are of the s~me
~pecies. as mys.elf." I? ~evering living ~ntities, they are revermg their own hfe. ThiS IS the psychological base of any emotion
of sympathy and any feeling of "species solidarity."
But this causal relation cannot be reversed: a man must
first value himself; only then can he value others. If a man
d0es not value himself, nothing can have value for him.
When the a~~ocates of a morality of rational self-interest
express opposition to the creed of self-sacrifice altruists
~ommonly reply with some such evasion as : "You ~ean that
If you fo,und an abandoned baby in the street, you wouldn't
do anythmg to help?"-or: "If you saw a man run over by
a car~ you wouldn't call a doctor?" The evasion consists of
equll;tmg any hell? to others with altruism-and any motive for
helpm.g oth~rs With the motive demanded by altruism.
'
If, m an Issue where no self-sacrifice is involved a rational
man helps a fellow h~lma.n being in an emergency, and does
so, not as a moral oblIgatIOn, but out of good will and regard
for the value of a human life-it is worse than absurd to
equate his action with the policy of a man who accepts the
tenet that to serve others is the pll1'pose of his existence that
he hll;s no right to live on any other terms, that anyone's
suff~rmg, need or helplessness has first claim on him. The
motives of the two men are opposite: whereas the rational
~a?'~ policy toward help to others rests on the value of an
mdlVldu~1 I~f~, the ?ther man's policy rests on the premise
that. an IOdlvld~al hfe has no valuc, that it is an object of
sacnfice . Alt~lIlsm ~oes not declare: Help others when no
self~s.acnfice IS entailed-or: Help those in whom you see
pOSitive valu~. Altruism declares: Help others, any others,
becal!se such IS your only moral function--otherwise, you are
nothmg-and do not presume to pass judgment on the worth i!less of those wh';l demand y.ou~ h~lp-t!leirs i~ the right, yours
~s t?~ duty .. But If the altruists view of man IS correct, if the
m.dlvldual. IS a. zero-~hen why should anyone be 90ncerned
With helpmg him? It IS only the rational man's view of the
individual's value that can provide an incentive or reason to
help anyone-but his view is incompatible with the creed of
self-sacrifice.
If helping that baby or accident victim actually required
self-sacnfice-that is, the sacrifice of some higher value of
one's own (for example, if one's own child immediately and
desI?erately needed one's attention)-then, no, one should not
do It. But normally, when no such sacrifice is involved, one
would render help; not as an altruistic duty, but out of loyalty
to the value of living entities and to the human potential
that the baby or the accident victim represents. One would
properly re~use help o~ly if one knew some major evil about
the person 10 troub.le: If, for example, one saw a Hitler or a
!<-hrushchev drownlOg, one would be immoral if one jumped
mto the water to save him; if the motive that would prompt
one to save a person from drowning is concern for the value
of human life, one does not save a mass-murderer.
AI.truists capnot clai~ that they do value an individual life,
offenng as eVidence their concern for those who are in need.
If concern for human life ?"e~e their actual motive, they would
not be S? contemptuously mdlfferent to-nor so eagerly willing
to sacnfice-those who are able to live. They would not
a~vocate the e,:slavement of the healthy for the benefit of the
diseased. Life IS an attribute of individual organisms' no one
who yalues h~man life would preach that man has 'no rioht
to eXist for hiS own sake.
0
. It -is w~rth stressipg. that the entire. issue of helping others
IS a marginal one; It IS only the ethiCS of altruism that has
ma?e it a crucial que.stion; it is not the central focus of a
rat1o.nal. cod~ of moraltty nor the source of a man's virtue nor
the JustificatIOn of anyone's existence. Man does not live for
the purpose of combating disaster.
More grotesque than the. altruists' claim, to be spokesmen
for benev?len~e and good wdl among men, IS their declaration
that altrlllsm IS !he base o~ love, that love is selfless, that the
essence of love IS self-sacnfice. Love is one of the most profound forms of self-assertion: to love, is to value-one falls
(continued on page 28)
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BOOKS
The Decline of American Liberalism *
by Arthur A. Ekirch, Jf.
- - - - - - - - - - - - - Reviewed by R. HESSEN
. Ho'Y is it possible that one hundred and fifty years ago
liberalism meant the advocacy of freedom and economic
laissez faire and that today it means the creed of totalitarian
statism? Many people are aware of this total reversal but
few, especially today's liberals, know or care to know' how
or why it came about.
'
,
In an eng~ossing ~ook, distinguished for its scholarship,
Profe~s?r EkIrch provIdes the evidence for understanding and
explaInIng how two mutually antagonistic creeds share the
name of liberalism and how one led to the other.
The Decline of American Liberalism surveys the rise and
demise of liberal ideology and institutions in America. It
char.ts . the transition from the nineteenth-century liberalism
of hmited. g~vernment, states' rights, strict interpretation of
the ConstitutIon, and economic laissez faire-the ideology of
J.effers~:m and J~hn Randolph-to the twentieth-century
Ilberahs~ of ommpotent government, the usurpation and/ or
destructIOn of states' and individual rights, the unchecked rise
~f the Executive branch to discretionary power, the abdicatIOn of <:ongress to the status of a rubber stamp and the
self-appoltltment of the Supreme Court as a lawmaking bodythe legacy of Hamilton, Marshall, Lincoln, Theodore Roosevelt, Wilson and Franklin D. Roosevelt.
How was the shift from liberty to tyranny made possible?
The definition of liberalism by Professor Ekirch provides a
major clue to the answer. "Perhaps it is best therefore if we
think of liberalism, not as a well-defined political or economic
system, but as a collection of ideas or principles which go
to make up an attitude or 'habit of mind.' "
It was the vagueness, gaps, contradictions and errors in its
"collection of ideas" which proved the undoing of nineteenthcentury liberalism. Although Professor Ekirch seems to share
some of those errors, being a liberal himself, the facts he
present~ tell an eloquent story. Nineteenth-century liberal
IdeologIst.S cherIshed the hope of the "automatic perfection"
of mankmd; they saw man as a creature "determined by
environment" and they expected man to reach perfection by
perfecting the environment through social reform. Again,
men like Jefferson and Randolph mistakenly thought that
freedom and culture required individual economic selfsufficiency and an agrarian society; they argued against ex~enslOn of the powers of the federal government, primarily
In order to prevent the use of its powers to create an industrial
society. Thus the bcst of the classical liberals failed to
appreciate capitalism and to conceive the possibility of industrialism spreading without government favors and handouts.
Ekirch shows that the death of nineteenth-century liberalism
was keynoted by the Civil War. Before the war, only Southern~rs ~Iatantly defended totalitarianism-Henry Hughes, a
SOCIOlogIst, conceived of "perfection in terms of an authoritarian, socialist order." Now, Northern liberals acquiesced in
Lincoln's abrogations of individual rights, because they saw
ide<;Jlogical advantages to be derived from the war. During this
penod, one detects the birth of the distinguishing attribute of
the modem liberal: the willingness (and sometimes eagerness)
to condone or advocate the initiation of physical force to
achieve his ideals. "Emerson, like Whitman, nevertheless
hoped and believed that the conflict would free the nation
from an excessive reliance on a crude materialism and infuse
it with a new ethical and idealistic purpose"-a sentiment to
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be echoed by Wilson's ideologue, Herbert Croly, to justify
World War I: "The American nation needs the tonic of a
serious moral adventure."
Ekirch brilliantly portrays a crucial moment in liberalism's
decline when he exposes the Populists and Theodore Roosevelt's Progressives as usurpers of the liberal mantle. He
demonstrates that " . . . the progressives were essentially
nationalists, moving to a state socialism along European lines
and owing relatively little to the American tradition of liberal
individualism." Yet they were the bridge to the domestic and
foreign policies of Wilson-for the liberals willingly accepted
the Progressives as ideological pacemakers. This led, in
domestic policy, to " ... the paradox that much of the reaulatory legislation, which was passed with the idea of restoring
free competition, had precisely the opposite effect. In other
:vords, gov~rnment legislation was the greatest single factor
In the declme of the very liberal economy that it sought to
pr~serve a?d protect." And in foreign policy, it led to Wilson
usmg deceIt to drag an unwilling nation into war.
In recommending this book, one must register dissent from
some of Professor Ekirch's interpretations. He conceives of
government as an instrument of positive good-not simply
as a policeman, but as a source of public welfare. At times,
he see:ns to ascrib~ America's economic progress to govern~ent. II1terventIOn II1 the economy. Finally, he fails to distIngUIsh between economic power and political power, between
wealth earned and wealth acquired through politic~d favors
such ,~s exclusive franchises, subsidies and tariffs. He "packagedeals the two types; he quotes a nineteenth-century solution
offered by E. L. Godkin, but fails fully to appreciate its truth
or relevance. "Godkin asserted that the answer to briber\' and
corruption was to end the power of members of Congress to
bestow great privileges upon private individuals and business
c~rporations. .. . . 'It [the government] cannot touch them
WIthout breedIng corruption.' "
Such flaw~ as one may find in this book are largely confined to the Interpretation of economic history, but Professor
Ekirch is primarily an historian of ideas-and it is in this
realm that his book has great merit. Those who want evidence
of the cause and effect relationship between ideas and institutions, will find The Decline of A l71erican Liberalism
extremely valuable, as will all those who are alarmed bv the
erosi~n of individual .right~ and economic freedom. To"day's
headlmes proVide a gnm epIlogue and confirmation: liberalism
is in its last stages of decline; America is gallopina toward
a fascist. dictatorship, with a liberal, Kennedy, as jockey. This
book WIll show you what kind of ideas brought us hereand give you a clue to the ideas needed to change our course.
Benevolence versus Altruism (from page 27)
in love with the person who embodies and reflects one's own
deepest values. Love is the opposite of selflessness.
As proof, ask yourself what your reaction would be if the
man or woman you loved were to tell you: "Don't imagine
that I want to marry you out of any selfish expectation of
pleasure. Don't imagine that I see anything to admire in you,
or t~at I .fin~ your company interesting, or that I enjoy our
relatIOnshIp Il1 any manner whatever. In fact I find vou
boring and thoroughly unappealing. But I w~uldn't be' so
selfish as to seek anything personally valuable from our
marriage. Don't imagine that your thoughts or feelings are
of any actual interest to me, or that I do any of the things
I do for you because I care about your happiness-don't think
there's anything in it for me whether you're happy or not. I'm
not an egoist, after all. I'm marrying you out of pity, out of
chanty, as a duty, because I know that you need me. I'm
marrying you out of compassion for your flaws, not admiration
for your virtues-I'm doing it as an act of self-sacrifice."
No? You wouldn't feel romantically inspired? So much for
the theory that love is selfless.
Altruism is the antithesis of love, just as it is the antithesis
of any positive value in human relationships.
The choice is not: selfishness or good will among men. The
choice is: altruism or good will, benevolence, kindness, love
and human brotherhood.
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(in the unprincipled sense of that word) is not a breach of
one's comfort, but a breach of one's convictions. A "compromise" does not consist of doing something one dislikes, but
of doing something one knows to be evil. Accompanying one's
husband or wife to a concert, when one does not care for
music, is nota "compromise"; surrendering to his or her
irrational demands for social conformity, for pretended
religious observance or for generosity toward boorish in-laws,
is. Working for an employer who does not share one's ideas,
is not a "compromise"; pretending to share his ideas, is.
Accepting a publisher's suggestions to make changes in one's
manuscript, when one sees the rational validity of his suggestions, is not a "compromise"; making such changes in order
to please him or to please "the public," against one's own
judgment and standards, is.
The excuse, given in all such cases, is that the "compromise"
is only temporary and that one will reclaim one's integrity
at some indeterminate future date. But one cannot correct
a husband's or wife's irrationality by giving in to it and encouraging it to grow. One cannot achieve the victory of one's
ideas by helping to propagate their opposite. One cannot offer
a literary masterpiece, "when one has become rich and
famous," to a following one has acquired by writing trash.
If one found it difficult to maintain one's loyalty to one's own
convictions at the start, a succession of betrayals-which
helped to augment the power of the evil one lacked the
courage to fight_will not make it easier at a later date, but
will make it virtually impossible.
There can be no compromise on moral principles. "In any
compromise between food and poison, it is only death that
can win. In any compromise between good and evil, it is only
evil that can profit." (Atlas Shrugged) The next time you are
tempted to ask: "Doesn't life require compromise?" translate
that question into its actual meaning: "Doesn't life require
the surrender of that which is true and good to that which
is false and evil?" The answer is that that precisely is what
life forbids-if one wishes to achieve anything but a stretch
of tortured years spent in progressive self-destruction.
-AYN RAND

.. Doesn't life require compromise?
A compromise is an adjustment of conflicting claims by
mutual concessions. This means that both parties to a compl'Omise have some" valid claim and some value to offer each
other. And this means that both parties agree upon some
fundamental principle which serves as a base for thelt'neal.
It is only in regard to concretes or particulars, implementing
II mutually accepted basic principle, that one may compromise.
For instance, one may bargain with a buyer over the price
onc wants to receive for one's product, and agree on a sum
Nomewhere between one's demand and his offer. The mutually
accepted basic principle, in such case, is the principle of trade,
namely: that the buyer must pay the seller for his product.
But if one wanted to be paid and the alleged buyer wanted
to obtain one's product for nothing, no compromise, agreement or discussion would be possible, only the total surrender
of one or the other.
There can be no compromise between a property owner
lind a burglar; offering the burglar a single teaspoon of. one's
Nilverware would not be a compromise, but a total surrenderthe recognition of his right to one's property. What value or
concession did the burglar offer in return? And once the
principle of unilateral concessions is accepte.d as the base of
H relationship by both parties, it is only a matter of time
before the burglar would seize the rest. As an example ·of
this process, observe the present foreign policy of the United
States.
There can be no compromise between freedom and government controls; to accept "just a few controls" is to surrender
the principle of inalienable individual rights and to substitute
for it the principle of the government's unlimited, arbitrary
"Account Overdrawn"
power, thus delivering oneself into gradual enslavement. As
By AYN RAND
an example of this process, observe the present domestic
policy of the United States.
The
entire
policy
of
the
Kennedy Administration-with its
There can be no compromise on basic principle!! or on
of
"New
Frontiers"
to the realm of the unearned,
opening
fundamental issues. What would you regard as a "compromise"
hetween life and death? Or between truth and falsehood? Or its handouts, its frantic search for new recipients who demand
handouts, its ticker-tape parades for foreign recipients who
hetween reason and irrationality?
Today, however, when people speak of "compromise," what nationalize the property of American businessmen-rests on a
they mean is not a legitimate mutual concession or a trade, single hope: the "economic growth" of the United States;
You have heard that concept invoked by the Administration
but precisely the betrayal of one's principles-the unilateral
Nurrender to any groundless, irrational claim. The root of that as a magic formula or a mystic prayer in every plan, project,
doctrine is ethical subjectivism, which holds that a desire or a budget or demand for power to spend wealth which is not yet
whim is an irreducible moral primary, that every man is in existence, but which is to be provided by our "economic
entitled to any desire he might .feel like asserting, that all growth." It is time to ask yourself concretely and specifically:
desires have equal moral validity, and that the only way men just what is "economic growth?"
Economic growth is the rise of an economy's productivity.
can get along together is by giving in to anything and "compromising" with anyone. It is not hard to see who would What 'causes that rise? "The most important factor," wrote
Time (April 27, 1962), "is new machinery and equipment.
profit and who would lose by such a doctrine.
Other
factors enter in, induding higher levels of education
The immorality of this doctrine-and the reason why the
term "compromise" implies, in today's general usage, an act and skill among workers, more efficient means of transportaof moral treason-lies in the fact that it requires men to tion and communication, research that payS off in new
!lCI.)Cpt ethical subjectivism as the basic principle superseding products or new techniques."
What is the common denominator of all the items on this
nil principles in human relationships and to sacrifice anything
interesting list, presented by a magazine that could hardly be
liS a concession to one another's whims.
The question "Doesn't life require compromise?" is usually called a staunch advocate of capitalism? Human ability. The
Hsked by those who fail to differentiate between a basic intelligence, the efficiency, the skill, the knowledge, the
)finciPle and some concrete, specific wish. Accepting a lesser creative inventiveness of the men who take part in a country's
ob than one had wanted is not a "compromise." Taking economy. Who channels that ability into "new machinery
mders from one's employer on how to do the work for which and equipment, new products or new techniques?" The
one is hired, is not a "compromise." Living within one's in- businessmen.
It is on the productive ability of the American businessmen
come, is not a "compromise." Failing to have a cake after one
-on
the hope that that ability will continue to function-that
has eaten it, is not ::t "compromise."
Integrity does not consist of loyalty to one's subjective the whole grandiose edifice of Mr. Kennedy's plans is built.
(continued on page 30)
whims, but. of loyalty to rational principles. A "compromise"
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"Account Overdrawn" (from page 29)
How does Mr. Kennedy treat these providers and benefactors who are indispensable to him according to his own
reiterated pronouncements? "My father always told me " said
Mr. Kennedy, "that all businessmen were sons-of-bitch~s but
I never believed it till now!"
,
<?n ~ay 28, a gr~a~ many people apparently came to
belIeve It, too, and, glvmg up the aspiration to achieve the
status of sons-of-bitches, decided to sell their shares of
America's doghouses.
"Why, Mr. Kennedy," said the falling stock market
paraphrasing Francisco d'Anconia, "what's the matter? Why
do you seem to be upset? Profits are the root of all evil-so
I just got tired of being evil."
Most of the commentators, in the press and in Washington,
professed to be puzzled by the stock market drop. "There
was no economic reason for it," they cried. "Our economy
is sound!" While some government officials were beginning
to express doubt, others went on declaring that "economic
growth" is just around the corner.
In style, content and implication, one of the most curious
comments was made by James Reston ( The New York Times,
June 3, 1962). In a gentle, swimmy mixture of pleas and
threats, he wrote the following: "At least a moratorium on
ugly charges of bad faith is indicated .... The psychological
slump at the moment, therefore, is probably more important
than the stock market slump-in fact, it is probably responsible for the stock market slump .... If you go on telling
the Yankees they are a lousy ball team you can soon land
them in t~e se~ond. division, and if y.ou go on insisting that
Kennedy I~ antI-bus mess the darned thmg could easily happen,
to the detrul1ent of everybody."
Believe it or no~, it is the .businessmen who are guilty, as
usu~l; they are gUIlty of makmg "ugly charges of bad faith"
agams.t Mr. Ke~ned~, who is innocent of such tactics ("KennedY.ls not antI-bUSIness now, but he is Irish," Mr. Reston
e~plaIns.) The rest. may be taken to mean, interchangeably,
either: (a) that bUSInessmen must not let their "psychological
slump" affect Mr. Kennedy who'll crack down on them if
they don't cheer up-or (b) that Mr. Kennedy is suffering
from a "psychological slump" and needs sympathy, reassurance
and encouragement from businessmen.
~ell,. let us take a look at some of the "darned things"
which did happen-and then ask ourselves whose psychological
endurance had borne too much for too long.
In February, 1962, the F.C.C. hearings featured Mr.
Newton N. Minow's demand for dictatorial power over the
r~dio and televis~on industry, while he charged businessmen
(mdustry executives and sponsors alike) with bad taste
incompetence, commercialism, greed for profits and policie~
contrary to "the public interest."
,
In March, proposing "protection for consumers," Mr.
~enne~y deman~ed the power to control the food and drug
llldus~nes, declanng to the nation that businessmen, in their
pursUIt of profit,. are not to be trusted to give people an honest
measure ~f untaInted food or an effective, lifesaving drug.
In Ap.nl, Mr. Kennedy exploded against the steel industry,
denounCIng the "steel executi.ves whose pursuit of private
power a~d profit exceeds their sense of public responsibilIty ... , damnIng them for disobeying the wishes he had no
nght t~ assert, and declaring, in effect, that the urgent needs
of ~usIness (s~~h as maintenance, modernization, fighting
foreign competitIOn, etc.) are to be left at the mercy of the
government's whim in some indeterminate future-that prices
are to conform, not to the demands of the market, but to the
demands of his policies-that profits are the first item to be
sacrificed to the "national interest"-and that the antitrust
boys would work-over any dissenter.
How long did Mr. Kennedy expect to be able to damn
p:ofits a~d to demand sacrifices, before people would take
him at hiS word? Well, they did: they sacrificed their hope
of profits-in the stock market.
There was a grim justice in the stock market's fall. It was
the only form in which people could still express a protest,
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consciously or subconsciously, against the persecution and
destruction of American business. And no amount of evasion
on the part of the New Frontiersmen can hide the fact that
the steel crisis .was the imm~diate cause of that fall; logically
and chronologically, the eVidence was too dramatic to misinterpret. If, in the face of political outrages, you had wondered: "How can the ~erican people stand for it?"-you
have now seen a preview of the manner in which people
declare that they can't.
On May 28, 1962, the United States economy suffered a
heart a~tack. As of this writing, the attack was not fatal and
the p~tIent seemed to rally. But, as with all heart attacks.
~here IS now no way to know whether the next one will strike
III an hour, a day or a year. Only one thing is certain: it was
a warning, not to be ignored. The catastrophe which the
advocates of cap.italism ~ad b~en ~redicting theoretically for
the past decades IS now dlscermble m practical, factual reality.
There are two roads ahead of us, with no "middle."
.
When the blow strikes, the statists will declare that free
enterr~rise-the enterprise of chained, hampered, paralyzed,
te~ronzed, antitrust-gagged men-has had its chance and has
failed, and that they, the statists, in selfless service to the
"pu~lic .interest," must impose on us an emergency system of
totalitanan controls.
Or: when the blow strikes, all those who value America
freedom, civilization, individual rights and their own lives'
will un.ite on a single political p~ogra~-placing the blam~
where It belongs-a program which wJ!1 declare that statist
~ontrols have had their chance and have failed, and that there
IS only one way to save a collapsing economy: to start decontrolling.
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that a contradiction cannot be achieved in reality and that
the attempt to achieve it can lead only to disaster and destruction. Therefore, he does not permit himself to hold contradic~ory .values, to pursue. contradictory desires and goals, or
to lmagme that the pursUIt of a contradiction can ever be to
his interest.
Only an irrationalist (or mystic or subjectivist-in which
category I place all those who regard faith, feelings or desires
as man's standard of value) exists in a perpetual conflict of
"interests." Nothing but conflicts of interests is possible to
him. Not only do his alleged interests clash with those of other
men, but they clash also with one another.
No one finds it difficult to dismiss from philosophical consi.der~tion t~e probl~m of a m~n who wails that life entraps
him III an lrreconctlable conflict because he cannot eat his
cake and have it, too. That problem does not acquire intellectual validity by being expanded to involve more than
Edited and Published by AYN RAN and NATHANIEL BRANDEN cake-whether
one expands it to the whole universe, as in
the doctrines of Existentialism, or only to a few random whims
AUGUST, 1962 and sundry evasions, as in most people's views of their own
VOL. 1 NO.8
interests.
When a person reaches the stage of claiming that man's
interests conflict with reality, the concept "interests" ceases
to be meaningful-and his problem ceases to be philosophical
By AY N RA ND
and becomes psychological.
(b) "Context." Just as a rational man does not hold any
conviction out of context-that is: without relating it to the
The "Conflicts" of Men's Interests
rest of his knowledge and resolving any possible contradicSomo students of Objectivism find it difficult to grasp the tions-so he does not hold or pursue any desire out of
Objectivist principle that "there are no conflicts of interests context. And he does not judge what is or is not to his interest
out of context, on the range of any given moment.
ilmollg rational men."
Context-dropping is one of the chief psychological tools
A typical question runs as follows: "Suppose two men
of evasion. In regard to one's desires, there are two major
Illl(1ly for the .same job. Only one of them can be hired.
ways of context-dropping: the issue of range and the issue of
I~n't .this an instance of a conflict of interests, and isn~t the
litifltdlt of one man achieved at the price of the sacrifice of means.
A rational man sees his interests in terms of a lifetime and
the (,ther?"
There are four interrelated considerations which are in- selects his goals accordingly. This does not mean that he has
v(llved in a rational man's view of his interests, but which are to be omniscient, infallible or clairvoyant. It means that he
igl\(ll'cd or evaded in the above question and in all similar does not live his life short-range and does not drift like a
ilPtmmches to the issue. I shall designate these four as: (a) bum pushed by the spur of the moment. It means that he does
"lteillity," (b) "Context," (c) "Responsibility," (d) "Effort." not regard any moment as cut off from the context of the
(lI) "Reality." The term "interests" is a wide abstraction
rest of his life, and that he allows no conflicts or contradictions between his short-range and long-range interests. He
!hllt covers the entire field of ethics. It includes the issues of:
mill'l'" values, his desires, his goals and their actual achieve- never loses sight of the fact that his life has to be an intemeut in reality. A man:s "interests" depend on the kind of grated whole-and he does not become his own destroyer
by pursuing a desire today which wipes out all his values
MOllhl he chooses to pursue, his choice of goals depends on
hili dosires, his desires depend on his values-and, for a ra- tomorrow.
A rational man does not indulge in wistful longings for
IlImnl man, his values depend on the judgment of his mind.
Ilesires (or feelings or emotions or wishes or whims) are ends divorced from means. He does not hold a desire without
knowing (or learning) and considering the means by which
lIut. tools of cognition; they are not a valid standard of value
it is to be achieved. Since he knows that nature does not
1101' 11 valid criterion of man's interests. The mere fact that
provide man with the automatic satisfaction of his desires,
II mun desires something does not constitute a proof that the
ubJoct of his desire is good, nor that its achievement is actually that a man's goals or values have to be achieved by his own
effort, that the lives and efforts of other men are not his
Itl his interest.
To claim that a man's interests are sacrificed whenever a property and are not there to serve his wishes-a rational
IlllHil'e of his is frustrated-is to hold a subjectivist view of man never holds a desire or pursues a goal, which cannot be
achieved directly or indirectly by his own effort.
nllll1'!i values and interests. Which means: to believe that it
It is with a proper understanding of this "indirectly" that
IN rroper, moral and possible for man to achieve his goals,
I'I'lSlll'c\less of whether they contradict the facts of reality or the crucial social issue begins.
Living in a society, instead of on a desert island, does not
not. Which means: to hold an irrational or mystical view of
t1XINtence. Which means: to deserve no further consideration. relieve a man of the responsibility of supporting his own life.
In choosing his goals (the specific values he seeks to gain The only difference is that he supports his life by trading
IIIul/or keep), a rational man is guided by his thinking (by a his products or services for the products or services of others.
IH'OCeS8 of reason)-not by his feelings or desires. He does And, in this process of trade, a rational man does not seek
not regard desires as irreducible primaries, as the given, which or desire any more or any less than his own effort can earn.
110 IN destined irresistibly to pursue. He does not regard "be- What determines his earnings? The free market, that is: the
1lIIUHe I want it" or "because 1 feel like it" as a sufficient cause voluntary choice and judgment of the men who are willing
lind vlllidation of his actions. He chooses and/ or identifies his to trade him their effort in return.
When a man trades with others, he is counting-explicitly
tll!llire!l by a process of reason, and he does not act to achieve
or implicitly-on their rationality, that is: on their ability to
II dellire until and unless he is able rationally to validate it in
recognize the objective value of his work. (A trade based on
1111'1 lull context 0/ his knowledge and of his other values and
/4ollis. He does not act until he is able to say: "I want it any other premise is a con game or a fraud.) Thus, when a
rational man pursues a goal in a free society, he does not
!leonuse it is right."
The Law of Identity (A is A) is a rational man's para- place himself at the mercy of the whims, the favors or the
mount consideration in the process of determining his in- prejudices of others; he depends on nothing but his own
huellta. He knows that the contradictory is the impossible,
(continued on page 32)
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The "Conflicts" of Men's Interests (from page 31)
effort: directly, by doing objectively ,:aluable work-indirectly,
through the objective evaluatio~ of his work by others.
.
It is in this sense that a ratIOnal man never holds a desire
or pursues a goal which cannot be achieved by h.is own
effort. He trades value for value. He never seeks or des~res the
unearned. If he undertakes to achieve a goal that requ~res the
cooperation of many people, he never cou~ts on anythIng but
his own ability to persuade them and their voluntary agreement.
.
Needless to say, a rational man never distorts or corrupts
his own standards and judgment in order to appeal to the
irrationality, stupidity or dishonesty of others. He knows ~hat
such a course is suicidal. He knows that one's o?-ly practical
chance to achieve any degree of success or any~hIng humanly
desirable lies in dealing with those. who aT~ ratIOnal, w.hether
there are many of them or f~w. If, In any ~Iven set of circumstances, any victory is possible. at all, It IS only reason that
can win it. And, in a free society, no .matter h~w hard the
struggle might be, it is reason that ultimatel~ WInS.
Since he never drops the context of the ISSU~S. he deals
with a rational man accepts that struggle as to his mterestbeca'use he knows that freedom is to his interest. He ~n?~s
that the struggle to achieve his values includes the possibility
of defeat. He knows also that there is no alternative. and ~o
automatic guarantee of success for man's effort, nelth~r In
dealing with nature nor with other men. So he does not Judge
his interests by any particular defeat nor by the range of any
particular moment. He lives and judges .long-range. A~~ he
assumes the full responsibility of knowIng what conditions
are necessary for the ac;hievement of his goal~.
(c) "Responsibility." This last is the particular form of
intellectual responsibility that most people evade. That evasion is the major cause of their frustrations and defeats.
. Most people hold their desires without any cont~x~ whatever, as ends hanging in a foggy vacuum, the fog hidIng any
concept of means. They rouse themselves mentally o~ly lorw
enough to utter an "[ wish," and stop there, and. Walt, as If
the rest were up to some unknown power.
.
What they evade is the responsibility of judging the SOCial
world. They take the world as the. give?-. "A world I never
made" is the deepest essence ~f. their attItud~-and they s~ek
only to adjust themselves uncntIcally to the Inco~prehenslble
requirements of those unknowable others who did make the
world, whoever those might be.
.
But humility and presumptuous~e~s are two Sides of the
same psychological medal. In the wIlII~gness .to t~r?w ~n~self
blindly on the mercy of others there IS the ImpliCit pnvdege
of making blind demands on one's masters.
There are countless. ways in which this sort ?f "metaphysical humility" reveals itself. For ~nstance, ~here IS. the man
who wishes to be rich, but never thIn~s of dlsco'Yenng what
means actions and conditions are reqUired to achieve wealth.
Who i~ he to judge? He never made the world-and "nobody
gave him a break."
.
There is the girl who wis~es. to be loved, ~)Ut nev:er thInks
of discovering what love IS, what values It reqUires, and
whether she possesses any virtues to be loved for. Who is she
to judge? Love, she feels, is an inexplicable favor~so she
merely longs for it, feeling that somebody has depnved her
of her share in the distribution of favors.
There are the parents who suffer deeply and genuinely,
because their son (or daughter) does not love them, and who,
simultaneously, ignore, oppose or a~te!llpt to destroy everything they know of their SO.t;l'S conVictions, values and goals,
never thinking of the connectIOn between. these two facts, never
making an attempt to understand their son. The world th~y
neverinade and dare not challenge, has told them that children love parents automatically.
.
..
.
. There is the man who wants a Job, but never thInks of
discovering what qualifications the j<?b requir~s or what constitutes doing one's work well. Who ·IS he to Judge? He never
made the world. Somebody owes him a living. How? Somehow.
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A European architect of my: acquaintance. was tal~ing, one
day, of his trip to .Puerto RICO. He descnbed-wlth great
indignation at the umverse at large-the squalor of the Puerto
Ricans' living conditions. Then he d~s:;nbed what wonders
modern housing could do for them, which he ~ad daydreamed
in detail including electric refrigerators and tiled )Jathro<;>ms.
I asked:' "Who would pay for it?" He answered, In a faIntly
offended, almost huffy tone of voice:. "Oh, that's n<?t for me
to worry about! An architect's task IS only to project wha,~
should be done. Let somebody else think about the money.
That is the psychology from which all "social reforms". or
"welfare states" or "noble experiments" or the destructIOn
of the world have come.
.
In dropping the responsibility for one's ow,n Interests .and
life, one drops the responsibility of ever haVIng to consider
the interests and lives of others-of those oth~rs who are,
somehow to provide the satisfaction of one's deSires.
Whoe~er allows a "somehow" into his view of the means
by which his desires are to be achiev~d, is g~ilty of that. "metaphysical humility" which, psychologl~ally, IS the .premlse of a
parasite. As Nathaniel Branden pOInted out In a lecture,
"somehow" always means "somebody."
(d) "Effort." Since a rational man knows that man ~ust
achieve his goals by his own effort, h~ k!10ws. that ~el.ther
wealth nor jobs nor any human values eXist In a given, limited,
static quantity waiting to be divided. He knows that all benefits have to b~ produced, that the gain of one. man dot;s not
represent the loss of another, that a man's achleve~ent IS. not
earned at the expense of those who have not achieved It.
Therefore, he never imagines that he h~s any sort of unearned, unilateral claim on any human beIng:--and he ~ever
leaves his interests at the mercy of anyone person or SIngle,
specific concrete. He may need clients, but not anyone particular client-he may need customers, but not anyone l?articular customer-he may need a job, but not anyone particular job.
.
h
If he encounters competition, he either meets It or c ooses
another line of work. There is no job so low that .a better,
more skillful performance of it would pass unnoticed and
unappreciated; not in a free society. Ask any offi~e manager.
It is only the passive, parasitical representatives ?f the
"humility metaphysics" school who reg~rd any ,comp~t.ltor as
a threat because the thought of earmng one s posItion by
personal'merit is not part of their. vie~. of life. They reg~rd
themselves as interchangeable medlOcntles who have nothing
to offer and who fight, in a "static" universe, for someone's
causeless favor.
A rational man knows that one does not live by means of
"luck," "breaks" or favors, that there is no such t~in~ as an
"only chance" or a single opportunity, and. !hat thiS IS guaranteed precisely by the existence of competition .. He does not
regard any concrete, specific goal ?r value .as Irreplaceable.
He knows that only persons are Irreplaceable-only those
one loves.
He knows also that there are no conflicts of interests among
rational men even in the issue of love. Like any other value,
love is not.a static quantity to be divided, but an unlimited
response to be earned. The love for one friend is not a th;eat
to the love for another, and neither is the love for the ~anous
members of one's family, assl!ming th~y have e~rned It. The
most exclusive form-romantic love-IS not an Issue o,f competition. If two men are in loye with the s~me woman, what
she feels for either of them IS not determIned by what she
feels for the other and is not taken away from him. If she
chooses one of them, the "loser" could not have had what the
"winner" has earned.
It .is only among the irrational, emotion-motivated persons,
whose love is divorced from any standards of value, that chance
rivalries, accidental conflicts and blind choices prevail. .But
then whoever wins does not win much. Among the emotIondriv~n neither lov; nor any other emotion has any meaning.
Such in brief essence, are the four major considerations
involved in a rational man's view of chis interests.
(continued on page 35)
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they judge to be most sound and potentially profitable
banks fail in their judgment too consistently, their loans
not repaid and they go bankrupt.
If, in a period of increasing speculation, banks are cl
I SlIh,Ycribers are invited to send in the questions that they find fronted with an inordinate number of requests for loans, t~
IIlc'lIIse/ves unable to answer in philosophical or political in response to the shrinking availability of money, they
dl,I'I'II,\'.I'ions. As many questions as space permits will be raise their interest rates and (b) scrutinize more severely.
(1I/,1'W('ral. No questions will be answered by mail.]
ventures for which loans are requested, setting more exact
standards of what constitutes a justifiable investment. AI
18 Are periodic depressions inevitable in a system of laissezconsequence, funds are more difficult to obtain, and thert
"lIlte capitalism?
II is characteristic of the enemies of capitalism that they a temporary curtailment and contraction of business invi
dellounce it for evils that are, in fact, the result not of capital- ment. Businessmen are often unable to borrow the funds tl
desire and have to reduce plans for expansion. The purch
iNIn but of statism: evils that result from and are made posof common stocks, which reflects investors' estimates of
Nlhle only by government intervention in th~,economy.
.
In the June issue of THE OBJECTIVIST NEWSLETTER, I dls- future earnings of companies, is similarly curtailed; o~
valued stocks fall in price. Businesses engaged in unecono\
l;lINsed a flagrant example of this policy: t~e charge t~at ventures,
now unable to obtain additional credit, go ba!
~~lIpHalism leads to the establishme.t;lt of ~oe~clve mon?polies.
rupt;
a
further
of productive factors is stopped ,
The most notorious instance of thiS policy IS the claim that economic errors waste
are liquidated.
capitalism, by its nature, inevitably leads to periodic depresAt worst, the economy may experience a mild recessi!
NltlllH.
that
is, a general slight decline i~ investment and p.roduc.t~i
Statists repeatedly assert that depressions (the phenomenon
of the so-called business cycle, of "boom and bust") are in- In an unregulated economy, readjustments occur qUite sWltl
herent in laissez faire, and that the great crash of 1929 was and then production and investment again begm to clil1
tho Hnal proof of the failure of an unregulated, free-market The temporary recession is not harmful but beneficial; it
the state of an economic system in the process of curtaill
economy. What is the truth of the m~tter?
.
A depression is a large-scale declme I~ productI.on and disease and returning to health.
The impact of such a recession may be signifi~antly felt
trade; it is characterized by a sharp drop In productive ~ut a few
industries, but it does not wreck an entire eCOnO!l
put, in investment, in employment and in th~ value of capital A nation-wide
depression, such as occurred in the Uni:
IIssets (plants, machinery, etc.). Normal bUSIness fluctuatIOns,
States in the thirties, would not have been possible in a fu
01' u temporary decline in the rate of. ind:ustrial ~xpan~ion, do
free society. It was made possible only by government int
lIot constitute a depression; a depreSSIOn IS a natlOn~wld~ conin the economy-more specifically, by governffil
Il'IIction of business activity-and a general decline In the vention
manipulation of the money supply.
value of capital assets-of major proportions.
The government's policy consisted, in essence, of an
There is nothing in the nature of a free-market economy
thetizing
the regulators, inherent in a free banking syste
to cause such an event. The popular explanations of depresthat prevent runaway speculation and consequent econo~
Nion as caused by "over-production," "under-consumption,"
collapse.
monopolies, labor-saving devices, mal distribution, excessi.ve
All government intervention in the economy is based
accumulations of wealth, etc., have been exploded as fallaCies
mnny times. (See, in this connection, Carl Snyder, Capitalism the belief that economic laws need not operate, that pI'
ciples of cause and effect can be suspended, that everythi
lite Creator, Macmillan, 1940.)
in existence is "flexible" and "malleable," except a bure;
Readjustments of economic activity, shifts of c~pital an?
whim, which is omnipotent. Reality, logic and ej
lahor from one industry to another, due to changIng condi- crat's
tions, occur constantly under capitalism. This is entailed. in nomics must not be allowed to get in the way.
This was the implicit premise that led to the establishme
Ihe process of.motion, growth and progress that charactenzes
in
1913, of the Federal Reserve System-a government ba
capitalism. But there always exists the possibility of profitable
tmdeavor in one field or another, there is always the need and with control (through complex and often indirect mea~
the individual banks throughout the country. The Fede
demand for goods, and all that can change is what kind of over
Reserve
undertook to free individual banks from the "limi
goods it becomes most profitable to produce.
. In anyone industry, it is possible for supply to exceed tions" imposed on them by the amount of their own ill!
demand in the context of all the other existing demands. In vidual reserves, to free them from the laws of the market
Much a 'case, ther~ is a drop in prices, in profitableness, in and to arrogate to government officials the right to deci
much credit they wished to make available at what tim,
investment and in employment in that particular industry; how
A "cheap money" policy was the guiding idea and goal
capital and labor tend to flow elsewhere, seeking more rewarding uses. Such an industry undergoes a period of stagna- these officials. Banks were no longer to be limited in maki
tion, as a result of unjustified, that is, uneconomic, unprofit- loans by the amount of their gold reserves. Interest rates WI
no longer to rise in response to increasing speculation a
able, unproductive investment.
increasing
demands for funds. Credit was to remain read
In a free economy that functions on a gold standard, such
available-until
and unless the Federal Reserve decided othl
unproductive investment is severely limited; unjustified speculution does not rise, unchecked, until it engulfs an entire wise. (For a discussion of the means by which the Fedei
nation. In a free economy, the supply of money and credit Reserve controls credit availability, see Snyder; see al
needed to finance business ventures is determined by objective Benjamin M. Anderson, Economics and the Public Welfai
Van Nostrand, 1949-the best financial and economic histc
economic factors. It is the banking system that is the guardian of
the United States from 1914 through 1946.)
of economic stability. The principles governing money supply
The
government argued that by taking control of mon
.
operate to forbid large-scale unjustified invest~ent.
Most businesses finance at least part of their undertakIngs and credit out of the hands of private bankers, and by cc
hy means of bank loans. Banks function as an investment tracting or expanding credit at will, guided by consideratio
clearing house, investing the savings of their customers in other than those influencing the "selfish" bankers, it could
those enterprises which promise to be most successful. Banks in conjunction with other interventionist policies-so contr
do not have unlimited funds to loan; they are limited in the investment as to guarantee a state of virtually constant PC(
credit they can extend by the amount of their gold reserves. perity. Many bureaucrats believed that the government cou
In order for banks to remain successful, to make profits and keep the economy in a state of unending boom.
To borrow an invaluable metaphor from Alan Greensp<l
thus attract the savings of investors, they must make their
loans judiciously: they must seek out those ventures which
(continued on page 3
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lowed. The depression was prolonged for tragically unnecessary years by the same evil that had caused it: government
controls and regulations.
Contrary to popular misconception, controls and regulations began long before the New Dea!; in the 1920's,. the
"mixed economy" was already an estabh:hed fact of Amencan
life. But the trend toward statism began to move faster under
the Hoover Administration-and, with the advent of Roosevelt's New Deal, it accelerated at an unprecedented rate. The
economic adjustments needed to bring the dep~essio~. to an
end were prevented from taking place-by the I~p~sItlOn C?f
strangling controls, increased taxes and labor legIs~atlOn. T.hls
last had the effect of forcing wage rates to unjustIfiably hIgh
levels, thus raising the businessman's costs at precisely the
time when costs needed to be lowered, if investment and
production were to revive.
The National Industrial Recovery Act, the Wagner Act,
and the abandonment of the gold standard (with the government's subsequent plunge into ini1ation and an orgy of deficit
spending) were only three of the many disastrous measures
enacted by the New Deal for the avowed purpose ~f pulling
the country out of the depression; all had the OppOSIte effect.
(For a study of the many regulations and policies which prevented business recovery, see Snyder; Anderson; and Hans F.
Sennholz, How Can Europe Survive?, Van Nostrand, 195?)
As Alan Greenspan points out in "Stock Prices and CapItal
Evaluation "* the obstacle to business recovery did not consist exclusively of the specific New Deal legislation passed;
more harmful still was the general atmosphere of uncertainty
engendered by the Administration. One had no way to know
what law or regulation would descend on one's head at any
moment, one had no way to know what sudden shifts of
direction government policy might take, one had no way to
plan long-range.
To act and produce, businessmen require knowledge, the
possibility of rational calculation, not "faith". and "hope"above all, not "faith" and "hope" concernlllg the unpredictable twistings within a bureaucrat's head.
Such advances as business was able to achieve under the
New Deal collapsed in 1937-as a result of an intensification
of uncertainty regarding what the government might choose
to do next. Unemployment rose to more than ten million and
business activity fell almost to the low point of 1932, the
worst year of the depression.
It is part of the official New Deal mythology that Roosevelt
"got us out of the depression." How was. the prob!em of the
depression finally "solved",? By the faVOrIte expedient of all
statists in times of emergency: a war.
The depression precipitated by the stock market crash of
1929 was not the first in American history-though it was
incomparably more severe than any that had preceded it. If
one studies the earlier depressions, the same basic cause and
common denominator will be found: in one form or another,
by one means or another, government manipUlation of the
money supply. It is typical of the manner in which .int~rven
tionism grows that the Federal Reserve System was mstItuted
as a proposed antidote against those earlier depr~ssion~
which were themselves products of monetary malllpulatlOn
by the government.
The financial mechanism of an economy is the sensitive
center, the living heart, of business activity. In no other area
can government intervention produce quite such disastrous
consequences. (FOT a general discussion of the business cycle
and its relation to government manipulation of the money
supply, see Ludwig von Mises, Human Action, Yale University Press, 1949.)
One of the most striking facts of history is men's failure
to learn from it. 'For further details, see the policies of the
present Administration.
-NATHANiEl BRANDEN

if, under laissez faire, the banking system and the principles
controlling the availability of funds act as a fuse that prevents
a blowout in the economy-then the government, through the
Federal Reserve System, put a penny in the fuse-box. The
result was the explosion known as the Crash of 1929.
Throughout most of the 1920's, the government comI;elled
banks to keep interest rates artificially and uneconomically
low. As a consequence, money was poured into every sort of
speCUlative venture. By 1928, the warning signals of danger
were clearly apparent: unjustified investment was rampant
and stocks were increasingly over-valued. The government
chose to ignore these danger signals. A free banklllg system
would have been compelled, by economic necessity, to put
the brakes on this process of runaway speCUlation; credit and
investment in such a case would be drastically curtailed; the
banks whi~h made unpro'fitable investments, the enterprises
which proved unproductive, and those who dealt with them,
would suffer-but that would be all; the country as a whole
would not be dragged down. However, the "anarchy" of a
free banking system had been abandoned-in favor of "enlightened" government planning.
The boom and the wild speculation-which had preceded
every major depression-were allowed to rise unchecke~, involving, in a widening network of malinvestments and mIscalculations the entire economic structure of the natIOn. People
were in;esting in virtually everything and making for~unes
overnight-on paper. Profits were calcula.ted on hysterIcally
exaggerated appraisals of the future earlll ngs of companIes.
Credit was extended with promiscuous abandon, on the
premise that somehow the goods would be there to back it
up-it was like the policy of a man wh~ passes out rubber
checks, counting on the hope that he wIll some~o,:" ~nd a
way to obtain the necessary money and to depOSIt It III the
bank before anyone presents his checks for coll~ction.
But A is A-and reality is not infinitely elastIC. In 1929,
the country's economic and financial structure had become
impossibly precarious. By the time the government fi~ally and
frantically raised the interest rates, it was too late. It IS doubtful whether anyone can state with certainty what events first
set off the panic-and it does not matter: the crash had become inevitable; any number of events could have pulled the
trigger. But when the news of t~e first bank and commercIal
failures began to spread, uncertalllty swept across th~ country
in widening waves of terror. People bega~ to .sell theIr stock.s,
hoping to get out of the market with their gains, or to obtalll
the money they suddenly needed to pay bank loans that ~ere
being called in-and other people, seeing this, apprehensIvely
began to sell their stocks-and, virtually overnight, an avalanche hurled the stock market downward, prices collapsed,
securities became worthless, loans were called in, many of
which could not be paid, the value of capital assets plum~eted
sickeningly, fortunes were wiped out, and, by 1932, busllless
activity had come almost to a halt. The law of causality had
avenged itself.
Such, in essence, was the nature and cause of the 1929
depression.
.
.
It provides one of the most eloquent illustratIOns of the
disastrous consequences of a "planned" economy. In a free
economy, when an individual businessman makes. an err.or of
economic jUdgment, he (and perhaps those who ImmedIately
deal with him) suffers the consequences; in a controlled economy, when a central planner makes an error of economic
judgment, the whole country suffers the consequences.
.
It was not the Federal Reserve, it was not government llltervention that took the blame for the 1929 depression-it
was capitalism. Freedom-cried statists of every breed and
sect-had had its chance and had failed. The voices of the few
thinkers who pointed to the real cause of the evil were
drowned out in the denunciations of businessmen, of the profit
motive, of capitalism.
Had men chosen to understand the cause of the crash, the * A paper delivered before a joint session of the American Statistical
country would have been spared much of the agony that folAssociation and the American Finance Association in 1959.

"( 'of/flicls"

return to the question originally asked-about
1I1l' Iwn 111('11 lIpplying for the same job-and observe in what
l!!"IlIW! II IWl(Jres or opposes these four considerations.
i 11) "UI1rlllty." The mere fact that two men desire the
",m!!' lull d(lCN not constitute proof that either of them is
H!lIilpli III II 01" deserves it, and that his interests are damaged
,! IH' dOI'N not obtain it.
I II I Hf '(lllll'xl." Both men should know that if they desire
,j lilli, lllllir !lOll I is made possible only by the existence of a
\'illlcern able to provide employment-that that busiI'lllh,:NIl requires the availability of more than one applihilii IIII' illlyioh,-that if only one applicant existed;-he would
"HI HIi!ii/1I Ihe job, because the business concern would have
j'I"~\' 11M doors-and that their competition for the job is
IIii'll III/orcs!, even though one of them will lose in that
Ii,!! !!,'\!llIr (lIlCOlll1ter.
. I!! "Rlwpol/,I·ihility." Neither man has the moral right to
I' Ihllt he doesn't want to consider all those things, he
jliAI Wnl!lN 1\ Job. He is not entitled to any desire or to any
~l!jI\'l!'~lil wlUwut knowledge of what is required to make its
WIIlIIIIH'III possible.
! Ii I "/,/10/,1." Whoever gets the job, has earned it (as11m! Ihe employer's choice is rational). This benefit
!lUI' 10 hIs own merit-not to the "sacrifice" of the other
Who Iwver had any vested right to that job. The failure
. til II mun what had never .belonged to him can hardly
Ilp~\'l'lhl'd us "sacri'ficing his interests."
All 01 the above discussion applies only to the relationships
I'illional men and only to a free society. In a free
!l!ll~ docs not have to deal with those who are irra(!Ill' is free to avoid them.
I! llOn,ffl:c society, no pursuit of any interests is possible
nothing is possible but gradual and general deHiiW

h'l

of Men's Interests (from page 32)
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IntrodUCing Objectivism*
By AYN RAND
/.\ Ihl'

/i/'si column by Ayn Rand, which appeared in

l!l~ I\ngdt1S Times, on June 17, 1962.J
;\j

II Nllk's (.;onference at Random House, preceding the

of A lIas Shrugged, one of the book salesmen
II Ii' whether I could present the essence of my philosoWillie standing on one foot. I did, as follows:
,I. Metaphysics: Objective Reality
L I\'pistemology: Reason
.I, Ntllics: Self-interest
,I. Politics: Capitalism
II V,lll wIlnt this translated into simple language, it would
I, "NlIture, to be commanded, must be obeyed" or
won't make it so." 2. "You can't eat your cake and
ii,
"3. "Man is an end in himself." 4. "Give me
II' or Uivc me death."
I VOl! held th~se. concepts with total consistency, as the
of yo !II' (';Ol1VICtIOnS, you would have a full philosophical
!!~'~iPill III Mulde the course of your life. But to hold them with
!!lHI \l1I1I1INI~:ncy-to understand, to define, to prove and to
Iht'I1l~-'l"eqllires .volumes of, though.t. Which is why
,'jlll'hy cannot be discussed whIle standIng on One foot. \\lil/I' standing on two feet on both sides of every fence.
h'" 11I'1I 1M Ihe predominant philosophical position today
(i%lI il 'lIllIdy ill the field of politics.
'
Iii 1111' N/l/ICe of a column, I can give only the briefest
~l!l!lilli!l y of my position, as a frame-of-reference for all my
lnil!! " 1lIllImns. My philosophy, Objectivism, holds that:
I UPlilily exists as an objective absolute-facts are facts
!1l,j"IH'IHII'IiI of man's feelings, wishes, hopes or fears.
'
) Ii <'ltrlon (the faculty which identifies and integrates the
ilHijPlllI1 provided by man's senses) is man's only means of

* Copyright 1962 by Times-Mirror Co., Los Angeles.
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perceiving reality, his only source~ of knowledge, his only
guide to action, and his basic means of survival.
3. Man-every man- is an end in himself, not the means
to the ends of others. He must exist for h:,s own sake neither
sacrificing himself to others nor sacrificin] others to 'himself.
The pursuit of his own rational self-interest and of his Own
happiness is the highest moral purpose of his life.
1· The !deal political-economic system is laissez-faire capitalism. It IS a system where men deal with one another not
as victims and executioners, nor as masters and slaves: but
as traders, by free, voluntary exchange to mutual benefit. It
is a system where no man may obtain any values from others
by resorting to physical force, and no man may initiate the
use of physical force against others. The government acts
only as a policeman that protects man's rights; it uses physical
force only in retaliation and only against those who initiate
its use, .suc.h as criminals or foreign invaders. In a system of
full capitalism, there should be (but, historically, has not yet
been) a complete separation of state and economics, in the
same way and for the same reasons as the separation of state
and church.
Capitalism was the system originated in the United States.
Its success, its progress, its achievements are unprecedented
in human history. America's political philosophy was based
on man's right to his own life, to his own liberty, to the
purs~it of hi~ own happiness, which means: on man's right
to eXIst for hIS own sake. That was America's implicit moral
code,. but it had not been formulated explicitly. This was the
flaw In her intellectual armor, which is now destroying her.
America and capitalism are perishing for lack of a moral base.
The destroyer is the morality of altruism.
Altruism holds that man has no right to exist for his own
s~ke, ~hat service to others is the only moral justification of
hIS eXIst.e~1Ce, and th~t self-sacri~ce is his highest moral duty.
The political expreSSIOn of altrUism is collectivism or statism
which. holds that man's life and work belong to the state-':
to SOCIety, to the group, the gang, the race, the nation-and
that the state may dispose of him in any way it pleases for
the sake of whatever it deems to be its OWn tribal, collective
good.

':~rom her start~ America was torn by the clash of her
poht~cal syst~m with. the altruist morality. Capitalism and
altrUism are Incompatible; they cannot co-exist in the same
man or in the same society. Today, the conflict has reached
its ultimate climax; the choice is clear-cut: either a new
morality ?f rational self-interest, ~ith its consequences of
freedom, Justice, progress and man s happiness on earth-or
the primordial morality of altruism, with its consequences of
slavery, brute force, stagnant terror and sacrificial furnaces."
(For the New Intellectual)
You may observe the practical results of altruism and
statism all around us in today's world-such as the slavel~bor c.amps of Soviet Russia, where twenty-one million politICal p~lsoners work on the construction of government projects
and dIe of planned malnutrition, human life being cheaper
than food-or the gas chambers and mass slaughter of Nazi
Germany-or the terror and starvation of Red China-or the
hysteria of Cuba where the government offers men for sale
-or the wall of East Berlin where human beings leap from
wofs or crawl through sewers in order to escape while guards
shoot at fleeing children.
'
. Observe these ~troc.ities, then ask yourself whether any of
It w0!lld be P?ss!ble I~ men had not accepted the idea that
man IS a sacnficlal ammal to be immolated for the sake of
t~e "public good." Read the speeches of those countries' political leaders and ask yourself what arguments would be left
~o them if the word :'sacrifice" were regarded not as a moral
Ideal, but as the anti-human evil which it is.
. And then, listen to the speeches of Our present Administration-and ask yourself the same question.
[If you would like the Ayn Rand column to appear in your
city, write the editors of your local newspapers.]
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The New Enem ies of
"The Untouchables"*
By AYN RAND

But Robert Stack's superlative portrayal of Eliot Ness is
the most inspiring image on today's screen, the only image
of a real hero.
By the austere, unsmiling grimness of his manner, the total
self-confidence even in moments of temporary defeat, so total
that it can afford to be unstressed, the controlled intensity,
the quietly absolute dedication to the moral justice of his task,
Stack conveys the integrity of a truly. untoucha~le man-a
man whom evil cannot tempt, because It has nothll?-g to offe.r
him. By the faint, occasio~al hi~ts. of a bitterly patient weanness, he projects that fightIng eVil IS not a lark or a glamorous
adventure, but a grim job and a d~adly. battle. And t.he constantly intense perceptiveness of his att~tude-the att.ltude of
a man fully in control and a mind fully In focus-projects the
nature of that battle: man's intellect versus brute force.
Compare "The Untouchables" to the militant ~ind~essness
of today's "serious" dramas and ask yourself ,which I~ more
likely to give men hope, courage and an hour s refuelIn~ for
the battle against the sordid ugliness of today's headlInes.
And if moral influence on children is your concern, ask yourself 'which will help to shape a child's moral ch~ract~r: the
conviction that justice, values, struggles ~nd vlctones are
possible, and that there are h~roes he can l~ve ~p to-:or. the
conviction that nothing is possible and anythIng IS permissible,
that the good he desperately longs for is an illusion, but the
evil that tempts him will bring him loving sympathy, that nobodv can help what he does and there is no way out of the
incomprehensible terror with which .life seems to confront
him. Which will shape his soul? Which made you, perhaps,
renounce yours?
In view of the virtues of "The Untouchables," what is it
that the "touchables" resent and denounce? Precisely its virtues. Not its criminals, but the triumph over criminals. Not
the violence, but the moral absolutism.
It is part of today's profound revolt against man, against
the intellect, against human efficacy and, above all, against
moral values.

[This is the fourth column, which appeared in the Los
Angeles Times, on July 8, 1962.J
When a culture is dominated by an irrational philosophy,
a major symptom of its decadence is t~e inversion of all
values. This can always be seen clearly In the field ?~ ~rt,
the best barometer of a culture. In today's flood of cntlclsm
and abuse, unleashed against the television industry, it i~ the
best program that has been singled out for the most persistent
denunciations. That program is "The ~ntouch~bles."
The moral meaning and psychological motives of those
denunciations are of much deeper significance than the superficiality of the attackers might indicate.
. .,
The attacks are spearheaded by the statists InSide and outside the F.e.e., who propose to place television and radio
under total government control, to establish censorship-bylicense-revoking, and to dictate the content of. programs by
bureaucratic edict, which means: by force. Simultane~u.sly
and as a justification for it, they clamor that ~he televISIon
industry is corrupting the public taste by presentIng too many
shows that feature force and violence.
Crime stories and Westerns are the main target of the statists' attack in alliance with sundry busybodies of all political
denominati~ns, who are always to be found in any pro-censor.
ship movement of the left or the right..
The truth of the matter is the exact opPosite of their allegations: the appeal of crime sto~ies and Westerns. docs not lie.i n
the element of violence, but In the element 01 moral conflict
and moral purpose.
Crime stories and 'Westerns are the last remnant of romanticism on our airwaves. No matter how primitive their terms,
they deal with the most realistic issue of man's life: the ba~tle
of good and evil. They present man as a purp?seful beIng
who is able to choose his goals, to fight for his values,. to
resist disaster, to struggle and to win. The b~st of such stones
offer the invaluable elements of a purposeful plot structure,
of ingenuity and suspense, of the daring, the unusual, the
exciting.
Compare this with what passes for se~ious drama on today's
television screens: slack-faced, loose-lipped characters With
unseeing eyes and unfocused minds, .who utter self-consciou.sly
ungrammatical lines and jerk hysterIcally through a sprawling
mess of pointless happenings, purporting .to show m~n's he.lplessness or loneliness or essential depravity-all of It addIng
up to a scream of "I couldn't help it!"-or to a ~audlin,
mawkish whine of sympathy for some subhuman object who
doesn't know why he murders people, he just docs-with, occasionally, some stale corn to the effect that life is a rat race.
There are "sophisticated" crime stories, produced by the
same modern mentality, which present both the criminals and
the detectives as cynical, larcenous, indistinguishable barroom
buddies with brutal fist fights as a substitute for plot-and
there a;e those queer mongrels: the "psychological" Westerns
that present a hostility-sublimating sheri~ and a cattle rustler
with an Oedipus complex. These may Indeed appeal to the
lowest element of the public's taste. But they come up and
perish, unnoticed, every season. It is not by means of fist
fights, chases or gun duels that the successful, popular shows
hold audiences glued to TV sets year after year.
"The Untouchables" is one of the most successful programs
and fully deserves its success. It is a profoundly moral show.
In writing, acting and direction, it is a masterpiece of stylized
characterization. It captures the essence of the gangster psychology: the irrationality, the .hysteria, the. chronic terror, the
panic. These gangsters are neither glamonzed strongmen nor
innocent "victims of society"; they are scared rats. They are
presented as loathsome, but not frightening, because not
powerful; they are presented as contemptible. No. c?ild or
adult could ever feel inspired to emulate a Frank NittI.

OBJECTIVIST CALENDAR
• Due to the unprecedented volume of orders for reprints of
the June Special Supplement: Doctors and the Po.lice Sta!e,
by Leonard Peikoff, we are able. to offer a special reprInt
rate: single copy, 25¢; 10-99 copies, 15¢ each I?lus postage
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CHECK YOUR PREMISES
By AYN RAN D

The Pull Peddlers
America's fo~eign policy is so grotesquely irrational that
people belIeve there must be some sensible purpose beIt: The extent ~f the irrationality acts as its own protectIOn: lIke the technIque of t.he "Big Lie," it makes people
assl:lme that so blatant an eVil could not possibly be as evil
as It appea~s to th~m and, therefore, that somebody must
understa.nd It~ meanIng, .eyen though they themselves do not.
T?e SickenIng g~nera!ltIes and contradictions cited in justifica~lOn o~ the foreign aid program fall roughly into two categones which are offered to us simultaneously: the "idealistic"
and the "practical," or mush and fear.
The ."idealistic" argu.ments consist of appeals to altruism
and sWim out of focus m a fog of floating abstractions about
our duty to support the "underdeveloped" nations of the entire
globe, who are starving and will perish without our selfless
help.
The "practical" arguments consist of appeals to fear and
~mlt a dlffer~nt sort of fog, to the effect that our own selfish
~~terest reqUIres ,~hat ~e go bankrupt buying the favor of the
underdeveloped natIOns, who, otherwise, will become a
dangerous threat to us.
I~ is usel~~s t? point out to the advocates of our foreign
polIcy that It s either-or: either the "underdeveloped" nations
are so weak that they are doomed without our help, in which
case they cannot become a threat to us-or they are so strong
that with so~e othe~ assist.ance they can develop to the point
of enda!lgenng us, In whIch case we should not drain our
economic power to help the growth of potential enemies who
are that powerful.
It i~ useless to discl:lss the contradiction between these two
asse~tlOns, .because neither of. them is true. Their proponents
are ImpervIOUS to facts, to logiC and to the mounting evidence
~hat a.fte~ two decades of ~lobal altruism, our foreign policy
~s achieVIng the exact opposite of its alleged goals: it is wreckIng. <;>ur econo~y-it is reducing us internationally to the
pOSitIOn of ~n Impotent failure who has nothing but a series
of co~promlses, r,:tre~ts, defeats and betrayals on his recordand, Instead of bnnglI?-g progress to the world, it is bringing
the. bloody chaos of t~Ibal warfare and delivering one helpless
natIOn after another mto the power of communism.
When a society insists on pursuing a suicidal course, one
may be sure. that. th~ alleged reasons and proclaimed slogans
are mere ratIOnalIzatIOns. The question is only: what is it that
these rationalizations are hiding?
Observe that there is no consistent pattern in the erratic
~ost
~Ind

chaos of o~r foreign aid. And although in the long run it leads
to t~e benefit o~ Soviet Russia, Russia is not its direct, immediate benefiCiary. There is no consistent winner only a
consistent loser: the United States.
'
In the face of such a spect~cle,. some people give up the
attempt to ~nderstan.d; others. ImagIne that some omnipotent
c?~splracy IS destroYIng Amenca, that the rationalizations are
hldmg some. malevolent, fantastically powerful giant.
The truth IS worse than that: the truth is that the rationalizations are hiding nothing-that there is nothing at the bottom
of the fog but a nest of scurrying cockroaches.
I submit in evidence an article in the editorial section of
The .New York Times, of July 15, 1962, entitled: "Role of
Foreign Lobbies."
'.'A '~~n-diplomatic .corps' of foreign agents," states the
art,~cle, h.as ~loomed In recent years [in Washington] . . .
Lo?bYlpg m ~ongress to obtain-or prevent-the passage
of legislatIOn of .1I~t~rest .to t~eir foreigI?- clients, seeking to
pressure t~e Ad:n.InlstratlOn mt~ adoptIng certain political
or economic P?lIcles, or attemptIng to mold public opinion
thro~gh a mynad of methods and techniques, this legion of
speCial agents has become an elusive shadow for operating in
Washington and the width and the length of the land."
:'Lobbyin~" is th~ activity of attempting to influence legislatIOn by pnvately Influencmg the legislators. It is the result
and creation of a "mixed economy"-of government by pressure groups. Its methods range from mere social courtesies
and cocktail-party or luncheon "friendships" to favors threats
bribes, blackmail.
'
,
All lobbyists, whether serving foreign or domestic interests
are. requi~ed-by laws passed in the last three decades-t~
~eglster With the government. The registrations have been growIng at suc~ a rate-with t?e foreign lobbyists outnumbering
the domestic ones-that legislators are beginning to be alarmed.
:r~e Senat~ Forei.gn Relations Committee has announced that
It IS prepanng an Investigation of these foreign agents' activities.
The N. Y. Times article describes foreign lobbying as follows: "The theory behind this whole enterprise is that for a
fee or .a retainer and often for hundreds of thousands of
dollars In advertising, ~ublicity and expense money, a foreign
Government or a foreign economic or political interest can
pur~hase a fa~orable legislation in the United States Congress,
a friendly pollcy of th~ Administration or a positive image in
the eyes of th.e. Amencan public opinion, leading in turn to
profitable poll tIcal or economic advantage," (Italics mine.)
" Who" are !hese l<?bbyists? .Men with political pull-with
l;lccess to l!lflu~ntIal Washmgton ·figures-American men
hired by foreign Interests. The article mentions that most of
thes~ men are "Washington lawyers" or "New York public
relatIOns firms."
~ussia is on,: of. these f~reign interests and is served by
registered lobbYists In WashIngton' but she is merely cashing
in on the situation, like the other~. The success of her conspiracy in this country is the result, not the cause of our selfdestruction; she is winning by default. The ca~se is much
deeper than that.
The issue of lobb~es has att~acted attention recently through
the struggle of foreign lobbYists to obtain sugar quotas from
~,he American government. "Their efforts," states the article,
were centered on ~eprese!ltative Harold D. Cooley, Democrat. of North CarolIna, chairman of the House Committee on
Agnculture, who at least until this year held almost the complete power in the distribution .of quotas. It has never been
too clear what criteria Mr, Cooley used in allocating these
quotas, and, by the same token, it is impossible to determine
w~~t wa.s the a~tual e~ect of the lobbyists' entreaties on him.
But In offenng their services to foreign governments or
sugar grow~rs' association~, these representatives were, in
effect, offenng for sale their real or alleged friendship with
Mr. Cooley."
This is the core and essence of the issue of lobbying-and
of our foreign aid-and of a "mixed economy."
(continued on page 38)
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BOOKS - - - - - - - Planning for Freedom* by Ludwig von Mises
_ _ _ _ _ _- - - - Reviewed by NATHANIEL BRANDEN
The economic essays of Ludwig von Mises are always a
pleasure to read. They combine elegant simplicity with patient
and devastating logical rigor. A collection of his essays and
addresses in a new ,enlarged edition, has recently been published by' the Libertarian Press. It is entitled Planning for
Freedom. We recommend it enthusiastically to our readers.
The essays cover a wide range of SUbjects: Nazism or fascism as a variety of socialism; minimum wage rates as a cause
of mass unemployment; Keynesianism as a resurrection of the
theories of nineteenth-century "money cranks"; the fallacy of
the belief that labor unions can raise the general standard of
living; the nature of profit and loss; the dOII?-inance of collectivist teachings in our universities-to mentIOn only a few.
In one of the most interesting essays of the book, "Profit
and Loss," Mises writes:
"It is not the capital employed that creates profits and los~es.
Capital does not 'beget profit' as Marx thought. The capital
goods as such are dead things ~~at in thems~lves do not ac~om
plish anything. If they are utilized acc?rdmg to ~ good ~dea,
profit results. If they are utilized accordmg to a ml~taken ~d.ea,
no profit, or losses, result. It is t~e entrepreneunal de.clslon
that creates either profit or loss. It IS mental. acts, the r~l1~d of
the entrepreneur, from which profits ult~matel'y. or~gmate.
Profit is a product of the mind, of success m antlclpatmg the
future state of the market. It is a spiritual and intellectual
phenomenon."
.'
Elsewhere in the same essay, Mlses wntes:
"The average wage earner thinks tha~ nothing. else is nee<;led
to keep the social apparatus of productIOn runnm~ and t? Improve and to increase output than the comp.aratlvely Simple
routine work assigned to him. He does not realize that the mere
toil and trouble of the routinist is not sufficient. Sedulousness
and skill are spent in vain if they are. not directed . '.. by the
entrepreneur's foresight and are not aided by. the caplta~ accumulated by capitalists. The American worke~ I~ ba~ly mistake?
when he believes that his high standard of. lIvmg IS due to ~IS
own excellence. He is neither more industnous nor more skillful than the workers of Western Europe. He owes his superior
income to the fact that his country clung to 'rugged individualism' much longer than Europe. It was his luck that the United
States turned to an anti-capitalistic policy as much as forty or
fifty years later than Germany. His wages are higher t~an
those of the workers of the rest of the world because the capital
equipment per head of the employee is highest in America
and because the American entrepreneur was not so much restricted by crippling regimentation as ~is colleague~ in other
areas. The comparatively greater prospenty of th.e Umted Stat~s
is an outcome of the fact that the New Deal did not come III
1900 or 1910, but only in 1933."
Advocates of government intervention in the economy take
great pains to evade acknowledging t~e dic.ta~orial nature of
their proposals. But Mises never permits thiS Issue to be forgotten. In an essay entitled "Laissez Faire or Dictatorship," he
writes:
h
.. h
"Professor Harold Laski, the former chairman of t e Bntls
Labor Party determined the objective of planned direction of
investment ~s 'the use of the investor's savings will be in housing rather than in cinemas.' It does not matter whether or not
one agrees with the professor's per~onal view that b~tter houses
are more important than moving. pictures. The fact. IS. that consumers, by spending part of their. money for admiSSIOn to the
movies, have made another chOice. If the masses of Great
Britain the same people whose votes swept the Labor Party
into p~wer, were to stop patronizing the moving pictures and
to spend more for comfortable homes and apartments, profit-

seeking business would be forced to invest more in building
homes and apartment houses, and less in the production of
swanky pictures. What Professor Laski ~imed ~t is to de.fy the
wishes of the consumers and to substitute hiS own Will for
theirs. He wanted to do away with the democracy of the
market and to establish the absolute rule of a production czar.
He might pretend that he is right from a 'higher' point of view,
and that as a superman he is called upon to impose his own
set of values on the masses of inferior men. But then he should
have been frank enough to say so plainly."
In "Economic Teaching at the Universities," originally published in 1952, Mises recounts an incident that is strikingly
timely today:
"A few years ago a House of Representatives Subcommittee
on Publicity and Propaganda in the Executive Departments,
under the chairmanship of Representatiye Forest A. Harn~ss,
investigated Federal propaganda operations. On one occasIOn
the Committee had as a witness a government-employed doctor. When asked if his public speeches throughout the country
presented both sides of the discussion touching compulsory
national health insurance, this witness answered: 'I don't know
what you mean by both sides.'"
.
Planning for Freedom is chiefly concerned with exposmg
the disastrous effects of government intervention in economics.
As an introduction to the issues involved in capitalism versus
the "mixed economy," it is an ideal companion piece to Mises'
Planned Chaos and Henry Hazlitt's Economics in One Lesson.
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The trouble is not that "it has never been too clear what
criteria Mr. Cooley used in allocating these quotas"-but. th~t
it has never been and never can be too clear what crltena
he was expected to use by the legislation th~t gr~nted him
these powers. No criteria can ever be defined m thiS contex~;
such is the nature of non-objective law and of all economic
legislation.
So long as a concept such as "the public interest" (or the
"social" or "national" or "international" interest) is regarded
as a valid principle to guid~ legislati?n-~obbies an~ pressure
groups will necessarily contmue to eXist. Smce there IS no such
entity as "the public," since the public is merely a number of
individuals, the idea that "the public interest" supersedes private interests and rights, can have but one meanmg·: that the
interests and rights of some individuals take precedence over
the interests and rights of others.
If so then all men and all private groups have to fight to
the death for the privilege of being regarded as "the public."
The government's policy has to swing like an erratic pendulum
from group to group, hitting some and favoring others, at ~he
whim of any given moment-and so grotesque a. pro~esslOn
as lobbying (selling "influence") becomes a full-time Job. If
parasitism, favoritism, corruption and greed fo~ the unear.ned
did not exist, a "mixed economy" would brmg them mto
existence.
Since there is no rational justification for the sacrifice of some
men to others, there is no objective criterion by which such
a sacrifice can be guided in practice. All "public interest" legislation (and any distribution of money taken by force from
some men for the unearned benefit of others) comes down
ultimately to the grant of an undefined, undefin~ble, nonobjective, arbitrary power to some government offiCials.
The worst aspect of it is. not that such a power can be l;lsed
dishonestly, but that ~t cannot be us~d ho.nestly. The wisest
man in the world, With the purest mtegnty, cannot find a
criterion for the just, equitable, rational application of an
unjust, inequitable, irrational principl~. Th~ best tha.t an h.onest
official can do is to accept no matenal bnbe for hiS arbitrary
decision; but this does not make his decision and its consequences more just or less calamitous.
A man of clear-cut convictions is impervious to anyone's
* Published by Libertarian Press, $2.00. Available from NBL BOOK influence. But when clear-cut convictions are impossible, perSERVICE, INC., 165 East 35th St., New York 16, N.Y. (N.Y.C. residents
(continued on page 40)

INTELLECTUAL AMMUNITION
DEPARTMENT - - - - - [Subscribers are invited to send in the questions that they find
themselves unable to answer in philosophical or political
discussions. As many questions as space permits will be
answered. No questions will be answered by mail.]
• Isn't everyone selfish?
Some variety of this question is often raised as an objection
to those who advocate an ethics of rational self-interest. For
example, it is sometimes claimed: "Everyone does what he
really wants to do-otherwise, he wouldn't do it." Or: "No
one ever really sacrifices himself. Since every purposeful ac;tion
is motivated by some value or goal that the actor desires, one
always acts selfishly, whether one knows it or not."
To untangle the intellectual confusion involved in this viewpoint, let us consider what facts of reality give rise to such an
issue as selfishness versus self-sacrifice, or egoism versus altruism, and what the concept of "selfishness" means and entails.
The issue of selfishness versus self-sacrifice arises in an
ethical context. Ethics is a code of values to guide man's
choices and actions-the choices and actions that determine
the purpose and course of his life. In choosing his actions
and goals, man faces constant alternatives. In order to choose,
he requires a standard of value-a purpose which his actions
are to serve or at which they are to aim. " 'Value' presupposes
an answer to the question: of value to whom and for what?"
What is to be the goal or purpose of a man's actions? Who
is to be the intended beneficiary of his actions? Is he to hold,
as his primary moral purpose, the achievement of his own life
and happiness-or should his primary moral purpose be to
serve the wishes and needs of others?
The clash between egoism and altruism lies in their conflicting answers to these questions. Egoism holds that man is an
end in himself; altruism holds that man is a means to the
ends of others. Egoism holds that, morally, the beneficiary of
an action should be the person who acts; altruism holds that,
morally, the beneficiary of an action should be someone other
than the person who acts.
To be selfish is to be motivated by concern for one's selfinterest. This requires that one consider what constitutes one's
self-interest and how to achieve it-what values and goals to
pursue, what principles and policies to adopt. If a man were
~ot concerned with this question, he could not be said objectively to be concerned with or to desire his self-interest; one
cannot be concerned with or desire that of which one has no
knowledge.
Selfishness entails: (a) a hierarchy of values set by the
standard of one's self-interest, and (b) the refusal to sacrifice
a higher value to a lower one or to a non-value.
A genuinely selfish man knows that only reason can determine what is, in fact, to his self-interest, that to pursue contradictions or attempt to act in defiance of the facts of reality
is self-destructive-and self-destruction is not to his selfinterest. "To think, is to man's self-interest; to suspend his
consciousness, is not. To choose his goals in the full context
of his knowledge, his values and his life, is to man's selfintere~t; to act on the impulse of the moment, without regard
for Jus long-range context, is not. To exist as a productive
?eing, is to man's sel~-interest; to attempt to exist as a parasite,
IS not. To ·seek the !tfe proper to his nature, is to man's selfinterest; to seek to live as an animal, is not." (Who is Ayn
Rand?)
~ecause a genuinely selfish man chooses his goals by the
gUidance of reason-and because the interests of rational men
do not clash~ther men may often benefit from his actions.
But th~ benefit of ot~er. me~ is not his primary purpose or
goal; hiS own benefit IS hiS pnmary purpose and the conscious
goal directing his actions.
To make this principle fully clear, let us consider an extreme
example of an action which, in fact; is selfish, but which con-

add 3% sales tax; outside the U.S., add 15¢.)
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ventionally might be called self-sacrificial: a man's Willingness
to die to save the life of the woman he loves. In what way
would such a man be the beneficiary of his action?
The answer is given in A tlas Shrugged-in the scene when
Galt, knowing he is about to be arrested, tells Dagny: "If they
g~t the slightest suspicion of what we are to each other, they
Will have you on a torture rack-I mean, physical torturebefore my eyes, in less than a week. I am not going to wait
for that. At the first mention of a threat to you, I will kill myself and stop them right there. . .. I don't have to tell you
that if I do it, it won't be an act of self-sacrifice. I do not
care to live on their terms, I do not care to obey them and
I do not care to see you enduring a drawn-out murder. There
will be no values for me to seek after that-and I do not care
to exist without values." If a man loves a woman so much
that he does not wish to survive her death, if life can have
nothing more to offer him at that price, then his dying to save
her is not a sacrifice.
The same principle applies to a man, caught in a dictatorship, who willingly risks death to achieve freedom. To call his
act a "sel~-sacrifice," one would have to assume that he preferred to live as a slave. The selfishness of a man who is willing
to die, if necessary, fighting for his freedom, lies in the fact
that he is unwilling to go on living in a world where he is no
longer able to act on his own judgment-that is, a world where
human conditions of existence are no longer possible to him.
The selfishness or unselfishness of an action is to be determined objectively: it is not determined by the feelings of the
person who acts. Just as feelings are not a tool of cognition,
so they are not a criterion in ethics.
Obviously, in order to act, one has to be moved by some
personal motive; one has to "want," in some sense, to perform
the action. The issue of an action's selfishness or unselfishness
depends, not on whether or not one wants to perform it, but
on why one wants to perform it. By. what standard was the
action chosen? To achieve what goal?
If a man proclaimed that he felt he would best benefit others
by robbing and murdering them, men would not be willing
to grant that his actions were altruistic. By the same logic
and for the same reasons, if a man pursues a course of blind
self-destruction, his feeling that he has something to gain by
it does not establish his actions as selfish.
If, m?tivated solely by a sense of charity, compassion, duty
or altruism, a person renounces a value, desire or goal in favor
of the pleasure, wishes or needs of another person whom he
values less than the thing he renounced-that is an act of selfsacrifice. The fact that a person may feel that he "wants" to
do it, does not make his action selfish or establish objectively
that he is its beneficiary.
Suppose, for example, that a son chooses the career he wants
by rational standards, but then renounces it in order to please
hiS mother who prefers that he pursue a different career one
that will have more prestige in the eyes of the neighbors: The
boy a~ced.es to his mother's wish because he has accepted that
such. IS hiS mo,ral d.uty: he ?elieve~ that his duty as a son
~onslsts of placmg hiS mother s happmess above his own, even
If he knows that his mother's demand is irrational and even if
he kno~s that .he is sentencing himself to a life of misery and
frustratIOn. It IS absurd for the advocates of the "everyone is
selfish" doctrine to assert that since the boy is motivated by
the desire to be "virtuous" or to avoid guilt no self-sacrifice
is involved and his action is really selfish. What is evaded is
the q~estion of w,hy the boy feels and desires as he does.
Emotions and deSires are not causeless, irreducible primaries:
they are the product of the premises one has accepted. The
boy "wants" to renounce his career only because he has accepted the ethics of altruism; he believes that it is immoral to
act. for his self-interest. That is the principle directing his
actIOns.
Advocates of the "everyone is selfish" doctrine do not deny
that, under the pressure of the altruist ethics men can knowingly act against their own long-range happin'ess. They merely
assert that in some higher, undefinable sense such men are

(continued on page 40)
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sonal influences take over. When a man's mind is trapped in
the foggy labyrinth of the non-objective, th~t has no. exits an?
no solutions he will welcome any quasI-persuasive, semlplausible arg~ment. L~cking certainty, he will f<;>llo:-: an;:one's
facsimile thereof. He IS the natural prey of SOCial mampulators" of propaganda-salesmen, of lobbyists.
When any argument is as inconclusive as any other: .the
subjective, emotional or "human" element .becomes deCISive.
A harried legislator may conclude, ~onscIOu~ly or subconsciously, that the friendly man who smiled at him at the co~k
tail party last week was a good person who would ,:ot deceive
him and whose opinion can be tru.sted safely .. It IS by considerations such as these that offiCials may dispose of your
money, your effort and your future.
.
Although cases of actual corruption ~o undoubtedly eXist
among legislators and government officl~ls, they a~e ,not a
major motivating factor in today's si~uatIOn. It IS slgmfi~ant
that in such cases as have been publicly exposed, the bnbes
were almost pathetically small. Men who held the power to
dispose of millions of dollars, sold their favors for a thousand.
.
dollar rug or a fur coat or a refrige~ator.
The truth, most likely, is that they did not re.gard It as. bnbery
or as a betrayal of their public trust; they did not thInk th~t
their particular decision could matter one way ?r another, In
the kind of causeless choices they had to make, In the. absence
of any criteria, in the midst of the general orgy of tOSSIng away
an apparently ownerless wealth. Men who. wo.uld not sell out
their country for a million. dolla~s, are selli.ng It"out. for somebody's smile and a vacatIOn tnp to .Flonda. It IS of suc?
penni~~ and smiles that the destructIOn of your country IS
made.
.
h '" 11
The general public is helplessly bewildered. T e Inte ectuals" do not care to look at our foreign policy too closely.
They feel guilt; they sense that their own worn-out ideologies,
which they dare not challenge, are the cause of the consequences which they dare not face. The more. they evade, the
greater their eagerness to gr~sp. at any fashionable s~raw or
rationalization and to uphold It with glassy-eyed aggressiveness.
The threadbare cloak of altruism serves to cover it up and to
sanction the evasions by a fading aura of moral righteousn~ss.
The exhausted cynicism of a bankrupt culture, of a society
without values, principles, convictions or intellectual standards,
does the rest: it leaves a vacuum, for anyone to take over
and use.
The motive power behind the suicidal bleeding of the greatest country in the world is not an altruisti.c fer~or or a ~ol
lectivist crusade any longer, but the mampulatIOns of I~ttle
lawyers and public relations men pulling the mental strIngs
of lifeless automatons.
These-the lobbyists in the pay of foreign interests, the men
who could not hope to get, in any other circumstances, the
money they are getting now-are the real and only profiteers
on the global sacrifice, as their ilk .has . always b~en at the
close of every altruistic movement In history. It IS not the
"underdeveloped" nations nor. the "underprivileged" masses
nor the starving children of jungle villages who benefit from
America's self-immolation-it is only the men who are too
small to start such movements and small enough to cash in at
the end.
. .
It is not any "lofty ideal" that the al~ruism-collectIvlsf!1
doctrine accomplishes or can ever accomplish. Its en?-of-traJl
is as follows: "A local railroad had gone bankrupt In North
Dakota abandoning the region to the fate of a blighted area,
the 10c~1 banker had committed suicide, first killing his wife
and children-a freight train had been taken off the schedule
in Tennessee, leaving a local factory without tra~sportation at
a day's notice, the factory owner's son had qUIt college. and
was now in jail, awaiting execution for a murder commltt~d
with a gang of raiders-a way station had been close~ In
Kansas and the station agent, who had wanted to be a sCientist, had given up his studies and become a dishwasher-that
he, James Taggart, might sit in a private barroom and pay for
40

the alcohol pouring down Orren Boyle's throat, for the waiter
who sponged Boyle's garments when h~ spilled his drink <?ver
his chest, for the carpet burned by the cigarettes of an ex-pl~p
from Chile who did not want to take the trouble of reachIng
for an ashtray across a distance of three feet." (Atlas Shrugged)
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still acting "selfishly." A definition of. "selfishn.ess" tha.t includ~s
or permits the possibility of kno~l~gly .actIng agaInst one s
long-range happiness, is a contra~l~tIon In terms ..
It is only the legacy of mys~lclsm th~t permits men to
imagine that they are still speakIng meamngfully when. t~ey
declare that one can seek one's happiness in the renunciatIOn
of one's happiness.
The basic fallacy in the "everyone,is sel~sh" ar~ument consists of an extraordinarily crude eqUIvocatIOn. It IS a psych<?logical truism-a tautology-th.at all purpo.se~~l ~eha~lor IS
motivated. But to equate "motzvated behaVIOr with selfish
behavior" is to blank out the distinction between an element~ry
fact of human psychology and the phenomeno~ of ethzcal
choice. It is to evade the central problem of ethiCS, namely:
.,
by what is man to be motivat~d?
A genuine selfishness--that. IS: a genuIne concern with diScovering what is to one's self-Interest, an acceptanc~ of the .responsibility of achieving it, a refusal ever t<? betray It by actIng
on the blind whim, mood, impulse or feelIng of th~ ~oment,
an uncompromising loyalty to one's judgment, conVictIOns and
values-represents a profound moral achiev~ment. Th<;>se who
assert that "everyone is selfish" commonly Intend their statement as an expression of cynicism. and conte~pt. Bu.t the truth
is that their statement pays mankInd a comphment It does not
11 d "
deserve.
.
(The doctrine that man is selfis.h by .n.ature IS c~ e 12sychological egoism." For an interestIng cntIque o.f thiS doctnne,
treating aspects somewhat different from those dlscus.sed above,
see John Hospers, Human Conduct: an IntroductIOn to the
Problems of Ethics, Harcourt, Brace & World, New York,
-NATHANiEl BRANDEN
1961, pp. 141-155.)

OBJECTIVIST CALENDAR
II Early in September, Bantam Books will publish, in p.aperback, a new translation of Victor Hugo's great n(:lVel Nzn~ty
Three with an introduction by Ayn Rand. The IntroductIOn
deals ~ith the issue of Romanticism in literature, and offers
a philosophical evaluation of Hugo's novels.
II NATHANIEL BRANDEN INSTITUTE'S fall course of lec~ur~s
on "Basic Principles of Objectivism" is schedu~ed to. begIn ~n
New York City on Tuesday, October 9, and In Philadelphia
on Monday, October 15.
NBI'S Tape Transcription Division ha~ now sche?ul~d. th~
following starting dates for "Basic PrinCiples of ObJectJv~sm
in other cities: Kansas City, Kansas, October 2; San FranCISco,
October 2; San Diego, October 4; Los Angeles, October 5;
Boston, October 15; Chicago, November 2; Toronto,' Nov~m
ber 5; Washington, November 18. Mr. Branden wI!1 deliver
the opening night's lecture in person in San F~anclsco, Sa~
Diego, Los Angeles, Chicago, Toronto and WashIngton. Additional starting dates will be listed here next month.
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CHECK YOUR PREMISES
By AYN RAN D

"To Young Scientists"
In March of this year, I gave a lecture on "The Objectivist
Ethics" at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, with a
special introduction which I wrote for the students who are
to be America's future scientists. Now, at the beginning of
~ new school year, I want to repeat that message, addressing
It to all those who are starting out on their careers in science.
We are living in an age when every social group is struggling
~ran~ically to dest~oy itself-and doing it faster than any of
ItS nvals or enemIes could hope for-when every man is his
own most dangerous enemy, and the whole of mankind is
rolling, at supersonic speed, back to the Dark Ages, with a
nuclear bomb in one hand and a rabbit's foot in the other.
The most terrible paradox of our age is the fact that the
dest~u~~ion. of ~an's. mind, of re~son, ?f logic, of knowledge,
of CIVIlIzatIOn, IS beIng accomplIshed In the name and with
the sanction of science.
It took centuries and volumes of writing to bring our
culture to its present state of bankruptcy-and volumes would
have to be written to expose, counteract and avert the disaster
of a total intellectual collapse. But of all the deadly theories
by means of which you are now being destroyed, I would like
to warn you about one of the deadliest and most crucial: the
alleged dichotomy of science and ethics.
You. ~ave heard that theory so often and from so many
authOrIties that most of you now take it for granted as an
axi?m, as the one absolute taught to you by those who proclaim that there are no absolutes. It is the doctrine that man's
science and ethics--or his knowledge and values, or his body
and soul-are two separate, antagonistic aspects of his existence, and that man is caught between them, as a precarious,
permanent traitor to their conflicting demands.
Science, they tell you, is the province of reason-but ethics;
they say, is the province of a higher power, which man's
impotent, fallible intellect must not be so presumptuous as
to challenge. What power? Why, feelings.
Before you accept that doctrine, identify concretely and
specifically what it means. (Remember that ethics is a code
of values to guide man's choices and actions, the choices and
actions that determine the purpose and course of his life.)
It means that you, as scientists, are competent to discover
new knowledge-but not competent to judge for what purpose that knowledge is to be used. Your judgment is to be
disqualified, if, when and because it is rational-while human
purposes are to be determined by the representatives of nonreason. You are to create the means-but they are to choose
the ends. You are to work and think and strain all the power,
energy and ingenuity of your mind to its utmost logical best,
and produce great achievements-but those "superior" others

will dispose of your achievements, by the grace and guidance
of their feelings. Your mind is to be the tool and servant
of their whims, You are to create the H-bomb-but a blustering Russian' anthropoid will decide when he feels like dropping it and on whom. Yours is not to reason why-yours is
just to do and provide the ammunition for others to die.
From Plato's Republic onward, all statist-collectivists have
looked longingly up at an ant hill as at a social ideal to be
reached. An ant hill is a society of interdependent insects,
where each particular kind or class is physiologically able to
perform only one specific function: some are milch cows,
some are toilers, a few are rulers. Collectivist planners have
dreamed for a long time of creating an ideal society by means
of eugenics-by breeding men into various castes physiologically able to perform only one specific function. Your place,
in such a society, would be that of toiling milch-brains, of
human computers who would produce anything on demand
and would be biologically incapable of questioning the orders
of the anthropoid who'd throw them their food rations.
Does your self-esteem accept such a prospect?
No, I am not saying that that dream will ever be achieved
physiologically. But I am saying that it has already been
achieved politically and intellectually: politically, among your
so-called colleagues in Soviet Russia-intellectually, in the
mind of any man who accepts the science-ethics dichotomy.
I believe that many of you were attracted to the field of
science precisely by reason of that dichotomy: in order to
escape from the hysterical mystic-subjectivist-emotionalist
shambles to which philosophers have reduced the field of
ethics-and in order to find a clean, intelligible, rational,
objective realm of activity.
You have not found it-not because it doesn't exist, but
because it cannot be found without the help of a clean, intelligible, rational, objective philosophy, part of which is
ethics. It cannot be found until you realize that man cannot
exist as half-scientist, half-brute-that all the aspects of his
existence are, can be and should be subject to the study and
the judgment of his intellect-and that of all human disciplines, it is ethics, the discipline which sets his goals, that
should be elevated into a science,
No man and no class of men can live without a code of
ethics. But if there are degrees of urgency, I would say that
it is you, the scientists, who need it most urgently. The
nature of your power and of your responsibility is too obvious
to need restatement. You can read it il). every newspaper
headline. It is obvious why you should 'know-before you
start out-to what purpose and service you choose to devote
the power of your mind.
If you do not care to know-well, I would like to say that
there is a character in Atlas Shrugged who was dedicated to
you as a warning, with the sincere hope that it would not
be necessary. His name is Dr. Robert Stadler.
Many things have happened since March of this year to
demonstrate the ultimate consequences of the science-ethics
dichotomy.
If a professional soldier were to accept a job with Murder,
Inc. and claim that he is merely practicing his trade, that it is
not his responsibility to know who is using his services or
for what purpose-he would be greeted by a storm of indignation and regarded as a moral psychopath. Yet at his
bloodiest worst, he could not perpetrate a fraction of the
horrors achieved by any haughty ascetic of science who merely
places a slip of paper with some mathematical computations
into the hands of Khrushchev or Mao Tse-tung or any of
their imitators in America, and, having read no newspapers
since 1914, declares himself to be "above the battle."
It is thus that the world reached the nightmare spectacle
which surpasses any horror story of science fiction: two Soviet
capsules circling in "outer space," as the alleged triumph of
an advanced science-while here on earth, a young boy lies
bleeding to death and screaming for help, at the foot of the
wall in East Berlin, shot for attempting to escape and left
there by the prehistorical monsters from 20-thousand centuries deep: the Soviet rulers.
(continued on page 46)
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BOOKS - - - - - - - Ninety-Three* by Victor Hugo
Reviewed by AYN RAND

bellion-an ex-priest, now a dedicated leader of the revolution,
who is sent to watch the political loyalty of the young commander, his former pupil, the only man he ever loved,
Their story is told, not by the sloppy stream o.f an unfocused consciousness, but by the purposeful dnve of a
focused mind, which means: by the mounting suspense of a
brilliantly integrated plot-structure.
You may read any number of more "realistic" accoun.ts
of the French Revolution, but Hugo's is the one you will
remember. He is not a reporter of the momentary, but an
artist who projects the essential and fundar:n~ntal. He is not
a statistician of gutter trivia, but a Romantl~lst who pres~nts
life "as it might be and ought to be." He IS the worshiper
and the superlative portrayer of man's greatness.
If you are struggling to hold your vision of man above
the gray ashes of our century, Hugo is the fuel you need,
One cannot preserve that vision or achi~ve it without sor:n e
knowledge of what is greatness and some Image to ~oncretlze
it. Every morning, when you read today's hea?lmes, you
shrink a little in human stature and hope. Then, If you turn
to modern literature for a nobler view of man, you are confronted by those cases of arrested ~evel~pment-the ju,,:enil,e
delinquents aged 30 to 60-who still thmk that depraVity IS
daring or shocking, and whose writing belongs, not on paper,
but on fences.
If you feel, as I do, that there's nothing as boring as depravity, if you seek a glimpse of human grandeur-turn to
a novel by Victor Hugo.

[Reprinted from the Los Angeles Times of September 16.J
"Then, without haste, slowly, proudly, he stepped over the
window sill, and, not turning, standing straight, his back
against the rungs of the ladder, with the flames behind him
and the abyss ahead, he began to descend the ladder in silence
with the majesty of a phantom .... With each step he made
toward the men whose eyes, aghast, stared at him through
the darkness, he seemed to grow taller. . . .
"When he came down, when he had reached the last rung
of the ladder and placed his foot on the ground, a hand fell
on his shoulder. He turned.
"'1 arrest you,' said" 'You are right.' . . ."
1 heard this scene when I was seven years old, lying awake
in the darkness, listening intently to a voice reading aloud
behind the closed door of the nursery. It was my mother reading a French novel to my grandmother in the living room,
and all I could hear was a few snatches. But they gave me
the sense of some tremendous drama resolving events of unimaginable importance.
.
When people look back at their childhood or yout~, t~elr
wistfulness comes from the memory, not of what their bves
had been in those years, but of what life had then promised
to be. The expectation of some undefinable splendor, of the
The Girl Hunters* by Mickey Spillane
unusual, the exciting, the great, is an attribute of you~h-;
and the process of aging is the process of that expectatIOn s _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ Reviewed by AYN RAND
gradual extinction.
[Reprinted from the Los Angeles Times of September 2.J
One does not have to let it happen. But that fire dies for
lack of fuel, under the gray weight of disappointments, when
Mickey Spillane is one of the best writers of our time. He
one discovers that the adults do not know what they are dohas won an enormous popular following-but no acknowling, nor care-that a person one re~pected is ~n abjec~ co:-vard
edgment. He stands as a measure of the gulf between the
-that a public figure one admired IS a postunng medl~cnty
public and its alleged intellectual leaders.
. ,
that a literary classic one had looked forward to readmg I.S a
Being the most popular, he has suffered th~ m.ost VICIOUS
minute analysis of people one would not want to look at tWice,
injustice on the part of the "intellectuals"-whlch IS ~ cl~e to
like a study in depth of a mud puddle.
their psychology and to the state of our culture. Like T~e
But there are exceptions.
Untouchables," like any outstanding exponent o~ the Roma,:tlc
I did not ask what book that scene came from, since I was school of art, he has been subjected to a sustamed campaign
not supposed to be listening. It remain~d in. my mind as a of smears attacks and denunciations-not for errors, but for
brilliant flash; I did not expect to 'find It agam nor to learn
achievem~nts not for flaws but for his artistic virtues.
the mystery of such questions as who was arrested and why.
Most of to'day's "intellectuals"-the statist-collectivists, the
I was thirteen when I found it, with a sudden shock of
worshipers of "the masses," the servants of "the people"recognition, in the closing chapters of a magnificent novel.
are savagely antagonistic to the people's standards and to every
It was Ninety-Three by Victor Hugo.
authentic, popular value in art.
That scene was not as good as I had thought-it was better.
They feel hatred for any projection of man a,s a clean, s~lf
It was incomparably better than anything I could have
confident, efficacious being. They extol depraVity;. they rehs.h
imagined. It was the climax of so enor!l1ous a ~rama, the
the sight of man spitting in his own face. The ?bJe.ct of th~lr
resolution of such profound moral conflicts, that It left one deepest hatred (and fear) is moral values. Their view of hfe
stunned by the experience of what great literature is really
is best symbolized by a middle-aged professor who seduces a
like; after which, one does not settle for any lesser values,
twelve-year old girl-and whose story is treated .humorously.
It is absurd that the same aesthetes, who acclaim the above
neither in books nor in life.
Now, some forty years later, I was asked to write an. in- obscenity as "adult" and "artistic," should voice concern over
troduction for a new translation of Ninety-Three. It has Just
the "immoral" influence of Mickey Spillane.
They allege that "sex and violence" are the cause of his
been published, in paperback, by Bantam Books. I al'!1ost
envy the readers who can discover Hugo for the first tlm~.
popular appeal. What they hate him for is the fact that Mickey
I quote from my introduction: "The distance between hiS Spillane is an intransigent mor.al c:usader. . .,
.
Detective fiction presents, m Simple, pnmltlve essentials,
world and ours is astonishingly short-he died in 1885-but
the conflict of good and evil; that is the root of its appeal.
the distance between his universe and ours has to be measured
Mickey Spillane is a moral absolutist. His characterizations
in esthetic light-years. . . . He is as invisible to. the. !1eoare excellent and drawn in black-and-whites; there are no
barbarians of our age as the art of Rome was to their spmtual
slippery half-tones, no cowardly evasions, no cynicism-and
ancestors, and for the same reasons. Yet Victor Hugo is the
no forgiveness; there ate no doubts about the evil of evil.
greatest novelist in world literature:"
.
Spillane's view of life has a strong element of tragic bitterThe background of Ninety-Three IS the French RevolutlO~.
ness: he projects the belief that evil is powerful (a view with
The title refers to 1793, the year of the terror. The theme IS
which I do not agree), but that man has the capacity to fight
that which is most signally lacking in today's culture: man's
loyalty to values.
,
(continued on page 46)
Three figures dominate the violence of a ruthless civil war:
an intransigent aristocrat, who leads a royalist rebellion ~gainst
" Published by E. P. Dutton & Co., $3.50.
the revolution-his nephew and heir, a young revolutIOnary
Both books are available from NBL BOOK SERVICE, INC., 165 East
who commands the republican army sent to crush the re35th St., New York 16, N. Y., for a combined discount price of

* Published by Bantam Books, 75(i·
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INTELLECTUAL AMMUNITION
DEPARTMENT
[Subscribers are invited to send in the questions that they find
themselves unable to answer in philosophical or political
discussions. As many questions as space permits will be
answered. No questions will be answered by mail.]

• Does man possess instincts?
The function which the concept of "demon" served for the
primitive savage and the concept of "God" serves for the
theologian, is served for many psychologists by the concept
of "instinct"-a term denoting nothirig scientifically intelligible, while creating the illusion of causal understanding.
What a savage could not comprehend, he "explained" by
postUlating a demon; what a theologian cannot comprehend,
he "explains" by postulating a God; what many psychologists
cannot comprehend, they "explain" by postulating an instinct.
Instinct theory enjoyed an enormous vogue in the eighteenth
and nineteenth centuries and in the early years of the twentieth. Although its influence has been declining for the past
several decades, it is still a major pillar of the Freudian school
of psychoanalysis.
Observing certain types of behavior which they believed
to be characteristic of the human species, instinct theorists
decided that the cause of such behavior is innate, unchosen
anti unlearned tendencies which drive man to act as he does.
Thus, they spoke of a survival instinct, a parental instinct,
an acquisitive instinct, a pugnacity instinct, and so forth. They
seldom attempted to define precisely what they understood an
instinct 10 be; still less did they trouble to explain how it
fll[lctioned; predominantly, they vied with one another in compjJing lists of the instincts their particular theory presumed
man to possess, promising to account thereby for the ultimate
sources of all human action.
That mysterious force, "instinct," is not a thought or an
action or an emotion or a need. The attempt, on the part of
some theorists, to identify an instinct as a "compound reflex"
has been recognized as unsupportable and has collapsed. A
reflex is a specific, definable neuro-physiological phenomenon,
the existence of which is empirically demonstrable; it is not
a dumping-ground for un-understood behavior. Today, the
concept of "instinct" remains as obscure as when it was first
introduced into psychology.
To account for man's actions in terms of undefinable
"instincts" is to contribute nothing to human knowledge: it
is only to confess that one does not know why man acts as
he does. To observe that men engage in sexual activities and
to conclude that man has a "sex instinct"-to observe that
men pursue food when they are hungry and to conclude that
man has a "hunger instinct"-to observe that some men act
destructively and to conclude that man has a "destructive
instinct"-to observe that men usually seek out one another's
company and to conclude that man has a "gregarious instinct"
-is to explain nothing. It is merely to place oneself in the
same psycho-epistemological category as the physician in the
anecdote who "explains" to a distraught mother that the
reason why her child will not drink milk is that "the child
is just not a milk-drinker."
The history of instinct theory, in the past fifty years, is the
history of intense efforts, on the part of its supporters, to twist
the meaning of their formulations, of .language and of the
facts of reality, in order to protect their doctrines from
science's growing recognition that traits and activities alleged
to be "instinctive" are either: (a) not universal to the species,
but are the product of particular men's acquired attitudes or
beliefs, as in the case of pugnacity; or (b) the product of
simple reflexes, such as a baby's sucking reflex; and/ or (c)
the product of learning, such as sexual behavior. (The sexual
need, of course, is innate; but a need is not an "instinct.")
The concept of "instinct" was first used to account for
complex patterns of animal behavior, such as migratory, mating and maternal behavior, that appeared inexplicable. But

the concept is no less misleading when applied to animals.
"Instincts" explain nothing. An excellent example of the type
of analysis, in this sphere, that is replacing "explanation via
instincts" may be found in Morgan and Stellar's Physiological
Psychology (McGraw-Hill, 1950, pp. 402-417). Discussing
the migratory behavior of salmon, the authors write:
"Their place of birth and early growth is far up in the
headwaters of streams. In their second year they migrate
downstream to the ocean and there spend two or three years.
After that they reenter the river, usually the one from which
they came, and proceed up the river and its tributaries to its
headwaters. There they spawn and die. . . . The question is
how they do it.
"The first phase of migration is controlled by light. The
salmon has some photosensitive receptors deep in its skin ....
In the young salmon these receptors are first covered by a
layer of pigment, but gradually the pigment is lost. Then, of
course, the photosensitive receptors are stimulated and the
fish reacts negatively, i.e., avoids light. Since the upper streams
are shallow, this light-avoidance reaction eventually takes the
salmon downstream to the deep ocean, where it gets away
from a lot of light. Because the waters of the river emptying
into the ocean are somewhat colder, contain somewhat more
oxygen, and are less salty, the salmon tends to stay in the
general region of the ocean into which the river rtins.
"Eventually the salmon matures sexually and its gonads
put out more sex hormones. These raise its activity and probably its general metabolism, which in turn leads it to choose
the colder and more oxygenated water at the mouth of the
river. Once the salmon gets back into the river it has a strong
tendency to swim against the current, a reaction known as a
rheotr.opism. As the fish swims upstream and comes to each
branch of the river, it chooses the one that is colder. . . .
The salmon arrives eventually at one of the headwaters of
the stream, usually the one that is coldest. There it lays its
eggs and dies, thus closing one cycle and beginning another.
Because of the factor of temperature in the route of migration upstream, it turns out that salmon tend to return to the
same places in which they were born. Thus what may seem
to be a mysterious instinct or a phenomenal memory for
their places of birth is really a matter of reaction to particular
stimuli in their environment."
Now consider the nature of human behavior.
Man is born with needs, but he is not born with a knowledge of those needs or a knowledge of how to satisfy them.
The needs of man as an organism are those things required
by his nature for his survival and well-being. Man is born
with a need for food, shelter and clothing, for instance-but
until his mind has recognized these needs, until it has chosen
food, shelter and clothing as values and learned how they can
be obtained, his body will not proceed to obtain them. His
body does not act "by instinct." It does not have the power
to pursue goals of its own volition, independent of man's
consciousness, knowledge and values.
All purposeful action aims at the achievement of a value.
If a man performs the action of plowing a field, it is because
he considers the plowed field a value; if he conducts a scientific experiment, jt is because he considers the experiment a
value; if he purchases an automobile, it is because he considers the automobile a value; if he takes a walk for the
sheer pleasure of bodily motion, it is because he considers
the pleasure of bodily motion a value; if he writes a treatise,
it is because he has a value to gain: the objectification of his
ideas and their communication to other minds. Value and
action imply and necessitate each other; it is in the nature
of a value that action is required to achieve and/or maintain
it; it is in the nature of a consciously initiated action that
its motive and purpose is the achievement and/or maintenance
of a value.
But values are not innate. Man does not possess them at
birth. At birth, man's mind is tabula rasa. Having no innate
knowledge of what is true or false, man can have no innate
knowledge of what is good for him or evil. Just as his knowledge must be acquired, so his values must be chosen.
(continued on page 44)
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Intellectual Ammunition Department (from page 43)
If such a thing as an "instinct" could exist, it could be
only some sort of innate, automatic knowledge, some sort of
"frozen intelligence" inscribed in the nervous system at birth.
Instinct theory thus amounts to a resurrection of the doctrine
of innate ideas, which has been thoroughly discredited by
both philosophy and biology, as a legacy of mysticism.
Unsatisfied, unfilled needs can set up a state of tension
or disquietude or pain in man, thus prompting him to seek
biologically appropriate activity, such as protecting himself
against the elements. But the necessity of learning what is
the appropriate activity cannot be by-passed.
Man must discover that the pain in his stomach is his
body's reaction to lack of nourishment, he must discover that
food will provide that nourishment, he must discover that
food may be obtained by hunting or planting seed; he possesses no "hunger instinct" to provide him with this knowledge automatically and to send him in pursuit of that which
he does not yet know he needs.
His body provides him only with signals of pain or pleasure;
but it does not tell him their causes, it does not tell him how
to alleviate one or achieve the other. That must be learned
by his mind.
Man must discover the actions his life requires; he has no
"instinct of self-preservation." It was not an "instinct" that
taught man to make fire, to build bridges, to perform surgery,
to design a telescope: it was his capacity to think. And if a
man chooses not to think-if he chooses to risk his life in
senseless dangers, to close his eyes rather than open his mind
at the sight of any problem, to seek escape from consciousness
in alcohol or drugs, to act in willfully stubborn defiance of
his own objective self-interest-he has no "instinct" that will
force his mind to function, no "instinct" that will compel
him to value his life sufficiently to perform the one act that
can protect and maintain it: the act of reasoning.
Man possesses a nature: as a living organism of a specific
kind, he has specific needs and capacities. But how well his
needs will be satisfied and to what extent his capacities will
be used in the service of his life, depends, not on his "instincts," but on his knowledge, his premises and his rationality.
As members of the same species, confronted with the same
real;ty, men perform many actions that appear to be virtually
universal. But the universality of .an action is not proof that
it represents an unlearned, unchosen "innate tendency"whatever this might mean.
The concept of "instinct" is disastrous to scientific theory,
because-by offering a pseudo-explanation-it halts further
inquiry and thus stands as an obstacle to a genuine understanding of the causes of human behavior.
But its practical consequences for psychology-particularly
in the field of psychotherapy-are still more tragic.
Orthodox psychoanalysis, the chief stronghold of instinct
theory today, has-in its interpretation of neurosis via "instincts and their vicissitudes"-virtually resurrected the doctrine of OrigiI:tal Sin. Psychoanalysis teaches that the source
of man's suffering lies, not in Adam, but in one's "instincts"
-that one is born with a racially-inherited sewer of irrational
impulses and immoral drives, that mental illness is the result
of one's inability to escape (through successful repression
and sublimation) one's innate desires for murder, rape and
incest, and that mental health begins with the admission that
such desires are inherent in one's nature as man.
Persons suffering from a neurosis-from anxiety, compulsions, masochism, homosexuality--commonly experience the
desperately hopeless sense that their problems are insolvable,
that their neurosis is an intrinsic part of them, that there is
no escape from it. The theory of an "id," or any equivalent
view of human motivation in terms of inherited "instincts,"
is scarcely calculated to discourage such a feeling. Yet to
combat that feeling is the first task of successful psychotherapy.
Patients caught in the bewildering and frightening grip of
emotions and desires whose cause they cannot understand,
need to learn that the cause lies in their conscious or sub-

conscious premises; that those premises were acquired, not
innate; and that irrational or mistaken premises can be corrected and changed.
Instinct theory is incompatible with a scientific system of
psychology. A scientific psychology must discard it as the
last, dying convulsion of medieval demonology.

-NATHANIEL BRANDEN

War and Peace
By AYN RAND
[Reprinted from the Los Angeles Times of June 24.J
One of the ugliest characteristics of today's world is the
mixture of frantic war preparations with hysterical peace
propaganda, and the fact that both come from the same source
-from the same political philosophy. If mankind is ever to
achieve peace, the first step will be made when people realize
that today's peace movements are not advocates of peace.
Professing love and concern for the survival of mankind,
these m9vements keep screaming that nuclear weapons have
made war too horrible to contemplate, that armed force and
violence should be abolished as a means of settlina disputes
among nations, and that war should be outlawed in the name
of humanity. Yet these same peace movements do not oppose
dictatorships; the political views of their members range
through all shades of the statist spectrum, from "welfare
statism" to socialism to communism. This means that these
movements are opposed to the use of coercion by one nation
against another, but not by the government of a nation against
its own citizens; it means that they are opposed to the use
of force and violence against armed adversaries, but not
against the disarmed.
Under any political system, in any organized society, the
government holds a legal monopoly on the use of physical
force. That is the crucial difference between a government
and any private organization. Private individuals or groups
deal with one another peacefully, by means of trade, persuasion, discussion and voluntary agreements; they cannot
resort to force; those who do, are criminals-and it is the
proper duty of the government to restrain them.
In a free, civilized society, the use of physical force is
outlawed by the recognition of men's inalienable, individual
rights. The power of the government is limited by law to the
role of a policeman that protects men's rights and uses force
only against those who initiate its use. This is the basic political
principle of the only social system that banishes force from
human relationships: laissez-faire capitalism.
But a statist system-whether of a communisj, fascist, Nazi,
socialist or "welfare" type-is based on the opposite principle: on the government's unlimited power, which means:
on the rule of brute force. The differences among statist systems are only a matter of time and degree; the principle is
the same. Under statism, the government is not a policeman,
but a legalized criminal that holds the power to use physical
force in any manner and for any purpose it pleases against
legally disarmed, defenseless victims.
Nothing can ever justify so monstrously evil a theory.
Nothing can justify the horror, the brutality, the plunder, the
destruction, the starvation, the slave-labor camps, the torture
chambers, the wholesale slaughter of statist dictatorships. Yet
lhis is what today's alleged peace-lovers are willing to advocate or tolerate-in the name of love for humanity.
Statism is a system of institutionalized violence and perpetual civil war, that leaves men no choice but to fight to
seize power over one another. In a full dictatorship, that civil
war takes the form of bloody purges, as in Nazi Germany
and Soviet Russia. In a "mixed economy," it takes the form
of "pressure group" warfare, each group fighting for legislation to extort its own advantages by force from all other
groups.
Statism is nothing more than gang rule. A statist dictatorship is a gang devoted to looting the effort of the productive

citizens of its own country. When statist rulers exhaust their
own country's economy and run out of loot, they attack their
neighbors. All the major wars of history were started by the
more controlled economies of the time against the freer ones.
For instance, World War I was started by monarchist Germany and Czarist Russia, which were "mixed economies" of a
predominantly statist kind. World War II was started by the
alliance of Nazi Germany with Soviet Russia and their joint
attack on Poland.
Observe that in World War II, Germany and Russia dismantled entire factories in conquered countries, to ship them
home-while the freest one of the "mixed economies," the
semi-capitalistic United States, sent billions worth of lendlease equipment, including entire factories, to its allies. Germany and Russia needed war; the United States did not and
gained nothing. Yet it is capitalism that today's peace-lovers
oppose and statism that they advocate-in the name of peace.
There is no moral justification for the vicious doctrine that
some men have the right to rule others by force. But sa--Iong
as men continue to believe that some sort of alleged "noble
purpose" can justify it-violence, bloodshed and wars will
continue.
It is true that nuclear weapons have made wars too horrible
to contemplate. But it makes no difference to a man whether
he is killed by a nuclear bomb or is led to a Nazi gas chamber
or a Soviet firing squad, with no voices raised to defend him.
Will such a man feel any love or concern for the survival of
mankind? Or will he be more justified in feeling that a cannibalistic mankind, which tolerates dictatorships, does not
deserve to survive?
Let those who are seriously concerned with peace, those
who do love man and do care about his survival, realize that
war cannot· be outlawed by lawless statist thugs and that it
is not war but force that has to be outlawed.

"Through Your Most Grievous Fault"
By AYN RAND
[Reprinted from the Los Angeles Times of August 19.J
The death of Marilyn Monroe shocked people, with an
impact different from their reaction to the death of any other
movie star or public figure. All over the world, people felt a
peculiar sense of personal involvement and of protest, like
a universal cry of "Oh, no!"
They felt that her death had some special significance,
almost like a warning which they could not decipher-and
they felt a nameless apprehension, the sense that something
terribly wrong was involved.
They were right to feel it.
Marilyn Monroe, on the screen, was an image of pure,
innocent, childlike joy in living. She projected the sense of a
person born and reared in some radiant Utopia, untouched
~y su~ering, unable to conceive of ugliness or evil, facing
hfe wtth the confidence, the benevolence and the joyous selfflaunting of a child or a kitten who is happy to display its
own attractiveness as the best gift it can offer the world, and
who expects to be admired for it, not hurt.
In real life, Marilyn Monroe's probable suicide-or worse:
a death t~at might ~ave been an accident, suggesting that, to
her, the dtfference dtd not matter-was a declaration that we
live in a worl~ which made it impossible for her kind of spirit,
and for the thmgs she represented, to survive.
If there ever was a victim of society, Marilyn Monroe was
that victim-of a society that professes dedication to the relief
of the suffering, but kills the joyous.
None of the objects of the humanitarians' tender solicitude
the juvenile delinquents, could have had so sordid and hor~
rifying a childhood as did Marilyn Monroe.
. To survive it and to prese~ve the kind of spirit she proJec~ed on the screen-the radtantly benevolent sense of life,
whtch cannot be faked-was an almost inconceivable psychological achievement that required a heroism of the highest
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order. Whatever scars her past had left were insignificant by
comparison.
She preserved her vision of life through a nightmare
struggle, fighting her way to the top. What broke her was the
discovery, at the top, of as sordid an evil as the one she had
left behind-worse, perhaps, because incomprehensible. She
had expected to reach the sunlight; she found, instead, a
limitless swamp of malice.
It was a malice of a very special kind. If you want to see
her groping struggle to understand it, read the magnificent
article in a recent issue of Life magazine. It is not actually
an article, it is a verbatim transcript of her own wordsand the most tragically revealing document published in many
years. It is a cry for help, which came too late to be answered.
"When you're famous, you kind of run into human nature
in a raw kind of way," she said. "It stirs up envy, fame does.
People you run into feel that, well, who is she-who does she
think she is, Marilyn Monroe? They feel fame gives them
some kind of privilege to walk up to you and say anything
to you, you know, of any kind of nature-and it won't hurt
your feelings-like it's happening to your clothing. . . . I
don't understand why people aren't a little more generous
with each other. I don't like to say this, but I'm afraid there
is a lot of envy in this business."
"Envy" is the only name she could 'find for the monstrous
thing she faced, but it was much worse than envy: it was the
profound hatred of life, of success and of all human values,
felt by a certain kind of mediocrity-the kind who feels
pleasure on hearing about a stranger's misfortune. It was
hatred of the good for being the good-hatred of ability, of
beauty, of honesty, of earnestness, of achievement and, above
all, of human joy.
Read the Life article to see how it worked and what it
did to her:
An eager child, who was rebuked for her eagerness"Sometimes the [fosterJ families used to worry because I used
to laugh so loud and so gay; I guess they felt it was hysterical."
A spectacularly successful star, whose employers kept repeating: "Remember you're not a star," in a determined
effort, apparently, not to let her discover her own importance.
A brilliantly talented actress, who was told by the alleged
authorities, by Hollywood, by the press, that she could not act.
An actress, dedicated to her art with passionate earnestness
-"When I was 5-1 think that's when I started wanting to
be an actress-I loved to play. I didn't like the world around
me because it was kind of grim-but I loved to play house
and it was like you could make your own boundaries"-who
went through hell to make her own boundaries, to offer people
the sunlit universe of her own vision-"It's almost having
certain kinds of secrets for yourself that you'll let the whole
world in on only for a moment, when you're acting"-but
who was ridiculed for her desire to play serious parts.
A woman, the only one, who was able to project the glowingly innocent sexuality of a being from some planet uncorrupted by guilt-who found herself regarded and ballyhooed
as a vulgar symbol of obscenity-and who still had the courage
to declare: "We are all born sexual creatures, thank God,
but it's a pity so many people despise and crush this natural
gift."
A happy child who was offering her achievement to the
world, with the pride of an authentic greatness and of a kitten
depositing a hunting trophy at your feet-who found herself
answered by concerted efforts to negate, to degrade, to ridicule,
to inSUlt, to destroy her achievement-who was unable to conceive that it was her best she was punished for, not her worst
-who could only sense, in helpless terror, that she was facing
some unspeakable kind of evil.
How long do you think a human being could stand it?
. That hatred of values has always existed in some people,
10 any age or culture. But a hundred years ago, they would
have been expected to hide it. Today, it is all around us'
it is the style and fashion of our century.
'
Where would a sinking spirit find relief from it?
The evil. of a cultural atmosphere is made by all those
who share tt. ~nyone who has ever felt resentment against
the good for bemg the good and has given voice to it is the
murderer of Marilyn Monroe.
'
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"To Young Scientists" (from page 41)
No,. this is not the worst evil on today's earth; there is
one stIll worse: the conscience of those Western scientists
who are still willing to associate on civilized terms with those
colleagues of theirs who champion unilateral disarmament.
If you are now starting on a career in science, you do not
have to share the guilt of those men, but you do have to
reclaim the field and the honor of science.
There is only one way to do it: by accepting the moral
principle that one does not surrender one's mind into blind
servitude to thugs, and one does not accept the job of munitio~s-maker for Attila'~ conqu~st of the world; not for any
Atttla, actual or potential, foreign or domestic.
There is only one way to implement that principle.
Throughout history, with only a few exceptions, governments
have claimed the "right" to rule men by means of physical
force, that is: by terror and destruction. When the potential
of terror and destruction reaches today's scale, it should
convince every human being that if mankind is to survive
Attila's concept of government must be discarded, along with
the alleged "right" of any men to impose their ideas or wishes
on others by initiating the use of physical force. This means
that men must establish a free, noncoercive society, where
the government is only a policeman protecting individual
rights, where force is used only in retaliation and self-defense,
where no gang can seize the legalized power to unleash a
reign of terror. Such a society does not have to be invented:
it had existed, though not fully. Its name is capitalism.
Needless to say, capitalism does not force individuals or
nations into the collectivist slave pen of a world government.
The so-called One World is merely "one neck ready for one
leash." Capitalism leaves men free for self-defense, but gives
no one the political means to initiate force or war.
This-not physical, but political disarmament, the renunciation of legalized brute force as a way of life-is the
only means of saving the world from nuclear destruction.

The Girl Hunters (from page 42)
it and that no allowances, concessions or compromises are
morally conceivable or possible (with which I do agree). His
hero, Mike Hammer, is a moral avenger, passionately dedicated to justice, to the defense of the wronged and to the
destruction of evil.
That bitter, but intensely moralistic view of life is the key
to the secret of Mickey Spillane's unparalleled popularity
throughout the world. He is the true voice of the people, in
the twentieth century. Men everywhere feel trapped by the
spread of an uncontested, incomprehensible evil. They have
borne so much injustice, seen so many cynically indifferent
faces and stored so much frustrated indignation, that the
image of Mike Hammer becomes their embodied dream, like
an answer to the cry for help they are too inarticulate to
utter.
As a writer, Mickey Spillane has a brilliant. literary talent.
Few modern writers can approach his originality, his imagination, his sense of drama, the ingenuity of his plot-structures.
His style is uneven, not yet fully disciplined; but his best
passages are literarily superior to the work of most of today's
so-called "serious" writers.
All these values can be enjoyed again in The Girl Hunters
-a new novel by Mickey Spillane, which brings Mike Hammer back after an absence of ten years. It will be published
on September 27.
One expects the unexpected from Mickey Spillane-and
one gets it. The story opens with Mike Hammer as a drunken
bum who has gone to pieces under the pressure of selfreproach for a tragic disaster. What caused it and what brings
him back, you will have to find out for yourself.
Though beautifully written and extremely dramatic Mike
Hammer as a bum is somewhat out of character-( an'd here
is one admirer of Mike's who objects to it)-but, fortunately
his recovery is fairly speedy. It is also somewhat out of
character for Mickey Spillane to keep reminding Mike that
he's not what he used to be-because he is. Both of them are.
The old vitality, the energy, the pace, the excitement come
breaking through, almost in spite of the author's intention.
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I almost wish Mike would tell Mickey that it would take a
much worse man than he, Mickey, is, to keep Mike Hammer
down.
The Girl Hunters is not fully up to the standard of Spillane's
best novels, The Long Wait and One Lonely Night. It is
marr~d by an oddly inconclusive ending, after a brilliantly
sustained suspense. The mystery is solved, but the story is
not fully consummated dramatically; it seems to demand a
sequel-and if this was the author's intention, then he fully
succeeded in arousing the readers' interest.
There is a certain air of maturity about this novel which
is .both a virtue and a flaw. It is a virtue in respect to
Spillane's style, which has become more polished and more
controlled. It is a flaw in respect to a certain stress of bitterne.ss: ll: faiJ?-t overconcern with the psychology of hatred, a
faint dimming of adventurous enjoyment.
"M~turity" is a slightly disturbing concept when applied
to Sp~llane. M.a~urity of technique is always a value. But
maturIty of spmt can have many meanings, some of them
undesira~le. A~d in spirit-in the sense of life they have
crea~ed, In their ~xuberant energy, in the spontaneous enthUSiasm they project and evoke-both Mike Hammer and
Mickey Spillane should remain timelessly young.
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Social Metaphysics
By NATHANIEL BRANDEN

OBJECTIVIST CALENDAR
• Ayn Rand's column for the Los Angeles Times will be
syndicated nat.ionally by the Times-Mirror Co. The general
release date wIll be announced shortly. If you would like the
column to appear in your city, write the editors of your local
newspapers.
• ~n October 2, Ayn Rand will begin a new weekly half-hour
radiO program for the Columbia University station WKCR
(89.9 on your. PM dial). Entitled "Ayn Rand on Campus,"
the program Will be heard every Tuesday, at 8:30 P.M. It will
present talks by Miss Rand and discussions with guest speakers. The program will be syndicated and will be available to
radio stations at a nominal charge. If you would like to hear
it in your city, ask your local stations to contact WKCR
Columbia University, New York 27, N. Y.
'
• In addition to the cities listed here last month, NBI'S Tape
Transcription Division has scheduled the following cities and
starting dates for "~asic Principles of Objectivism": Winnipeg,
October 4; St. LOUIS, October 7; Newark, Delaware, October
16; Buffalo, November 13.
• On ~ctober 11, Nathaniel Branden will address the Ayn
Rand Literary Club of New York University. His lecture will
be based on several of his articles which have appeared in
THE OBJECTIVIST NEWSLETTER. Time: 3 P.M. Place: Washington Square Room, Loeb Student Center, New York University at Washington Square. Public invited, admission free.
• A reminder to New York students of NBI: "Basic Principles
of Objectivism" begins October 9, 7:30 P.M., at the Hotel
Roosevelt; "Basic Principles of Objectivist Psychology" begins
October 18, 7:30 P.M., at the Biltmore Hotel.
• On October 26, Ayn Rand will address the annual meeting
?f Th.e AmericaJ?- Society for Aesthetics. The three-day meetmg Will be held m Boston and Cambridge, Thursday, October
25. through Saturday, October 27. Miss Rand will speak on
FrIday, 8 P.M., in the Fogg Museum Auditorium of Harvard
University. Her topic: "Art as Sense of Life." Prof. John Hospers will comment on her paper. Public invited, admission free.
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There is an invisible killer loose in the world. It has claimed
more victims than any other disease in history. Yet most of its
symptoms are commonly regarded as normal. That is the
secret of its deadliness.
These symptoms may be observed all around one: in the
lives of all those who are dominated by an obsessive concern
with gaining the approval and avoiding the disapproval of
the.. fellow men; who lack a self-generated sense of personal
idefitity and who feel themselves to be metaphysical outcasts,
cut off from reality; whose first impulse, when confronted with
an issue or called upon to pass a judgment, is to ask not
"What is true?" but "What do others say is true?"; who have
no firm, unyielding concept of existence, reality, facts, as
apart from the judgments, beliefs, opinions, feelings of others.
When one understands the nature and causes of this phenomenon, one will understand why, for instance, the typical
fate of an innovator is to be attacked, opposed and denounced
by the society of his time; or why men are willing to follow
blindly teachings and precepts that lead them to destruction;
or why the line of poetry that best captures the inner sense of
life of most men is "a stranger and afraid in a world I never
made."
To understand this phenomenon, one must begin by considering three basic facts about human nature:
(1) Man is a rational being. Man's defining characteristic,
which distinguishes him from all other living species, is his
ability to think-to extend the range of his awareness beyond
the perceptual concretes immediately confronting him-to rise
to the conceptual level of consciousness-to abstract, to integrate, to grasp principles-to plan and act long-range.
(2) Reason is man's basic means of survival. At birth,
man's mind is tabula rasa. Man has no innate knowledge of
what is true or false, good or evil, conducive or inimical to
his welfare, no innate knowledge of what values to select and
what goals to pursue. He needs such knowledge in order to
deal with reality successfully, in order to live-and only reason
can provide it.
(3) Man is a being of volitional consciousness. Man's sensory-perceptual mechanism functions automatically; his conceptual faculty does not. Man must initiate, sustain and direct
the process of reasoning-by volitional, self-generated effort.
These facts impose a solemn responsibility on man. Since
his rational faculty does not function automatically, man must
choose to initiate a reasoning process, he must choose to check
and test his conclusions by constant observation and by a
rigorous process of logic, and he must choose to be guided by
his rational judgment. Since his consciousness is not infallible,
he can make an error at any step of the way; if he leaves the
error uncorrected and acts on it, he will be acting against
reality-and suffering and self-destruction will be the result.
There are two ways, in essence, that a man can respond to
these facts and to the responsibility they entail: he can accept
Copyright

and welcome them-or he can resent and dread them. The
first response can lead to the achievement of self-esteem; the
second-to neurosis.
Self-esteem is confidence in one's ability to deal with reality. If a man takes pleasure in the act of thinking, of developing the efficacy of his consciousness, of expanding the range
of his knowledge, of choosing rational values and working for
their achievement-that is: if he lives and acts as his nature
requires-self-esteem will be the psychological result.
If a man seeks escape from this responsibility, if he evades
the effort of thought, prefers a state of mental fog and drifts
at the mercy of his blind feelings, he defaults on the process
of proper human growth, sabotages his intellectual development and the efficacy of his consciousness·-and sentences
himself to the mounting terror of feeling that he is inadequate
to and unfit for existence.
This state is not reached in a day, a week or a month; it is
the cumulative result of a long succession of defaults, evasions and irrationalities-a long succession of failures to use
one's mind properly.
Confronted with the choice to initiate the mental effort
needed to pursue knowledge, to focus his mind, to think-or
not to bother-the irrationalist characteristically chooses not
to bother, particularly it crucial issues are at stake.
Confronted with the choice to stand by the judgment of his
mind or to act on a wish he knows to be irrational, he characteristically sticks by his wish and defies his mind, invalidating its judgment.
Confronted with the choice between his own understanding
and the assertions of others, he characteristically abandons
his own understanding, finding it "safer" to pass the responsibility of judgment to others.
In all such cases, the basic choice involved is the same: to
think or not to think.
There is no escape from the facts of reality, no escape from
man's nature or the manner of survival his nature requires.
Every living species that possesses awareness can survive only
by the guidance of its consciousness; that is the role and function of consciousness ina living organism: to gain the knowledge needed to live. If a man rejects his distinctive form of
consciousness, if he decides that thinking is too much effort,
that choosing the values needed to guide his actions is too
frightening a responsibility-then, if he wants to survive, he
can do so only by means of the consciousness of others: by
means of their perceptions, their judgments, their values.
He knows that he does not know what to do and that
knowledge is required to make decisions in the face of the
countless alternatives that confront him every day of his life.
But others seem to know how to live, others have survived and
are surviving around him, so the only way to survive, he feels,
is to follow their lead and live by their knowledge; they knowthey will spare him the risk and the effort; they know-somehow, they possess control of that mysterious unknowable:
reality. He does not have to perceive the world as it is, and
assume the responsibility of judgment; instead, he can look at
people, watch what they do, guess what they see, get attuned
to their manner of thinking and develop a skill for a special
sight: the world as perceived by others.
Thus he is led to shape his soul in the image of a parasite
inconceivable in other living species: not a parasite of body,
but of consciousness.
What he seeks is not material support-some men of this
type are financial moochers, but they are comparatively a
minority, and the state of being a material parasite is only the
consequence of a deeper, mental cause. He seeks a consciousness other than his own to replace the mind he has chosen to
discard, he is begging humanity at large to take care of him
on a level deeper than financial: to tell him how to live. This
means: to set his goals, to choose his values, to prescribe his
actions-never to leave him alone, at the mercy of his own
unreliable mind .. He may be willing to work, to obey and even
to think (withiri a limited square), if others will assume responsibility for his ultimate direction.
A man of self-esteem and sovereign consciousness deals
with reality, with nature, with an objective universe of facts;
he holds his mind as his tool of survival and develops his
(continued on page 50)
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BOOKS
East Minus West

Zero* by Werner Keller

- - - - - - - - - - - - - Reviewed by EDITH EFRON

In 1920, after three years of Bolshevik rule, Russia was in
chaos a~d the enslaved popul~tion was starving. Facing the
~conomlc havoc wroyght. by hIS government, Lenin declared:
Our program was nght m theory, but impracticable."
~n 1962, after 45. ye~rs of B~lshevi~ rule, Russia is widely
belIeved to be a sCIentific and mdustnal rival of the United
States and a military threat to the free world. Bolshevik theory, it is alleged, has somehow been made "practicable."
How?
In East Minus West = Zero, German historian Werner
Kel~er .gives the answer: by co~munist parasitism on the very
ca~ItalIst system de~la:ed tc! be ItS mortal enemy, a parasitism
whIch was-and stIll Is-aided and abetted by the capitalists
themselves.
.Th~ first architects of communist economic development, as
thIS nchly docuIl!-ented industrial-scientific history of Russia
reveals, were busmessmen. In 1921, Lenin launched a "New
Economic Policy" and offered Westerners generous "concessions." in exchange for the rapid industrialization of Russia.
EnglIsh, German, Italian, Swedish, Danish and American firms
"took the bait," a~ Mr. .Kelle~ put~ it, and rushed to provide
the new commUnIst natIon WIth airfields and railroads, with
gold, .copper and iron-mining installations, with ship, textile
and aIrcraft factories, with oil refineries.
The most ambi~ious cont.ributions to the "noble experiment"
c.ame from Amenca. ReplIcas. of complex American productlO~ centers we~e as.sembled, shIpped and installed, like gigantic
dO-lt-yourself-kIts, In the heart of the primitive Russian wastelan~. The Cleveland firm of Arthur G. Mackee provided the
e~UIpment for ~uge .steel plants at Magnitogorsk; John K.
Calder of DetrOit eqUipped and installed the material for tractor plants at Chelyabinsk; Henry Ford and the Austin Company prC!vided all the elements for a major automobile works
at Gorki; Col. Hugh Cooper, creator of the Muscle Shoals
da~, plann~d and built the giant hydroelectric installation of
DmeprostrOi. The grandiose "Bolshevik achievements" of the
1930's-whi~h glorified communism throughout the worldwere all achIevements of American capitalism.
Despite this artificial force-feeding Russia remained industria,ny .impotent, its peasant popula~e unable to understand,
TaIntaIn or operate the complex transplants of capitalism.
We smashed a great deal of machinery," a grinning Khrushchev was to tell the world many years later.
Before the decade was up, the "Bolshevik colossus" was
twice invaded by Finland, and, by 1941, Russia was despera.tely be.ggi~g the West for aid against Hitler's armies.
A:gaIn, capitalIsts rushed to save the collapsing communist
dIctatorship.
. Under L~nd-Lease, writes Mr. Keller, "the immense industnal potential of the United States was put freely at the disposal of the Soviet Union." Between 1941 and 1945 a vast
~ood of g~ods was flown and shipped to Russia: ra~ matenals, machInery, tools, complete industrial plants spare parts
textiles, clothing, tinned meat, sugar, flour and f;ts as well a~
purely m~litary supplies such as arms, trucks, tanks, aircraft
and gasolIne.
Lend-Lease was granted in the form of an interest-free loan
~ut not one cent has ever been repaid. It turned out to be a~
Involuntary "gift" from capitalism to communism-a "gift"
estima.ted at the incredible sum of $10,800,000,000.
WhIle ~he communists were buying the fruits of capitalism,
and ?eggIng them, they were also stealing them. Mr. Keller
provI,des an e~tensive re:vi~w of Rus~ia's record during the
1920 ~ and 30 s: exprOpna!lOn of foreign companies, ruthless
breakmg of contracts, stealIng of patents, industrial espionage.
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BI.!-t the most important sections of this book are those that
proVide .docum~ntation on the ~olicy of world-wide stealing
and ~ootIng WhICh has been carned out systematically by the
RUSSian government since the 1940's.
~hroughout the war, writes Mr. Keller, America was "a
ventable Eldorado. f<;>r sp~es." Under the complaisant eye of
the R<;>osev.elt Admlmst:atlOn, Rus~i.an Lend-Lease agents stole
mater.lals In astronomIcal quantIties: classified documents
t~chnIcal blueprints, military inventions, machinery and mate~
nals such as uranium and heavy water. They packed them into
mammoth crates marked "diplomatic mail" and flew them to
Russia by airlift.
" "Nothing was done to stop the spies," writes Mr. Keller.
~he . gover?ment watched the activities of the Soviet agents
~Ith ,Incredible tolera~ce .. ' .. The Americans themselves proVIdea t~e transportatlOn In which the Russians carried away
the frUits of the most spectacular campaign of robbery ever
undertaken."
The most calamitous theft of the period was Russia's rifling
of the. secrets of t~~ atom bomb. and the hydrogen bomb from
Amencan and BntIsh laboratones, with the aid of such spies
as Fuchs, May, the Rosenbergs and Greenglass.
.After the war, the communist dictatorship, protected by
pnvate ~greements between Roosevelt and Stalin, plundered
the. bodIes .of the conquered nations with the rapacity of
Attiia. RUSSia collected "loot, loot on an unprecedented scale,
loot from Europe and from the Far East"; from Manchuria:
almost all the J~panese heavy industry, valued at $858,000,000;
from the satelltte states: mInerals, machinery petroleum and
foodstuffs "in such quantities as to bring the~ to the verge of
bankruptc:y"; from Germany: iron and steel works, chemical
w<;>rks, shIpyards, motor car factories, electric power stations,
railway networks, armaments factories and the huge, undergro';!nd V-2 works. Forty-one percent of Germany's industrial
eqUipment was d.ismantled, packed and transported to Russia.
OffiCIally, RUSSIa :vas awarded . war damages totaling
$1 o~qoo,ooo,OOO, which Germany paid. The property stolen in
additlOn, says Mr. Keller, was worth four times that amount.
And th~ worst was yet t? come. To exploit this fantastic
accumulatlOn of stolen eqUipment and scientific knowledge
la~0.r was needed-and human beings, too, were looted. On~
mIllton Poles, 380,000 Germans, and hundreds of thousands
of Easte.rn Europeans (about 15 percent of the population of
the Bal~Ic States) were seized, like physical objects, and sent
to RUSSIan slave labor camps to work for "Bolshevik development." And-perhaps the most grotesque crime of all-on
Tu~sday, October 22, 19~6, the. Red Army moved to trap its
ultimate prey: human mmds. SIX thousand German scientists
were. netted in a. gigantic raid and were forcibly deported to
RUSSIa to work m the looted German aircraft and rocketry
factories.
.
A: few y~ars la.ter, the country which could not boast of one
s~mmal .thInker !n t~e, field of physics-and which had offic1c:lly reJec~ed.Emstem s theory of relativity because it clashed
with MarXist .Ideology-:-was producing atomic bombs, hydrogen bombs, I.ntercontlOental rockets, Sputniks, Luniks and
manned satellites.
Thus was Bolshevik theory made "practicable."
The efficacy of the .communist state is touted, today, by those
who are eager to believe that a modern industrial system can
be created .by theft .and maintained by force. Mr. Keller's
book-particularly hiS analysis of the state of science technology and industry under the communist dictatorship-demolishes this belief.
~cientific. traditions existed in Czarist Russia, Mr. Keller
POInts out In the introductory historical section of his book
but they ~ere Western imports, artificial grafts on a primitiv~
culture. SInce the communist revolution of 1917 the alien
legacy of free ~cientific inquiry has been unde; relentless
attack. ~e descnbes the "human degradation and intellectual
tyranny I~ the treatmen.t of [Russia's] scientists" and the
catast:op~IC effects of thIS tyranny on their work and on the
~atenal life o.f the nation. Official Lysenkoism has destroyed
blOlogy, genetics and agronomy; official Pavlovianism has retarded the theory and practice of medicine; biochemistry,
(continued on page 52)
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The Esthetic Vacuum of Our Age
By AYN RAND
(Excerpts from a lecture delivered at the Creative Arts Festival of the University of Michigan.)
Prior to the nineteenth century, literature presented man
as a helpless being whose life and actions were determined by
forces beyond his control: either by fate and the gods, as in
the Greek tragedies, or by an innate weakness, "a tragic flaw,"
as in the plays of Shakespeare. Writers regarded man as metaphysically impotent, incapable of achieVIng his goals or of
directing the course of his life; their basic premise was
determinism. On that premise, one could not project what
might happen to men; one could only record what did happen
-and chronicles were the appropriate literary form of such
recording.
Man as a being of free will did not appear in litemture
until the nineteenth century. The novel was his proper literary
form-and Romanticism was the great new movement in art.
Romanticism saw man as a being able to choose his values,
to achieve his goals, to control his own existence. The Romantic writers did not regard man as a plaything of unknowable forces; they regarded him as a product of his own
value-choices. They did not record the events that had happened, but projected. the events that should happen; they did
not record the chOices men had made, but projected the
choices men ought to make.
The Romantic novel was the product of two factors, of
reason and of capitalism: of the Aristotelian influence which,
in the nineteenth century, gave man the confident power to
choose his own goals-and of the politico-economic system
that left hitn free to achieve them. With the resurgence of
mysticism and collectivism, in the later part of the nineteenth
century, the Romantic novel and the Romantic movement
vanished gradually from the cultural scene.
Man's new enemy, in art, was Naturalism. Naturalism rejected the concept of free will and went back to a view of
man as a helpless creature determined by forces beyond his
control; only now the new ruler of man's destiny was held to
be society. The Naturalists proclaimed that values have no
power and no place, neither in human life nor in literature,
that writers must present men "as they are," which meant:
must record whatever they happen to see around them-that
they .must not pronounce value-judgments nor project abstractIOns, but must content themselves with a faithful transcription, a carbon copy, of any existing concretes.
This was a return to the literary principle of the chroniclebut since a novel was to be an invented chronicle, the novelist
was faced with the problem of what to use as his standard of
selection. When values are declared to be impossible, how is
~ne .to know what t? record, what to regard as important or
slgmficant? NaturalIsm solved the problem by substituting
statistics for a standard of value. That which could be claimed
to be. typical of a ~arge n~mber of men, in any given geographical area or perIod of time, was regarded as metaphysically
significant and worthy of being recorded. That which was
rare, unusual, exceptional, was regarded as unimportant and
unreal.
J?st as the new scho~ls of phil?sophy became progressively
dedicated to the negatlOn of phIlosophy, so Naturalism was
dedicated to the negation of art. Instead of presenting a
metaphysical view of man and of existence, the Naturalists
presented a journalistic view. In answer to the question:
"Whl,lt is man?"-they said: "This is what the village grocers
are, In the south of France, in the year 1887," or: "This is
what the inhabitants of the slums are, in New York in 1921 "
or: "These are the folks next door."
"
Art-the integrator of metaphysics, the concretizer of man's
widest abstractions-was shrinking to the level of a plodding,
concrete-bound dolt who has never looked past the block he
lives on or beyond the range of the moment.
It did not take long for the philosophical roots of Naturalism t? come out into the open. At first, by the standard that
substituted the collective for the objective, the Naturalists
consigned the exceptional man to unreality and presented only
the men who could be taken as typical of some group or anNOVEMBER, 1962

other, high or low. Then, since they saw more misery than
prosperity on earth, they began to regard prosperity as unreal
and to present only misery, poverty, the slums, the lower
classes. Then, since they saw more mediocrity than greatness
around them, they began to regard greatness as unreal, and to
present only the mediocre, the average, the common, the undistinguished. Since they saw more failure than success, they
took success to be unreal and presented only human failure,
frustration, defeat. Since they saw more suffering than happiness, they took happiness to be unreal and presented only
suffering. Since they saw more ugliness than beauty, they took
beauty to be unreal and presented only ugliness. Since they
saw more vice than virtue, they took virtue to be unreal and
presented only vice, crime, corruption, perversion, depravity.
Now, take a look at modern literature.
Man-the nature of man, the metaphysically significant,
important, essential about man-is now represented by dipsomaniacs, drug addicts, sexual perverts, homicidal maniacs
and psychotics. The subjects of modern literature are such
themes as: the hopeless love of a bearded lady for a mongoloid pin-head in a circus side show-or: the problem of a
married couple whose child was born with six fingers on her
left hand-or: the tragedy of a gentle young man who just
can't help murdering strangers in the park, for kicks.
All this is still presented to us under the Naturalistic heading of "a slice of life" or "reallife"-but the old slogans have
worn thin. The obvious question, to which the heirs of statistical Naturalism have no answer, is: if heroes and geniuses
are not to be regarded as representative of mankind, by reason
of their numerical rarity, why are freaks and monsters to be
regarded as representative? Why are the problems of a bearded
lady of greater universal significance than the problems of a
genius? Why is the soul of a murderer worth studying, but
not the soul of a hero?
The answer, of course, lies in the basic metaphysical premise of Naturalism, whether its practitioners ever chose it
consciously or not: as an outgrowth of modern philosophy,
that basic premise is anti-man, anti-mind, anti-life; and, as an
outgrowth of the altruist morality, Naturalism is a frantic
escape from moral judgment-a long, wailing plea for pity,
for tolerance, for the forgiveness of anything.
The literary cycle has swung all the way around. What you
read today is not Naturalism any longer: it is Symbolism; it
is the presentation of a metaphysical view of man, as opposed
to a )ournalistic or .statistica~ view. But it is the Symbolism of
the Jungle. Accordmg to thIS modern view, depravity. represents man's real, essential, metaphysical nature, while virtue
does not; virtue is only an accident, an exception or an illusion; therefore, a monster is a consistent projection of man's
essence, but a hero is not.
The Romanticists did not present a hero as a statistical
ave~ag.e, but as an abstraction of man's best and highest potentialIty, applicable to and achievable by all men, in various
degrees, according to their individual choices. For the same
reasons, in the same manner, but on an opposite metaphysical
premise, today's writers do not present a monster as a statistical average, but as an abstraction of man's worst and
lowest potentiality, which they regard as applicable to and
essential in all men-not, however, as a potentiality, but as a
hidden actuality. The Romanticists presented heroes as "larger
than life"; now, monsters are presented as "larger than life"
-or, rather, man is presented as "smaller than life."
If men hold a rational philosophy, including the conviction
~hat. they possess free will, the image of a hero guides and
Inspires ~h~m. If men hold an irrational philosophy, including
the convlctlOn that they are helpless automatons, the image of
a monster serves to reassure them; they feel, in effect: "I am
not that bad."
. The philosophical meaning or the vested interest of presentIng man as a loathsome monstrosity is the hope and the
demand for a moral blank check.
Now consider a curious paradox: the same estheticians and
intellectuals who advocate collectivism, with the subordination
of all values and of everyone's life to the rule of "the masses"
with art as the voice of "the people"-these same men are r~
sentfully antagonistic toward all popular values in art. They
(continued on page 50)
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(from page 49)

engage in virulent denunciations of the mass media, of the socalled "commercial" producers or publishers who happen to
attract large audiences and to please the pUblic. They demand
government suhsidies for the artistic ventures which "the
peoplc" do not enjoy and do not choose to support voluntarily.
They fccl that any financially successful, that is, popular, work
of art is automatically worthless, while any unpopular failure
is automatically great-provided it is unintelligible. Anything
that can bc' understood, they feel, is vulgar and primitive;
only inarticulate language, smears of paint and the noise of
radio static are civilized, sophisticated and profound.
The popularity or unpopularity, the box-office success or
failure, of a work of art is not, of course, a criterion of
esthetic merit. No value-esthetic, philosophical or moralcan be established by counting noses; fifty million Frenchmen
can be as wrong as one. But while a crude "philistine," who
takes financial success as proof of artistic merit, can be regarded merely as a mindless parasite on art-what is one to
think of the standards, motives and intentions of those who
take financial failure as the proof of artistic merit? If the
snobbery of mere financial success is reprehensible, what is the
meaning of a snobbery of failure? Draw your own conclusions.
If you wonder what is the ultimate destination toward
which modern philosophy and modern art are leading you,
you may observe its advance symptoms all around us. Observe
that literature is returning to the art form of the pre-industrial
ages, to the chronicle-that fictionalized biographies of "real"
people, of politicians, baseball-players or Chicago gangsters,
are given preference over works of imaginative fiction, in the
theater, in the movies, in television-and that a favored literary form is the documentary. Observe that in painting, SCUlpture and music the current vogue, fashion and inspirational
model is the primitive art of the jungle.
If you rebel against reason, if you succumb to the old bromides of the Witch Doctors, such as: "Reason is the enemy
of the artist" or "The cold hand of reason dissects and destroys the joyous spontaneity of man's soul, his creative imagination, his elan vital"-I suggest that you take note of the
following fact: by rejecting reason and surrendering to the unhampered sway of their unleashed emotions (and whims), the
apostles of irrationality, the Existentialists, the Zen Buddhists, the non-objective artists, have not achieved a free,
joyous, triumphant sense of life, but a sense of doom, nausea
and screaming, cosmic terror. Then read the stories of O.
Henry or listen to the music of Viennese operettas and remember that these were the products of the spirit of the
nineteenth century-a century ruled by the cold, dissecting
hand of reason. And then ask yourself: which psychoepistemology is appropriate to man, which is consonant with
the facts of reality and with man's nature?
Just as a man's esthetic preferences are the sum of his metaphysical values and the barometer of his soul, so art is the sum
and the barometer of a culture. Modern art is the most eloquent demonstration of the cultural bankruptcy of our age.

Social Metaphysics

(from page 47)

ability to think. But the man who has abandoned his mind
lives, not in a universe of facts, but in a universe of people;
people, not facts, are his reality; people, not reason, are his
tool of survival. It is with them that he has to deal, it is on
them that his consciousness must focus, it is they whom he
must understand or please or placate or deceive or maneuver
or manipulate or obey.
It is his success at this task that becomes his gauge of his
fitness to exist--of his competence to live.
Having alienated himself from objective reality, he has no
other standard of truth, rightness or personal worth. To grasp
and successfully to satisfy the expectations, conditions, demands, terms, values of others, is experienced by him as his
deepest, most urgent need. The approval of others is his only
form of assurance that he is right, that he is doing well. The
temporary diminution of his anxiety that their approval offers
him, is his substitute for self-esteem.
50

This form of neurosis can exist in men in various degrees
of intensity and destructiveness. It exists in the majority of
people. The name I have given it is: Social Metaphysics.
This designation is literal. "Metaphysics" is one's view of
the nature of reality. To the man I am describing, reality is
people: in his mind, in his thinking, in the automatic connections of his consciousness, people occupy the place which,
in the mind of a rational man, is occupied by reality.
Just as a rational man bases his self-esteem on his ability to
deal with objective reality-so this man bases his self-value
on his ability to deal with people.
"Social Metaphysics," then, may be defined and summarized
as follows: the psychological syndrome that characterizes an
individual who holds the consciousnesses of other men, not
objective reality, as his ultimate psycho-epistemological frameof-reference.
Not every social metaphysician begins by resenting the effort and responsibility of thought. Many begin by enjoying
the process of thought, but too frequently blank out their
minds in order to indulge some irrational wish or irrational
fear-and soon they find that the areas of reality about which
it is "safe" to think are progressively shrinking, and they proceed to evade more and more, reserving their thinking for
matters that have little or no connection to their behavior and
life. But however it was arrived at, what all social metaphysicians have in common is a fundamental breach between
their consciousness and reality. This breach is what leads to
social metaphysics, and subsequently is worsened by it, thus
setting up a pattern of reciprocal reinforcement.
The popular image of a conventional "conformist" is merely
the crudest and most obvious type of social metaphysician.
There are many others.
There is the man who seeks power-who hates people for
his own fear of them, and, despairing of ever winning a conventional social-metaphysical form of success within the "system," knows no other concept of "security" save that of being
able to force the consciousnesses he dreads, to compel obedience, approval, "love."
There is the "rebellious" social metaphysician who proudly,
scornfully and loudly denounces and rejects the traditional
value-system of his Babbitt background-and runs in abject
surrender to the unshaven value-system of Greenwich Village
(or its equivalent), instead.
There is the "independent" social metaphysician, the "counterfeit individualist" who is opposed to all values, whose only
notion of self-expression is his whims-who, having no concept of objective reality, sees existence as a clash between his
whims and the whims of others-and who is so terrified at the
prospect of being disliked that he feels obliged to insult people
in advance.
Then, at the other end of the social metaphysical continuum,
there is the man who uses his own judgment and holds independent, rational convictions in many isolated aspects of his
life, particularly in his professional work-but who is aware
of an obsessive fear of others, particularly in the area of fundamental value-judgments, without ever understanding the
cause of his fear-who fights and resists it by repression or
will power, at the cost of enormous emotional suffering, never
identifying the nature of the treason that has put him in bondage, and thus never breaking through to freedom and full
sovereignty.
Perhaps the worst form of self-degradation and the worst
punishment that all social metaphysicians endure, is their contempt for their own judgment. A man of sovereign consciousness places nothing higher than reality, and no judgment of
reality higher than his own; he does not accept an idea as
true or valid unless he recognizes it to be so by his own rational understanding. If a social metaphysician judges an idea
to be true, the fact that he used his own jUdgment tends to
invalidate the idea. Any conviction he forms, lacks conviction
for him because it is his own. Any idea advanced by others,
tends to be extra-convincing because it is not his. He feels that
others have a wisdom superior to his own, granted to them by
the fact that they are "non-himself." He may not always give
in to them, but his emotions will always pull him secretly to
acknowledge their superiority. His own mind, to him, is not
(continued on page 52)
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Women and the Industrial Revolution

they worked in separate departments of the mill, coming home
only f~r foo~ and sleep. The hom~ was little but a shelter."
The factones ~ere h~ld responSIble for every social probTo condemp capitalism one must first misrepresent its his- le~ of that. ~g~, mcludmg prom.iscuity, infidelity and prostito~y. The notIOn th~t industrial capitalism led to nothing but tutIOn: Imphclt In the. condemnatIOn of women working in the
m~s~ry and d~gr~datlOn. for women is an article of faith among factones was the notIOn that a woman's place is in the home
cntlcs ?f .capItahsm. It IS as prevalent as the view that children and that her <;>nly proper role is to keep house for her husband
were vlcttmlzed and exploited by the Industrial Revolution- and to rear hIS chtldren. The factories were blamed simultaneand it is as false. *
ously for removing girls from the watchful restraints of their
Let us examine the source of this view. To appreciate the paren~s and for encou~aging early marriages; and later for
be~efits that capitalis~ b~ought. to wOJ?1en, one must compare fostenng maternal neglI~ence and incompetent housekeeping,
thel,r status uJ?der capltahsm. WIth theIr condition in the pre- as well as for encouragmg lack of female subordination and
'
ce~mg c~ntunes. But. th~ nmeteenth-century critics of capi- the desire for luxuries.
t~hsm dId not. ~o thIS; mstead, they distorted and falsified
It. is a damni~g indictment of the pre-factory system to
hIstory, glamonzmg the past and disparaging everything mod- conSIder ~ha.t kInd of "luxuries" the Industrial Revolution
ern by contrast.
brought wlt~m r~ach of t~e working class budget. Women
For instance, Richard Oastler, the most fanatical nirleteenth- sought l~xu~les .1I~~ s~oes Instead of clogs, hats instead of
centu~y. enemy of capitalism, claimed that everyone was better ~ha~ls, delIcaCIes (lIke coffee, tea and sugar) instead of
'plam food."
off splr.ltually and materially in the Middle Ages than in the
early mnet~enth century. Describing medieval England, OastCritics denounced the increasing habit of wearing readyler rh~psodlzed about the lost golden age: "Oh, what a beauti- ~ade clot~es, and they viewed the replacement of wools and
ful shIp was England once! She was well built well manned
Imens by Inexpensive cottons as a sign of growing poverty.
well provisioned, well rigged! All were then ~erry, cheerfui Women were condemned for not making by hand that which
and happy on board."
the~ could buy more cheaply, thanks to the revolution in
.This was said of ce.nturies in which "the bulk of the popu- textIle productIOn. Dresses no longer had to last a decadelatIOn were peasants I~ a servile condition, bound by status, ~o~en no longer had to wear coarse petticoats until they
n?t free t~ change theIr mode of life or to move from their dlsmtegrated from dirt and age; cheap cotton dresses and
blrthpla~e (~. C. Bu:r)-when people had only the promise undergarments were a revolution in personal hygiene.
of ~appme.ss I~ the hfe beyond the grave to succor them
The two most prevalent nineteenth-century explanations of
agamst deCImatIng plagues, recurring famines and at best half- :-;hy women worked in the factories were: (a) that their
fi!led stomach~-when people lived in homes so infested with
~us~~nds preferred to remain home idle, supported by their
dIrt a~d vermIn that one historian's verdict about these cot- wlve~ and (b) that the factory system "displaced adult men
ta?es.ls: "~rom a health point of view the only thing to be an~ Imposed on women 'the duty and burden of supporting
saId In theIr favor was that they burnt down very easily!" th~lr h.usban?s and families.' " These charges are examined in
(Mabel C. Buer, Health, Wealth and Population in the Early Vlctonan Wives and Mothers, (London, 1957) a monumental
Days of the Industrial Revolution, 1760-1815; London, 1926, study by D~. M!lrg~.ret .Hewitt of the University of Exeter.
pp. 250, 88.)
Her conclusl<?n. IS: ' NeIther of these assumptions proves to
<?a~tler represented the viewpoint of the medievalists. The have any stattstlcal foundation whatsoever." (p. 190)
s,?clal~sts, who agreed with them, were equally inaccurate
In. fact, women worked in the factories for far more conhlstonans.
ventIOnal reasons; Dr. Hewitt enumerates them: many women
For ~xampl~, describing the conditions of the masses in worked because "their husbands' wages were insufficient to
th~ pr~-Industnal seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries, keep the home going"; others were widowed or deserted'
Fnednch Engels alleged: "~he workers .vegetated throughout others were barren, or had grown-up children; some had hus~
a passably c?mfort~ble eXIstence.' leadIng a righteous and bands who were unemployed, or employed in seasonal jobs'
~eaceful hfe m all pIety and probIty; and their material posi- and a fe~ chose to work in order to earn money for extr~
tIon was far better off than their successors."
comf?rts m the home, although their husbands' wages were
. This was .written of an a~e characterized by staggeringly suffiCIent to cover necessities. (pp. 192, 194)
hIgh mortal~ty rates, espeCIally among children--<:rowded
.What the factory .system offered these w9Jnen was-not
t<;>wns and vtl~ages untouch~d by sanit~tion-infamously high mlse~y .and degradatIOn-but a means of survival, of ecogm consu~ptlOn. The workIng class dIet consisted mainly of nomIc mde~endence, of rising above the barest subsistence.
oatmeal, mIlk, cheese and ~eer; while bread, potatoes, coffee, Harsh as nm~teenth-century f~~tory conditions were, com~ea, sugar and meat were stIll expensive luxuries. Bathing was pared to tweI?tleth-centur~ condItIons, women increasingly pretnfrequen~ and lau?dering a rarity because soap was so costly, ferred work In the factones to any other alternatives open to
and clothmg-whlch had to last a decade or generation- the!ll, such as domestic service, or back-breaking work in
would not last if washed too often.
a~ncultural gangs, or working as haulers and pullers in the
. The most rap!d. change wr.ought by the Industrial Revolu- mmes;. mo~eover, if a woman could support herself, she was
tIOn .was the shIftIng of texttle production out of the home not dnven mto early marriage.
and ~nt? the factory. Under the previous system called "doEv~n Professor Trevelyan, Who persistently disparaged the
mestIc ,Industry," the sRinning a~d weaving was' done in the factones and extolled "the good old days," admitted: " ... the
worker sown ht;>me WIth the aId of his wife and children. women who went to work in the factories though they lost
When t~ch~ologlcal ~dvan~es caused the shifting of textile some of the best things in life [Trevelyan does not explain
p'roductlOn Into factones, thIS led, says one critic of capitalism, what he mean~J, gained independence. . . . The money they
t? th~ breakup of the home as a social unit." (Wanda Neff, ear~:d was theIr own. The factory hand acquired an economic
Vlctonan Working Women; N. Y., 1920, p. 51.)
pOSItIOn personal to herself, which in the course of time other
M~s. ~eff writes approvingly that "under the system of do- women came to envy."
mestic Industry the parents and the children had worked
And Trevelyan concluded: "The working class home often
toge~her, the fa~her. the au~ocratic head, pocketing the family became .~ore comfortable, qUiet and sanitary by ceasing to
earmngs a~d dIrectIng theIr expenditure." Her tone turns to be. a mmlature factory." (G. M. Trevelyan, English Social
condemnatIOn when she recounts: "But under the factory sys- HlSto.1J!; London, 1942, p. 487.)
tem the members of the family all had their own earnings,
C~ltICS .of the factory system still try to argue that the dome~tlc sptnner~ or weavers could have a creator's pride in
* See my article, "Child Labor and the Industrial Revolution" in ~helr w?rk, whIch they lost by becoming mere cogs in a huge
THE OBJECTIVIST NEWSLETTER, April, 1962.
In?ustn~l complex. Dr. Dorothy George easily demolishes
thIS theSIS: "It seems unlikely that the average weaver toiling
M~. Hessen received his M.A. in History from Harvard University hour
after hour throwing the shuttle backwards and f~rwards
'
and zs now on the staff of NATHANIEL BRANDEN INSTITUTE.
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Social Metaphysics

(from page 50)

an instrument of certainty, but of self-doubt and mistrust. He
feels: "Who am I to know?"-"Who am I to judge?"-"How
can I tell?" His attitude amounts to: "How can I live my life
by the guidance of nothing but so precarious, so puny, so
feeble, so uncertain, so unreliable a thing as my mind?"
If one discusses the importance of reason with a social
metaphysician, he frequently will ask: "Whose reason?"-and
wi11 proceed to complain that experts disagree in every field,
so how can one tell what is reasonable? It wi11 never occur to
a man of sovereign consciousness to ask such a question as
"Whose reason?"-and it never occurs to a social metaphysician that the answer is "One's own."
It is not difficult to understand the appeal that certain currently prevalent ideas have for the social metaphysician.
If he hears a contemporary school of philosophy declare
that certainty is impossible to man-his emotions leap to
agree; his chronic inner state, he learns, is not a sign of neurosis but of superior intellectual sophistication.
If he hears another contemporary school declare that the
purpose of philosophy is to study and analyze, not the facts
of reality, but other philosophers' statements about realityhe feels himself to be in familiar psychological territory; he
understands the point of view.
If he hears a psychologist declare that "love is the only sane
and satisfactory answer to the problem of human existence"if he hears an advocate of altruism declare that men must
seek self-esteem through their relationships with .others-if he
hears an advocate of collectivism declare that everyone should
be guaranteed "minimum sustenance," that one's survival
should not have to depend on one's own effort-he can truthfully answer that that is just what, with all his heart, he has
always believed.
At the root of all the twists, complexities, evasions and
neurotic devices of social metaphysics, is the desire to escape
from the responsibility of a volitional consciousness and an
objective reality-the desire to escape from reason and man's
nature. And in the world of today, many dominant cultural
voices wi11 encourage the social metaphysician in his quest.
But it is a quest that cannot succeed. No escape is possible.
And the social metaphysician knows it. He knows it, not as
firm, conceptualized knowledge, but as an emotion of terror.
The terror is his form of awareness that, when he rejects the
task of becoming man, nothing else is left to him but the
agonizing sti11ness of non-identity. He knows it, whether he
has failed to gain anyone's approval or has succeeded in gaining immense popularity. The social metaphysician at the
bottom envies the social metaphysician at the top-because he
cannot hear the latter's silent screams for help. But the social
metaphysician at the top, he hears them.

East Minus West = Zero

(from page 48)

biophysics and pharmacology are stumbling far behind the
level reached by these sciences in the free nations.
The Russians, states Mr. Keller, are competent, today, in
physics and chemistry, but not as creative thinkers-"their
best work is second-hand." Their technology, too, is "secondhand"; communist inventions are almost invariably blatant
copies of Western inventions, with patent rights ignored.
As for Russia's alleged rate of economic growth, Mr. Keller
makes it abundantly clear that even with the stolen intelligence, labor and machinery of three continents at its disposal,
the Soviet economy is developing at a throttled pace; its
growth rate, by generous estimate, is only half that of the
United States.
Russia is, in fact, an insanely crippled economy; Mr. Keller
calls it "a deformed cretin." Thanks to captive foreign scientists, Russia has produced Sputniks; thanks to her own, she
cannot produce bread.
"Bolshevik-planned industry feeds on the industrial freedom
of the rest of the world," declares Mr. Keller at the close of
this remarkable book. "It would long ago have died a natural
death, had it not been for the repeated injections of fresh
life-blood which are still being pumped into it."
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For 45 years, the U.S.S.R. has been pirating the effects of
capitalist productiveness while systematically destroying the
cause of this productiveness: man's free mind. But men cannot work under compulsion: the chained mind is neither inventive nor productive. Were the communist dictatorship to
be deprived, today, of all capitalist supports, it would collapse
once again under the weight of its own lethal contradiction.
For those Americans who are intent on fighting the suicidal
idea that a dictatorship is more efficacious than a free economy-that Statism is "practicable"-Mr. Keller's book provides potent political ammunition. Clearly written, militantly
factual, it is one of the most important documents on Russia
to be published in our generation. It cannot be too strongly
recommended.

Women and the Industrial Revolution

THE

OBJ ECTIVIST
NEWSLETTER

Edited and.Published by AYN RAND and NATHANIEL BRANDEN

(from page 51)
on work which was monotonous and exhausting, had the
reactions which would satisfy a modern enthusiast for peasant
arts." (England in Transition; London, 1947, p. 139.)
Finally, it was charged that factory work made ~men too
concerned with material comforts at the expense of spiritual
considerations.
The misery in which women lived before capitalism, might
have made them cherish the New Testament injunction:
"Love not the world, nor the things that are in the world."
But the productive splendor of capitalism vanquished that
view. Today, the foremost champions of that viewpoint are
Professor Galbraith and the austerity-preachers behind the
Iron Curtain.
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CHECK YOUR PREMISES
By AYN RAN 0

The Monument Builders
What had once been an alleged ideal is now a ragged skeleton rattling like a scarecrow in the wind over the whole world,
but men lack the courage to glance up and to discover
the grinning skull under the bloody rags. That skeleton is
socialism.
Fi~ty year~ ago, there mig~t have been some excuse (though
not Justification) for the WIdespread belief that socialism is
a political theory motivated by benevolence and aimed at the
achievement of men's well-being. Today, that belief can no
longer be regarded as an innocent error. Socialism has been
!ri~d ~m every con.tinent of th: globe. In the light of its results,
It IS tIme to questIOn the motIves of socialism's advocates.
The essential characteristic of socialism is the denial of individu~l P!operty. rights; under socialism, the right to property
(WhICh IS the nght of use and disposal) is vested in "society
as ~ whole," i.e., in the collective, with production and distribution controlled by the state, i.e., by the government.
Socialism may be established by force, as in the Union of
Sov~et. Socialist Republics-or by vote, as in Nazi (National
Soc!ahst) C!ermany. T~e degre.e of socialization may be total,
a~ m RUSSIa--or partI.al, as m England. Theoretically, the
dIfferences are superficIal; practically, they are only a matter
of time. The basic principle, in all cases, is the same.
The alleged goals of socialism were: the abolition of poverty, the achievement of general prosperity, progress, peace
and human brotherhood. The results have been a terrifying
failure'--terrifying, that is, if one's motive is men's welfare.
Inste~d of prosperity, socialism has brought economic
paralysIs and/.or. co!lapse to every country that tried it. The
degree of socIahzatIOn has been the degree of disaster. The
consequences have varied accordingly.
England, once the freest and proudest nation of Europe,
has been reduced to the status of a second-rate power and is
perishing slowly from hemophilia, losing the best of her economic blood: the ~iddl: class and the professions. The able,
competent, p.rod~ctIve, mdependent men. are leaving by the
thousands, mIgratmg to Can~da or the Untted States, in search
of freedom. Th:y are escllpmg from the reign of mediocrity,
~rom the mawkIsh poorhouse where, having sold their rights
m exchange for free dentures, the inmates are now whining
that they'd rather be Red than dead.
In more fully socialized countries, famine was the start, the
insignia announcing socialist rule-as in Soviet Russia as in
Red China, as in Cuba. In those countries, socialism r~duced
the peopl~ to the unspeakable poverty of the pre-industrial
ages, to literal starvation, and has kept them on a stagnant
level of misery.
No, it is not "just temporary," as socialism's apologists have
been saying-for half a century. After forty-five years of
Copyright

government planning, Russia is still unable to solve the problem of feeding her population.
As far as superior productivity and speed of economic
progress are 'concerned, the question of any comparisons between capitalism and socialism has been answered once and
for all-for any honest person-by the present difference
between West and East Berlin.
Instead of peace, socialism has introduced a new kind of
gruesome lunacy into international relations-the "cold war"
which is a state of chronic war with undeclared periods ~f
peace between wantonly sudden invasions-with Russia seizing one-third of the globe, with socialist tribes and nations at
one another's throats, with socialist India invading Goa, and
communist China invading socialist India.
An eloquent sign of the moral corruption of our age is the
callous complacency with which most of the socialists and
their sympathizers, the "liberals," regard the atrocities perpetrated in socialistic countries and accept rule by terror as a
way of life-while posturing as advocates of "human brotherhood." In the 1930's, they did protest against the atrocities
of Nazi Germany. But, apparently, it was not an issue of
principle, ,hut only the protest of a rival gang fighting for the
same tern tory-because we do not hear their voices any
longer.
In t?e name of :'~umanity," they condone and accept the
follo~m~: the abolItIOn of all freedom and all rights, the expropnatIon of aH property, executions without trial, torture
chambers, slave-labor camps, the mass slaughter of countless
millions in Soviet Russia-and the bloody horror of East
Berlin, including the bullet-riddled bodies of fleeing children.
When one observes the nightmare of the desperate efforts
made by hundreds of thousands of people struggling to escape
from the socialized countries of Europe, to escape over
barbed-wire fences, under machine-gun fire--one can no
longer believe that socialism, in any of its forms, is motivated
by benevolence and by the desire to achieve men's welfare.
No man of authentic benevolence could evade or ignore so
great a horror on so vast a scale.
Socialism is not a movement of the people. It is a movemen~ of the inteHectuals, originated, led and controlled by
the mt~Hectuals, carried by them out of their stuffy ivory
towers mto those bloody fields of practice where they unite
with their allies and,executors: the thugs.
What, then, is the motive of such intellectuals? Power-lust.
Power-lust-as a manifestation of helplessness, of self-loathing
and of the desire for the unearned.
. The desire for the unearned has two aspects: the unearned
m matter and the unearned in spirit. (By "spirit" I mean:
man's consciousness.) These two aspects are necessarily interrelated, but a man's desire may be focused predominantly on
one or the ot~er. The desire for the unearned in spirit is the
more destructIve of the two and the more corrupt. It is a
desire for unearned greatness; it is expressed (but not defined)
by the foggy murk of the term "prestige."
. The see~ers of unearned material benefits are merely finanCIal paraSItes, moochers, looters or criminals, who are too
limited in number and in mind to be a threat to civilization
until and unless they are released and legalized by the seeker~
of unearned greatness.
Unearned greatness is so unreal, so neurotic a concept that
the wretch who seeks it cannot identify it even to himself: to
identify it, is to make it impossible. He needs the irrational,
und~finabl~ slogans of a!truism and collectivism to give a
sem!-plausIble form to hIS nameless urge and anchor it to
reahty-to support his own self-deception more than to deceive his victims. "The public," "the public interest" "service
to the public" are the means, the tools, the swingi~g pendulums of the power-luster's self-hypnosis.
Since there is no such entity as "the public," since the
public is merely a number of individuals, any claimed or implied conflict of "the public interest" with private interests
means that the interests of some men are to be sacrificed to
the int~rests and wishes. of others. Since the concept is so
co~yentently un?efinablt~: ItS use r~sts only on any given gang's
abIhty to proclaIm that The pubhc, c'est moi"-and to maintain the claim at the point of a gun.
(continued on page 55)
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BOOKS - - - - - - - The Roosevelt Myth* by John T. Flynn
- - - - - - - - - - R e v i e w e d by BARBARA BRANDEN

In the years of his power and the yea~s since his d~ath,
eulogies of Franklin D. Roosevelt. an~ hiS alleged achievements grew and spread, mushroomIng Into an e.laborate mythology It is particularly the young people, children of the
New Deal-too young during the 1930's and early 40's to
have a first-hand knowledge of political events:-who have
been deluged by the massive propaganda effort, via textbooks,
articles, lectures and speeches, conducted by those who share
Roosevelt's ideology.
,
In the wake of the 1929 depression, many of the c<;JUntry s
intellectual leaders were declaring that free ente~pnse h~d
failed, that government mu.st. I?ow take a m<;Jre actIve part I~
directing the economic activities of the nat.lOn;--that ~men
cans must be given a new deal. Interv,,:ntlOnIst practIcesthe introduction of government controls Into the economyhad been brought into American politics long before, and
had been increasing since the turn of th~ century. But Roosevelt's administration was the first delIberately to embrace
Interventionism as a ruling philosophy of govern~ent and ~s
a consistent policy; this was the "New Deal" which Amencans were given.
.
Who were the creators of this policy, and what motIvated
them? What was its effect on the American for~ of government and economic system? What l.egacy has It l~ft to our
day? Was it a New Deal-or somethIng very old, with a long
and bloody history in Europe?
.
In his carefully documented, comprehensive account of the
New Deal years, John T. Flynn provid~s the answers to such
questions, by providing the facts which the mythology of
Roosevelt and his times was intended to conceal.
The New Deal-states the myth-saved a desperate country from total economic collapse, and pulled it out of the
worst depression in history. What are the facts?
When Roosevelt was inaugurated in 1932! there w.e~e over
eleven million persons unemploy~d, ove~ ~Ixteen mIllIon on
relief and a government debt of sixteen billIon dollars. Roosevelt ~as elected on a platform which promised to end the
deficits, curtail spending, abolish useless bureaus, assure a
sound currency and reduce taxes.
In the first one hundred days of his administration, he produced a deficit larger than Hoover had produced in two years,
and created a burgeoning network of ne~ bureaus, boards,
administrations, commissions and agencies. One of thes.e
agencies, dedicated to "fighting" the depression, was the Agncultural Adjustment Administration, heade? ?y Henry Wallace. The AAA paid men $700,000,000 withIn two ye~rs to
burn oats kill millions of hogs and cut corn productlOnwhile the 'nepartment of Agriculture issue? a bulletin "te~ling
the nation that the great problem of our tu;ne was our failure
to produce enough food to provide the people with a mere
subsistence diet"-and while we imported oats, lard and corn
from abroad.
By 1939 Roosevelt had spent more than seventeen billion
dollars of borrowed public funds, he had gone off the gold
standard, taxes had more than doubled-a~d there w~r.e over
eleven million persons unemployed, over nIneteen. mIllIon on
relief. The revival of business investment, essentIal to eco"..
"
nomic recovery, was nowhere in sight.
At a time when his carefully manufact~red publIc Image
was that of a near-omniscient national ~avlOr, Rooseve1.t 70mplained-after his cabinet informed him of the adminIstration's failure to cope with the depression-"I am sick and
tired of being told by Henry (Morgenthau) and everybody
else what's the matter with the country while nobody suggests
what I should do."
The New Deal-states the myth-was spearheaded and
run by an intellectual, humanitari~n elit~, eminently. comp~
tent to direct the course of the natIon. With systematic detat!,
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Flynn describes the hectic, carnival atmosphere that characterized the activities of this "elite":
.
-Roosevelt deciding that the price of gold ~hould be r~lsed
to twenty-one cents, because twenty-one, beIng three times
. .
seven, is a "lucky number"-Harry Hopkihs informing the Pr~si.dent that the ClVIl
Works Administration had "got four mIlII~m ,~t work but for
God's sake don't ask me what they are dOlI?g .
-Eleanor Roosevelt "gushing over the air for ~oIlet preparations, mattresses and other products," for which gushIng
she received from $1,000 to $4,000 an appearance, a~d basking in the attentions of the y.o~ng leaders of Comm~nIst front
organizations, while entertaInIng them on the White House
lawn. '
.
-Henry Wallace, in sea~c~ of hiS so.ul,. samplIng mystic
cult after mystic cult, pr~ctlcmg ve~e!~nanIsm and boomerang throwing, while directIng the activItIes of the Department
of Agriculture.,
f
-Roosevelt admitting to Frances Perkl~s, hiS Secretary 0
Labor that he knew nothing of economics and had never
read a'book on the subject-the Office of War Information dropping over Nor!h
Africa such items as cakes of soap, coloring books, a~d pIn
buttons with a picture of Roosevelt colored to l?ok lIke an
Arab, in order to "sell" America to the North ~fncans-:-:
-Leon Henderson, head of the Office of Pr~ce AdmInistration, reporting that his work "was fun all the time even when
I was mad."
.
'11'
1
"It was fun," comments Flynn, "pushmg 130 ml IOn peop e
around."
.
The New Deal-states the myth-secured our democratic
system and restored its. w:'lning vit~lity. What are the facts?
Immediately upon hiS Inaug~ratlOn: Roosevelt reve~sed a
central principle of his campalg~: hiS pledge to resist the
trend toward a powerful centralt~ed gove~nme~t. The tentacles of government began to encircle bUSIness m a manner
unprecedented in America.
Prominent New Dealers were extolling the fascist system
of Mussolini. Roosevelt emulated that system through s~c~
means as the establishment of the National Reco,:,ery Ad~lm
stration. The NRA undertook to organize each In?ustry .Into
a trade association which would regulate productIOn, pnces,
distribution, etc., under the supervision of the governmen~.
Together, Flynn points out, the NRA and the AA~ constituted "a plan to take the whole industrial and agncultu~al
life of the country under the wing of government, organI~e
it into vast farm and industrial cartels, as they were called m
Germany, corporatives as they were called in Italy, an? operate business and farms under plans made and carned out
under the supervision of the government."
The New Deal tentacles began encircling Congress. Roosevelt removed from Congress, and placed in the hand.s o~ the
Executive, a significant part of the former's constitutIOnal
prerogative of law-making. The countless b~reaus created .by
Roosevelt's demand were soon vested with Virtual law-makmg
powers; there w~re so ~any ~f them, their duties so ~omplex
and varied that It was ImpOSSible for Congress to poltce them
all' gradu;lly directives and regulations began to issue forth
fr~m them ,,~o that they actually became legislative and appropriating instrumentalities of a large area of government."
A further step toward concentrating power in the han~s of
the Executive was the policy of "blank-check legislatIOn."
Congress put billions of dollars into the President's han?s, t.o
be spent as and when he chose. "The great purse-which. IS
the greatest of all the weapons in the hands of a free p:'lrltament to oppose the extravagance of a headstrong executlvehad been handed over to him."
Some of Roosevelt's power grabs-such as his plan to pack
the Supreme Court with dedicated New Dealers-were
blocked by Congress. Some of !he~-such as the ~RA
were ultimately declared unconstitutIOnal. But the baSIC tenet
of the New Deal, the underlying philosophy of statis.m, was
unchallenged. The "New" De:'ll h~d brought to A,?enca t~at
"modern" resurrection of medlevaltsm and mercantllIs~ which
was practiced by such distinguished "liberals" as Bismarck,
Hitler and Mussolini.
(continued on page 56)
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INTELLECTUAL AMMUNITION
DEPARTMENT
[Subscribers are invited to send in the questions that they find
themselves unable to answer in philosophical or political
discussions. As many questions as space permits will be
answered. No questions will be answered by mail.]

• What are the respective obligations of parents to children,
and children to parents?
The key to understanding the nature of parental obligation
lies in the moral principle that human beings must assume
responsibility for the consequences of their actions.
A child is the responsibility of his parents, because (a)
they brought him into existence, and (b) a child, by nature,
cannot survive independently. (The fact that the parents
might not have desired the child, in a given case, is irrelevaI?t
in this context· he is nevertheless the consequence of theIr
chosen actions~a consequence that, as a possibility, was
foreseeable. )
The essence of parental responsibility i~: to equip the ch,ild
for independent survival as an adult. This means, to provide
for the child's physical and mental development and wellbeing: to feed, clothe and protect him; to raise hi~ in. a
stable, intelligible, rational home environment, to eqUip him
intellectually, training him to live as a rational being; to educate him to earn his livelihood (teaching him to hunt, for
instance, in a primitive society; sending him to college, perhaps, in an advanced civilization).
When the child reaches the age of legal maturity and/ or
when he has been educated for a career, parental obligation
ends. Thereafter, parents may still want to help their child,
but he is no longer their responsibility.
A reasonable expectation that they will be able to afford
the basic minimum necessary for food, clothing, shelter and
education, should be the prerequisite of rational parents' decision to have children. However, parents are not morally at
fault if, due to the father's illness or some other unforeseeable
economic disaster, they are unable to provide for their child
as they had expected to; in such a case, they are obliged
simply to do the best they can.
If parents forgo other purchases in order to provide for
their child's necessities, their action is not a sacrifice, and
they have no moral right to regard it as such. One of the
cruelest injustices that parents can perpetrate is to reproach
a child for being a financial burden or for requiring time
and attention, as if the child's legitimate needs were an
imposition on them-to complain to the child of the "sacrifices" made for his sake, as if he were to feel apologetic or
guilty-to state or imply that the child's mere existence is
an unfair strain, as if the child had any choice in the matter.
Above the level of necessities, it is the standard of living
of the parents that properly determines the standard of living
of the child, appropriately scaled to his age and level of
development. It is the responsibility of the child, as he grows
older, to understand (if and when it is the case) that much
of what he receives, above the ordinary, is an expression of
his parents' benevolence and affection-and should be
acknowledged as such in the form of reciprocated consideration and good will. If his parents are genuinely devoted to
him, if they treat him justly and do their conscientious best
to guide him, the appropriate response on the child's part is
appreciation, affection, respect.
It is the child's further responsibility, as he grows older,
to understand that his parents, too, have rights; that he may
not make unlimited demands on them, as if their sole purpose were to live for and serve him; that he may not expect
·,Ahem to relinquish every other interest and value in order to
wb'rk at satisfying any wish he may chance to conceive.
In accepting the basic necessities of food, Clothing, etc.,
from his parents, the child does not incur an obligation to
repay that support at some future date. The support is his by
right. If, years later, when he is an adult, his parents encounter financial difficulty, it is not his duty to help them
regardless of the cost to himself. There can be no unchosen
obligations of this kind. If, however, they had treated him
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at all well and if he has maintained cordial relations with
them, he properly would wish to help them to the extent that
he reasonably and non-self-sacrificially can do so.
By virtue' of their unique biological relationship, parents
and child are normally predisposed to feel ·benevolence
.toward each other. Parents expect to feel love for their creation. A child wishes to feel love for his protectors. But this
biological tie must never be "traded on"-that is, used as
a moral blank check, as a substitute for personal value.
Parents cannot demand love as a duty-"because we're your
parents." A child cannot demand absolution of any irrationality-"because I'm your child." Emotions are not causeless.
Love, respect, admiration have to be earned.
It is immensely valuable, from the point of view of the
child's happiness and psychological development, that he
find human beings whom he can love, respect and admire.
One of the chief obligations of parents is to offer the child
this opportunity. One of the chief obligations of the childand of all human beings-is to recognize this opportunity
-NATHANIEL BRANDEN
if and when it exists.

The Monument Builders (from page 53)
No such claim has ever been or can ever be maintained
without the help of a gun-that is, without physical force.
But, on the other hand, without that claim, gunmen would
remain where they belong: in the underworld, and would not
rise to the councils of state to rule the destinies of nations.
There are two ways of claiming that "The public, c'est
moi": one is practiced by the crude material parasite who
clamors for government handouts in the name of a "public"
need and pockets what he has not earned; the other is practiced by his leader, the spiritual parasite, who derives his
illusion of "greatness"-like a fence receiving stolen goodsfrom the power to dispose of that which he has not earned
and from the mystic view of himself as the embodied voice of
"the public."
Of the two, the material parasite is psychologically healthier
and closer to reality: at least, he eats or wears his loot. But
the only source of satisfaction open to the spiritual parasite,
his only means to gain "prestige" (apart from giving orders
and spreading terror), is the most wasteful, useless and meaningless activity of all: the building of public monuments.
Greatness is achieved by the productive effort of a man's
mind in the pursuit of clearly defined, rational goals. But a
delusion of grandeur can be served only by the switching,
undefinable chimera of a public monument-which is presented as a munificent gift to the victims whose forced labor
or extorted money had paid for it-which is dedicated to the
service of all and none, owned by all and none, gaped at by
all and enjoyed by none.
This is the ruler's only way to appease his obsession:
"prestige." Prestige-in whose eyes? In anyone's. In the eyes
of his tortured victims, of the beggars in the streets of his
kingdom, of the bootlickers at his court, of the foreign tribes
and their rulers beyond the borders. It is to impress all those
eyes-the eyes of everyone and no one-that the blood of
generations of subjects has been spilled and spent.
. One may see, in certain Biblical movies, a graphic image
of the meaning of public monument building: the building of
the pyramids. Hordes of starved, ragged, emaciated men
straining the last effort of their inadequate muscles at the
inhuman task of pulling the ropes that drag large chunks of
stone, straining like tortured beasts of burden under the whips
of overseers, collapsing on the job and dying in the desert
sands-that a dead Pharaoh might lie in an imposingly senseless structure and thus gain eternal "prestige" in the eyes of
the unborn of future generations.
Temples and palaces are the only monuments left of mankind's early civilizations. They were created by the same
means and at the same price-a price not justified by
fact
that primitive peoples undoubtedly believed, while dying of
starvation and exhaustion, that the "prestige" of their tribe,
their rulers or their gods was of value to them somehow.
Rome fell, bankrupted by statist controls and taxation,
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The Monument Builders (from page 55)
while its emperors were building coliseu.ms: Louis X~V of
France taxed his people into a state of mdlgence, while he
built the palace of Versailles, f~)f his co.n~emporary mona!chs
to envy and for modern tounsts to. VI~!t. The m,~rbie-llned
Moscow subway, built by the unpal? volunt.eer labor of
Russian workers, including women, IS a public monume?t,
and so is the Czarist-like lUxury of the champagne and cavI.ar
receptions at the ~ovi~t embass.ies, which is neede~-whlle
the people stand mime for m~dequ~te ,~ood ratIOns-to
"maintain the prestige of the Soviet Umon.
.
The great distinction of the United States. of Am~nca, up
to the last few decades, was the modesty of ItS. public monuments. Such monuments as did exist were genyme: they were
not erected for "prestige," but were functional structures
that had housed events of great historical importance. If you
have seen the austere simplicity of Independence Hall, you
have seen the difference between authentic grandeur and the
pyramids of "public-spirited" prestige-s~ekers.
In America, human effort and matenal res~urces .were not
expropriated for public monuments and public prC!Jec~s~ but
were spent on the progress of the privat~, personal, mdl':'ldu~1
well-being of individual citizens. Amenca's greatness hes m
the fact that her actual monuments are not public.
The skyline of New York is a monument of a splendor that
no pyramids or palaces will eve~ equal or. approach. But
America's skyscrapers were not b~.l1lt by public funds. ~C!r ~or
a public purpose: they were bUIlt by the energy, Imttatlve
and wealth of private individuals for personal profit. And,
instead of impoverishi~g the peopl~,. these skyscrapers, as
they rose higher and higher, ~ept r.alSlng the people s standard of living-including the mhabltants ~f the slums, 'Yho
lead a life of lUxury compared t? the ~If~ of an ancient
Egyptian slave or of a modern Soviet Soclailst work:r.
Such is the difference-both in theory and practice-between capitalism and socialism.
.
It is impossible to compute the human suffenng, deg!adation, deprivation and horror that went to pay for a. smgle,
much-touted skyscraper of Moscow, or for the Sov~et factories or mines or dams, or for any part of their lootand-blood-supported "industriali~ation." ~hat 'Ye. do know,
however is that forty-five years IS a long time: It IS the span
of two generations; we do know that, in the n~me of a pr?mised abundance, two generations of human bemgs have lIve~
and died in subhuman poverty; and we do know that .tod~y s
advocates of socialism are not deterred by a fact of this kmd.
Whatever motive they might assert, benevolence is one
they have long since lost the right to claim..
.
The ideology of socialization (in a neo-fasclst fo~m) IS now
floating, by default, through the vacuum of our mtellectual
and cultural atmosphere. Observe how often we are asked
for undefined "sacrifices" to unspecified purposes. Observe
how often the present administration is invoking "the public
interest." Observe what prominence the issue of internation~1
"prestige" has suddenly acquired and what grotesquely SUIcidal policies are justified by references to ma~t~rs of "prestige." Observe that during the rec.en.t Cuban cnsls-when the
factual issue concerned nuclear miSSiles and nuclear war-our
diplomats and commentators found it proper seri?usly to
weigh such things as the "prestige,". t~e persona.1 feelings and
the "face-saving" of the sundry SOCialist rulers mvolved.
There is no difference between the principles, policies and
practical results of socialism-a!ld those of any hi.storical or
prehistorical tyranny. Socialism IS merely.demo~ratlc absolute
monarchy-that is, a system of absolutism without a fixed
head, open to seizure of power by all comers, by any ruthless
climber, opportunist, adventurer, demagogue or thug.
When you consider socialism, d~ not fool yo.urseJf about
its nature. Remember that there IS no such dichotomy as
"human rights" versus "property rights." No human rights
can exist without property rights. Since material goods are
produced by the mind and effort of individual men, and are
needed to sustain their lives, if the producer does not own
the result of his effort, he does not own his life. To deny
property rights means to turn men into property owned by
the state. Whoever claims the "right" to "redistribute" the
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wealth produced by others is claiming the "right" to treat
.
human beings as chattel.
When you consider the global devas~a~lOn perp~tr~ted by
socialism the sea of blood and the mlillons of Victims, remember that they were sacrificed, not for "the gOO? of m~n
kind" nor for any "noble ideal," but fo~ the fest~nn~ vamty
of some scared brute or some pretentious medlocnty who
craved a mantle of unearned "greatness':-and ~hat the
monument to socialism is a pyramid of pubhc factone~, public theaters and public parks, erected on a founda~lOn of
human corpses, with the figure ~f th~ ruler pos~~nng. o~
top, beating his chest an~ screammg his plea for prestige
to the starless void above him.

The Roosevelt Myth (from page 54)
Roosevelt followed their inspiration not only in ~is domestic policies, but also in his foreign policy: by resortmg to war
in order to "solve" his internal problems. He had found a
solution to the depression in the spending of vast sums for
National Defense.
.
.
.
"I say to you fathers and moth~rs and I Will ~ay It ag~m
and again and again. Your boys Will not be sent l!ltO foreign
wars." This was Roosevelt's promise to the Amencan people
in 1940. In 1941 states Flynn, he "exposed our fleet and our
soldiers in Haw~ii and the Philippine Islands to an attack
which he knowingly invited."
It was Roosevelt-states the myth-who led us through a
great war for democracy and freedom, and who saved the
civilization of Europe.
.
,
Eleven billion dollars ·of Amencan taxpayers money was
given to Russia during the war, in the form of Lend-Leasedollars whose consequences, I might add, we can now see
ninety miles from our shores. In secret agree~eJ?ts betwe.en
Roosevelt and Stalin, sixteen European and ASiatic count~les
and over 725 million people were surrendered to RUSSian
tyranny.
.' .
.
In his own economic conVictIOns, John T. Flynn IS n~t a!l
advocate of laissez-faire capitalism; althoug~ he does not mdlcate his views clearly, he seems to sanctIOn some f~rm of
mixed economy. But his ruth.lessly factual presentatIOn of
the events of the New Deal penod, and of the long-and-sh<?rtrange consequences of its policies, make his book absorbmg
and eminently valuable.
.
When one is reading The Roosevelt Myth, <?ne IS hearte~ed
by a single thought: that by some near-miracle, Amenc,a
survived the New Deal. But then, when 0.n~ reads today s
newspapers and considers t~e p~esent pohtl~al scene, one
.realizes that that is the questIOn still to be deCided.
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CHECK YOUR PREMISES
By AY N RA N D

Collectivized Ethics
Certain questions, which one frequently hears, are not
philosophical queries, but psychological confessions. This is
particularly true in the field of ethics. It is especially in discussions of ethics that one must check one's premises (or
remember them), and more: one must learn to check the
premises of one's adversaries.
For instance, Objectivists will often hear a question such as:
"What will be done about the poor or the handicapped in a
free society?"
The altruist-collectivist premise, implicit in that question,
is that men are "their brothers' keepers" and that the misfortune of some is a mortgage on others. The questioner is ignoring or evading the basic premises of Objectivist ethics and is
attempting to switch the discussion onto his own collectivist
base. Observe that he does not ask: "Should anything be
done?" but: "What will be done?"-as if the collectivist
premise had been tacitly accepted and all that remains is a
discussion of the means to implement it.
Once, when Barbara Branden was asked by a student:
"What will happen to the poor in an Objectivist society?"-she
answered: "If you want to help them, you will not be stopped."
This is the essence of the whole issue and a perfect example
of how one refuses to accept an adversary's premises as the
basis of discussion.
Only individual men have the right to decide when or
whether they wish to help others; society-as an organized
political system-has no rights in the matter at all.
On the question of when and under what conditions it is
morally proper for an individual to help others, I refer you to
Galt's speech in A tlas Shrugged. What concerns us here is the
collectivist premise of regarding this issue as political, as the
problem or duty of "society as a whole."
Since nature does not guarantee automatic security, success
and survival to any human being, it is only the dictatorial
presumptuousness and the moral cannibalism of the altruistcollectivist code that permits a man to suppose (or idly to
daydream) that he can somehow guarantee such security to
some men at the expense of others.
If a man speCUlates on what "society" should do for the
poor, he accepts thereby the collectivist premise that men's
lives belong to society and that he, as a member of society,
has the right to dispose of them, to set their goals or to plan
the "distribution" of their efforts.
This is the psychological confession implied in such questions and in many issues of the same kind.
At best, it reveals a man's pSYCho-epistemological chaos;
it reveals a fallacy which may be termed "the fallacy of the

frozen abstraction" and which consists of substituting some
one particular concrete for the wider abstract class to which
it belongs-in this case, substituting a specific ethics (altruism)
for the wider abstraction of "ethics." Thus, a man may reject
the theory of altruism and assert that he has accepted a rational code-but, failing to integrate his ideas, he continues
unthinkingly to approach ethical questions in terms established
by altruism.
More often, however, that psychological confession reve.als
a deeper evil: it reveals the enormity of the extent to which
altruism erodes men's capacity to grasp the concept of rights
or the value of an individual life; it reveals a mind from which
the reality of a human being has been wiped out.
Humility and presumptuousness are always two sides of the
same premise, and always share the task of filling the space
vacated by self-esteem in a collectivized mentality. The man
who is willing to serve as the means to the ends of others, will
necessarily regard others as the means to his ends. The more
neurotic he is or the more conscientious in the practice of
altruism (and these two aspects of his psychology will act
reciprocally to reinforce each other), the more he will tend
to devise schemes "for the good of mankind" or of "society"
or of "the public" or of "future generations"-or of anything
except actual human beings.
Hence the appalling recklessness with which men propose,
discuss and accept "humanitarian" projects which are to be
imposed by political means, that is, by force, on an unlimited
number of human beings. If, according to collectivist caricatures, the greedy rich indulged in profligate material luxury, on
the premise of "price no object"-then the social progress
brought by today's collectivized mentalities consists of indulging in altruistic political planning, on the premise of "human
lives no object."
The hallmark of such mentalities is the advocacy of some
grand scale public goal, without regard to context, costs' or
means. Out of context, such a goal can usually be shown to
be desirable; it has to be public, because the costs are not
to be earned, but to be expropriated; and a dense patch of
venomous fog has to shroud the issue of means-because the
means are to be human lives.
"Medicare" is an example of such a project. "Isn't it desirable that the aged should have medical care in times of
illness?" its advocates clamor. Considered out of context, the
answer would be: yes, it is desirable. Who would have a
reason to say no? And it is at this point that the mental
processes of a collectivized brain are cut off; the rest is fog.
Only the desire remains in his sight-it's the good, isn't it?it's not for myself, it's for others, it's for the pUblic, for a
helpless, ailing public . . . The fog hides such facts as the
enslavement and, therefore, the destruction of medical science,
the regimentation and disintegration of all medical practice,
and the sacrifice of the professional integrity, the freedom,
the careers, the ambitions, the achievements, the happiness,
the lives of the very men who are to provide that "desirable"
goal-the doctors.
After centuries of civilization, most men-with the exception of criminals-have learned that the above mental attitude
is neither practical nor moral in their private lives and may
not be applied to the achievement of their private goals. There
would be no controversy about the moral character of some
young hoodlum who declared: "Isn't it desirable to have a
yacht, to live in a penthouse and to drink champagne?"-and
stubbornly refused to consider the fact that he had robbed a
bank and killed two guards to achieve that "desirable" goal.
There is no moral difference between these two examples;
the number of beneficiaries does not change the nature of the
action, it merely increases the number of victims. In fact, the
private hoodlum has a slight edge of moral superiority: he
has no power to devastate an entire nation and his victims are
not legally disarmed.
It is men's views of their public or political existence that
the collectivized ethics of altruism has protected from the
march of civilization and has preserved as a reservoir, a wildlife sanctuary, ruled by the mores of prehistorical savagery.
If men have grasped some faint glimmer of respect for individual rights in their private dealings with one another, that
(continued on page 3)
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