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THE AUTHOR AND THE BOOK

Henry Grady Weaver was born at Eatonton, Georgia,
December 24, 1889. He received his B.S. from Georgia Tech in
1911, and held a series of jobs in various phases of the automo-
bile industry until 1921. That was the year he went with General
Motors. He soon became head of its Customer Research Staff
and was judged of sufficient importance in his field to be the
Time magazine “cover raan” for its issue of November 14, 1938,

Time said of “Buck” Weaver: “He dresses with studied
informality—slouch hat, tweedy, sloppy suit. He is short, bow-
legged, has Clark Gable ears and hair cropped short. . ..

“Jittery as a terrier, he cannot sit still, swivels between two
desks, hops up to flip some papers, peers through a cloud of
smoke with his one good eye (he has been blind in his right eye
since birth). Likable and expansive, he tatks incessantly, wrinkles
his nose when amused, which is often.”

Mr. Weaver, a Baptist, was married in 1923 (two children).
He is the author of many articles on psychological research.
Convinced that human liberty is the mainspring of progress—
and that government tends always to tyranny—he decided to
popularize these themes for the American people. His first
major effort was this book, Mainspring. In it he said: “If the
book meets with a reasonable reception, 1 plan to do the same
sort of thing with other books. For example, I'd like to re-inter-



pret the writings of Frederic Bastiat in the language of today
and from the American viewpoint. I'd like to develop a drama-
tization of the all-but-forgotten Federalist Papers.”

His Mainspring proved a tremendous success, but Henry
Grady Weaver died on January 3, 1949.

In addition to keeping his book in print, The Foundation
for Economic Education hopes to accomplish some of the other
vitally needed jobs that Mr. Weaver had mapped out for himself.

First published in 1947 by Talbot Books, hundreds of thou-
sands of copies of Mainspring have been printed.

In an “author’s notation” in the first printing of the book,
Mr. Weaver states: “In some respects, Mainspring is a condensa-
tion of Rose Wilder Lane’s book, The Discovery of Freedom. In
other respects, it is an amplification. Inspired by her thesis and
with her gracious consent, I've tried to retell her story in my own
way, making liberal use of her material—plus ideas growing out
of personal experiences and gathered from various sources. Mrs.
Lane should not be blamed for any omissions, deviations, and
additions. (She does not always agree with me—and vice versal)”

During one of his visits with us here at the Foundation, Mr.
Weaver mentioned the fact that some of his statements had been
challenged by readers of his book, and that he intended to make
a few minor revisions in the third printing of it. We ourselves
offered criticisius and suggestions to Mr. Weaver on a few of
these disputed points, He agreed in some instances and noted
them for change. Unfortunately, his untimely death occurred



before another printing. In the few instances where we recall his
agreement, we have taken the liberty of making the changes as
discussed with him.

—LronaRD E. READ (1953}
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INTRODUCTION

In 1947, a slim volume written by a largely unknown Gen-
eral Motors corporate executive was issued by a small publishing
house under the title of The Mainspring of Human Progress. The
book, beginning with an intriguing chapter entitled “Puzzling
Questions of Vital Concemn to 2,155,000,000 Individuals,” led off
with this curious paragraph: '

For 60 known centuries, this planet that we call
Earth has been inhabited by human beings not much
different from ourselves. Their desire to live has been
just as strong as ours. They have had at least as much
physical strength as the average person of today, and
among them have been men and women of great intelli-
gence. But down through the ages, most human beings
have gone hungry, and many have always starved.

The author, Henry Grady Weaver, served as director of cus-
tomer research for GM. Blind in one eye, he nevertheless spent
much of his life peering over data. He was a number-cruncher,
not a philosopher or polemicist. His writing experience had con-
sisted mainly of penning articles on psychological research. But
The Mainspring of Human Progress, an amateur’s paean to free-
dom and individual ingenuity, remains one of the finest discus-



sions of the impact of business on society that has ever been
written.

Weaver was writing to an American public that had just
endured almost two decades of desperation, economic hardship,
social upheaval, and war. There was a sense of euphoria after the
surrender of Germany and Japan in 1945, a commonly held
belief that the United States had managed to extricate itself
from turmoil and disaster to unparalleled strength and influence
around the world. At the same time, however, fears and doubts
were beginning to surface about some of America’s traditional
institutions and principles. The apparent vitality of the Soviet
Union, which had itself fought back from the brink of destruc-
tion to a glorious victory, was unsettling, The lingering economic
controversies from the New Deal—about the role of the federal
government in society and the ability of capitalism to provide
jobs and opportunities for the common man—had been left
unresolved during a half decade of world war. Indeed, the
growth of the federal government during World War IT and the
unprecedented role it assumed of directing and managing the
wartime economy was just being realized and debated.

Weaver was a practical man as well as a vigorous defender
of American business. He understood that, in order to persuade
his readers that the free enterprise system was worth preserving,
he would have to eschew elaborate theory and focus instead on
historic fact and common sense. So, he began his book with a
discussion of the condition shared by most human beings
throughout most of human history—hunger. The ancient civi-
lizations extolled by historians and philosophers, Weaver



pointed out, consistently failed to keep their people fed. Egyp-
tians and Greeks sometimes killed their babies because they
couldn’t feed them. The Roman Empire collapsed in famine,
French peasants were dying of hunger when Thomas Jefterson
bought Louisiana from Napoleon Bonaparte. As late as the
18407, the Irish were starving to death from a potato famine. In
Weaver’s day, famines continued to plague significant portions of
Asia and Africa. But by 1947, in the United States, there were
only periodic, geographically limited episodes of hunger. And
after Weaver's time (he died in 1949), the “Green Revolution” of
unparalleled agricultural productivity in the 1960’ essentially
eradicated hunger as a serious problem not only in the United
States, but throughout much of the developed and developing
world.

Weaver was fascinated with the sudden, amazing produc-
tivity of agriculture, as well as with other pleasant surprises of
modern life. “Why did men, women, and children eke out their
meager existence for 6,000 years [of recorded history], toiling
desperately from dawn to dark-—barefoot, half-naked, un-
washed, unshaved, uncombed, with lousy hair, mangy skins, and
rotting teeth—then suddenly, in one place on Earth there is an
abundance of such things as rayon underwear, nylon hose,
shower baths, safety razors, ice cream sodas, lipsticks, and per-
manent waves?” he asked.

Imagine what Weaver might think of American society
today, where a family of modest means might have access to a
cornucopia of foods and treats, dozens of television channels,
access to thousands of movies, inexpensive clothes and cosmet-



ics, a luxurious {by the standards of 1947) home with air condi-
tioning, microwave ovens, digital stereo, a medicine chest full
of life-saving or pain-alleviating drugs, several reliable automo-
biles, and a magical desktop machine capable of balancing a
checkbook, drawing a picture, publishing a newspaper, playing
a game, and sending a letter instantaneously to another city or
even another country. Indeed, the average American now con-
sumes about twice as many goods and services as families did in
Weaver’s day—and he thought his contemporaries enjoyed an
extremely high and unprecedented standard of living! (We
might well say the same today: Studies of household consump-
tion show that poor families today live very much like middle-
income families did in the 1950% in terms of housing and
amenities.)

A devout Southern Baptist, husband, and father of two,
Weaver was no materialist. He would not (nor should anyone}
interpret the mere possession of conveniences and luxuries as
proof of social well-being. At the same time, however, Weaver
lacked the elitist’s disdain for the importance of material com-
fort. He carefully studied human nature, specifically consumer
preferences, and understood the revolutionary impact of eco-
nomic progress on the lives of the middle class and poor. Nor did
Weaver have much patience for those who tried to interpret
American progress in ethnic or racial terms. “That sounds fine in
after-dinner oratory and goes over big at election time,” the
Georgia native wrote perceptively, “but the argument is difficult
to support. Our own ancestors, including the Anglo-Saxons,
have starved right along with everyone else.” Instead, Weaver
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argued, the mainspring of human progress was freedom itself.
The United States, by allowing the most individual freedom to
produce goods and services and sell them to consumers for
profit, had unleashed the greatest degree of invention and inge-
nuity, resulting in social benefits for all.

In Weaver’s time, this simple statement of the virtues of a
capitalist economy, while increasingly rare in the ivory towers of
American academia, was hardly incongruent with public senti-
ment. During the 1940% and 1950's, most Americans held busi-
ness as an institution in high esteem (as well as, it should be
noted, other institutions such as government, organized religion,
and the press). The media, too, often viewed business and corpo-
rate leaders with at least equanimity, if not actual approval.
Media analysts Robert Lichter, Linda Lichter, and Stanley Roth-
man point out that many television and motion-picture plots of
the 1950’ featured businessmen in positive, sometimes heroic
roles. Wise, honest, and trustworthy fathers Jim Anderson of
“Father Knows Best” and Ward Cleaver of “Leave It to Beaver”
were an insurance salesman and an accountant, respectively.
Nick Charles, “The Thin Man,” was a publisher Herbert
Philbrick, the hero of the popular 1950's TV adventure series “1
Led Three Lives,” was a pipe-smoking advertising executive, a
Communist Party worker, and an FBI counterspy. Bruce Wayne,
ak.a. the Batman, was a wealthy industrialist. Even into the
19607s, television series continued to portray those in business as
“good guys.” Westerns were one surprising source of positive
images about business: Remember that Ben Cartwright of
“Bonanza” ran a sprawling ranching and mining empire on the



family’s 1,000-acre Ponderosa estate? (See Video Villains: The TV
Businessman, 1955-1986.)

In most cases, however, while these business characters
were portrayed positively, they were rarely portrayed in the
actual practice of doing business. The Beaver spent little time at
his father’s accounting firm. Bruce Wayne even donned a mask
and fought crime at night so as to distinguish the Batman from
the CEO of Wayne Enterprises. There were some notable
exceptions. The hit 1954 film Sabrina—in which brothers
played by Humphrey Bogart and William Holden vied for the
affections of Audrey Hepburn—has several memorable scenes
with both major and minor characters bouncing up and down on
a new plastic, to be manufactured out of sugar cane and sold by
the brothers’ family firm. Holden, a hedonist with little interest
in business, asks his workaholic brother why he was spending so
much time dabbling with plastic rather than having fun. “What
will that prove?™ he demands, pointing to the strip of plastic.
Bogart replies:

Prove? Nothing much. A new-product has been
found, something of use to the world. So a new industry
moves into an underdeveloped area. . . . People who
never saw a dime before suddenly have a dollar, and
barefoot kids wear shoes and have their teeth fixed and
their faces washed. What’s wrong with the kind of an
urge that gives people hospitals, libraries, baseball dia-
monds, and movies on a Saturday night?
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Needless to say, if Weaver had lived long enough to see
Sabrina, he would have rooted for Bogart’s crusty but insightful
businessman over Holden'’s irresponsible playboy. Nor would he
have been alone. Movie audiences were supposed to root for
Bogart, who gets the girl in the end (while Holden learns
responsibility and prepares to shoulder his weight in the family
business).

The Backlash Against Business

But even in the comparatively conservative 1950’, there
was a significant undercurrent of skepticism and revisionist
thinking about the role of business in society. These ideas flowed
through universities, and bubbled up through the legal system in
a series of court decisions that redefined the purpose and
responsibilities of the American corporation. Social movements,
responding to problems such as racial injustice and environmen-
tal degradation, began to view business as a corrupt, amoral
institution in which a few greedy individuals profited at the
expense of the broader community. By the 1960's and 1970's, the
undercurrent of revisionism about business became a raging
river of eriticism, protest, incriminations, and hostility.

The mass media both reflected and influenced these public
perceptions. Investigative journalism became an heroic, even
yomantic, calling, with the name of the game being to “catch
greedy corporations in the act” of polluting the water, selling
shoddy and overpriced products, exploiting workers and fami-



lies, and sacrificing the publics health, safety, and welfare to
make a quick buck. On television and in the movies, business
executives increasingly became the villains, to be challenged by
heroic lawyers, policemen, reporters, and activists. In a study of
the top-grossing 100 films selected from Variety listings,
researchers found that nearly nine out of 10 business characters
were portrayed positively before 1965, but two out of three were
portrayed negatively thereafter. After 1975, the proportion of
negative business characters rose to three out of four. Such films
as The China Syndrome, Norma Rae, Silkwood, and Wall Street
might serve as examples of this trend, in which antisocial or even
criminal corporate behavior could be challenged only by the
heroic actions of crusading lawyers and journalists or brave
whistleblowers. Lichter, Lichter, and Rothman found the same
pattern for television characters. While small business owners
were treated about the same over the decades, the percentage of
big business characters portrayed as villains rose from 31 per-
cent before 1965 to 58 percent afterward, The authors com-
pared, for example, the positive portrayals of the Cartwright
family in “Bonanza” to the largely corrupt and immoral Ewing
family of “Dallas.”

Public sentiment, influenced by social activism and media
images, also began to change toward business. In 1965, almost
60 percent of Americans believed that businesses made a “rea-
sonable profit,” vs. 24 percent who thought businesses made too
much. By 1975, the trend lines had reversed—more Americans
calling profits excessive rather than reasonable. Even in 1939, as
the economic stagnation of the Great Depression lingered, 56



percent of Americans said that the interests of employers and
employees were “basically the same,” while only 25 percent said
they were opposed. But by 1994, more Americans thought the
interests of the two groups clashed than thought they coincided.
Much of the change has occurred in public perception of big
business; in one 1992 poll, 64 percent of Americans rated the
moral and ethical standards of small business owners as excel-
lent or good, while only 31 percent said the same about “busi-
ness executives,”

It was during this same period of social upheaval and
changing media images about business that a movement began
among business scholars, journalists, issue-oriented activist
groups, and some corporate executives to shift the goals and
principles of American business away from a focus on profits and
return to shareholders and toward serving the interests of a
broader constituency of so-called “stakeholders”—workers, cus-
tomers, neighbors, and society at large. Variously called “corpo-
rate social responsibility” or “socially responsible business,” the
modern movement is dated by many of its adherents to 1953,
with the publication of Social Responsibilities of the Business-
man by Howard Bowen. In 1963, a textbook for colleges and
universities by business professor Joseph McGuire appeared,
entitled Business and Society, and by the 1970’ the field was a
full-fledged academic discipline, which could boast programs in
major business schools as well as dozens of major books.

Of course, corporate social responsibility as an American
movement in the latter half of the twentieth century is only a
modern manifestation of an older, even ancient, debate among
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philosophers and theologians in many lands and cultures about
the morality of commerce itself. Is economic competition the
enemy of compassion and community? Is commercial activity a
necessary evil or a desirable good? To whom do traders and mer-
chants owe their loyalty? Do capitalists exploit their workers and
the poor? Is it moral to sell basic human necessities at a profit?
The greatest thinkers of human history have wrestled with these
questions. Aristotle wrote about trading and business profits in
his Nicomachean Ethics and Politics. Major portions of Old Tes-
tament books such as Deuteronomy contain rules for ethical
business practice. Adam Smith’s The Wealth of Nations is usually
thought of as a treatise on economics, but it also discusses in
depth the social context and impact of commercial activity.
Smith was, after all, a theologian and ethicist, not a businessman
or economist. Karl Marx was no economist, either, and had
never set foot in a factory, but his critical analysis of business
behavior changed the course of history.

In the United States of the late nineteenth century, the
issue sharpened as defenders and critics of the so-called “robber
barons” clashed over the role of profit, exploitation, and immoral
business practices in the development of the West, the growth of
industry, and the accumulation of vast fortunes. Over the next
century, the debate about such controversial businessmen as
Cornelius Vanderbilt, Leland Stanford, Jay Gould, }.]. Hill, |.P.
Morgan, and John D. Rockefeller continued to rage. Were these
men exemplars of the evils of unfettered, greedy capitalism?

Were they, instead, great innovators whose impact on society
justified their wealth?



This debate continues today in academia and among politi-
cal elites. But the argument for the moral and social value of
business needs to be carried further to average Americans. One
Roper organization poll in 1991 asked respondents to rank the
responsibilities of business. At the top of the list were both tasks
Americans believed corporations were doing well {such as “pro-
ducing good quality products and services” and “protecting the
health and safety of workers”) as well as tasks Americans
believed corporations were doing poorly (such as cleaning up
pollution). Lower on the list of perceived business responsibili-
ties were “developing new products and services” and “keeping
profits at reasonable levels.” Neither omission is surprising. The
innovation and invention inherent in business, and so crucial to
social progress, rarely gets much press or public attention. And
on the latter point, Americans have for many years exaggerated
the size of corporate profits, telling pollsters that they believe
the average profit of U.S. firms is 34 percent when in reality it is
only about 4 percent.

Whether business can and will be viewed as a positive force
for good in our society is a matter of great importance if free
enterprise is to survive and thrive. Henry Grady Weaver, in the
heady and unsettling days after World War II, understood this
well. Writing about great American entrepreneurs such as Eli
Whitney (the father not only of the cotton gin, but of much of
mass production itself), John Deere, Thomas Edison, and Henry
Ford, Weaver pointed out that their contributions to American
society were far in excess of that of many political or military
leaders better known to the public. Indeed, even early American
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political heroes such as Benjamin Franklin, Thomas Jefferson,
and Thomas Paine were important inventors and entrepreneurs
in their own right.

Americans were and are an inventive people, Weaver wrote,
because of the very system of free economic competition based
on profit and reward. “No matter how much money John Deere
may have made, it would be insignificant in comparison with the
tremendous overall benefits shared by millions of people” from
his innovative steel plow that made prairie agriculture, and thus
westward expansion, viable, he observed. “It’s just possible that
good old John Deere wouldn't have bothered his head about the
plowing problem if he hadn’t been living in a free country, where
an ambitious blacksmith had a chance to become a prosperous
manufacturer.”

In reality, the business world is populated more by heroes
like John Deere than by the villains who make the moming
newspapers, are vilified on the evening newsmagazines, or who
act out Hollywood’s unrealistic and silly fantasies about Ameri-
can society. Weaver's classic work showed how the real story of
American business can and should be told.

—Jon~ Hoop
The John Locke Foundation
March 1997 Raleigh, North Carolina



PART I

COMPARISONS AND CONTRASTS






Chapter 1

Puzzling Questions of Vital Concern to
Every Individual on Earth

For 60 known centuries, this planet that we call Earth has
been inhabited by human beings not much different from our-
selves. Their desire to live has been just as strong as ours. They
have had at least as much physical strength as the average per-
son of today, and among them have been men and women of
great intelligence. But down through the ages, most human
beings have gone hungry, and many have always starved.

The ancient Assyrians, Persians, Egyptians, and Greeks
were intelligent people; but in spite of their intelligence and
their fertile lands, they were never able to get enough to eat.
They often killed their babies because they couldn’t feed them.

The Roman Empire collapsed in famine. The French were
dying of hunger when Thomas Jefferson was President of the
United States. As late as the 1840’s, the Irish were starving to
death; and no one was particularly surprised because famines in
the Old World were the rule rather than the exception. It is only
within the last century that western Europeans have had enough
food to keep them alive—soup and bread in France, fish in
Scandinavia, beef in England.

Hunger has always been normal. Even to this day, famines
kill multitudes in China, India, Africa; and in the 1930’s, thou-



sands upon thousands starved to death on the richest farmlands
of the Soviet Union.

Down through the ages, countless millions, struggling
unsuccessfully to keep bare life in wretched bodies, have died
young in misery and squalor. Then suddenly, in one spot on this
planet, people eat so abundantly that the pangs of hunger are
forgotten.

The Questions

Why did men die of starvation for 6,000 years? Why is it
that we in America have never had a famine?

Why did men walk and carry goods (and other men) on
their straining backs for 6,000 years—then suddenly, on only a
small part of the earth’s surface, the forces of nature are har-
nessed to do the bidding of the humblest citizen?

Why did families live for 6,000 years in caves and floorless
hovels, without windows or chimneys—then within a few genera-
tions, we in America take floors, rugs, chairs, tables, windows, and
chimneys for granted and regard electric lights, refrigerators, run-
ning water, porcelain baths, and toilets as common necessities?

Why did men, women, and children eke out their meager
existence for 6,000 years, toiling desperately from dawn to
dark—barefoot, half-naked, unwashed, unshaved, uncombed,
with lousy hair, mangy skins, and rotting teeth—then suddenly,
in one place on earth there is an abundance of such things as
rayon underwear, nylon hose, shower baths, safety razors, ice
cream sodas, lipsticks, and permanent waves?
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What Are the Answers?

It's incredible, if we would but pause to reflect! Swiftly, in
less than a hundred years, Americans have conquered the dark-
ness of night—from pine knots and candles to kerosene lamps,
to gas jets; then to electric bulbs, neon lights, fluorescent tubes.

We have created wholly new and astounding defenses
against weather—from fireplaces to stoves, furnaces, automatic
burmners, insulation, air conditioning,

We are conquering pain and disease, prolonging life, and
resisting death itself —with anesthetics, surgery, sanitation,
hygiene, dietetics.

We have made stupendous attacks on space—from oxcarts,
rafts, and canoes to railroads, steamboats, streetcars, subways,
automobiles, trucks, buses, airplanes—and attacks on time
through telegraph, telephone, and radio.

We have moved from backbreaking drudgery into the
modern age of power, substituting steam, electricity, and gaso-
line for the brawn of man; and today the nuclear physicist is
taking over and finding ways for subduing to human uses the
infinitesimally tiny atom-—tapping a new source of power so
vast that it bids fair to dwarf anything that has gone before.

It is true that many of these developments originated in
other countries. But new ideas are of little value in raising stan-
dards of living unless and until something is done about them.
The plain fact is that we in America have outdistanced the world
in extending the benefits of inventions and discoveries to the
vast majority of people in all walks of life.



How Did It Happen?

Three generations—grandfather to grandson—have cre-
ated these wonders which surpass the utmost imaginings of all
previous time. How did it come about? How can it be explained?
Just what has been responsible for this unprecedented burst of
progress, which has so quickly transformed a hostile wilderness
into the most prosperous and advanced country that the world
has ever known?

Perhaps the best way to find the answer is first to rule out
some of the factors that were not responsible.

To say that it is because of our natural resources is hardly
enough., The same rich resources were here when the mound
builders held forth. Americans have had no monopoly on iron,
coal, copper, aluminum, zinc, lead, or other materials. Such
things have always been available to human beings. China,
India, Russia, Africa-—all have great natural resources. Crude oil
oozed from the earth in Baku 4,000 years ago; and when Julius
Caesar marched west into Gaul, Europe was a rich and virgin
wilderness inhabited by a few roving savages, much as America
was when the Pilgrim Fathers landed at Plymouth.®

®Really, when you come right down to it, nothing is a “natural resource”
unti] after men have made it useful to human beings. Coal was not a natural
resource to Jultus Caesar, nor crude oil to Alexander the Great, nor aluminum
to Ben Franldin, nor the atom to anyone until 1945. Men may discover uses for
any substance. Nobody can know today what may be a natural resource tomor-
row. It is not natural resources but the uses men make of them that really
count.



Is it becanse we work harder? Again the answer is “No”
because in most countries the people work mauch harder, on the
average, than we do.

Can it be that we are a people of inherent superiority? That
sounds fine in after-dinner oratory and goes over big at election
time, but the argument is difficult to support. Our own ances-
tors, including the Anglo-Saxons, have starved right along with
everyone else.

Can it be that we have more energy than other peoples of
the world? That'’s not the answer either, but it’s getting pretty
close. We are not endowed with any superior energy—mental or
physical—but it is a fact that we, in the United States of Amer-
ica, have made more effective use of our human energies than
have any other people on the face of the globe—anywhere or at
any time.

The Real Answer

That’s the answer—the real answer—the only answer. It’s a
very simple answer, perhaps too simple to be readily accepted.
So it is the purpose of this book to dig beneath the surface and
to seek the reasons underlying the reason.

In other words, just why does human energy work better
here than anywhere else? And answering that question leads us
into a whole string of questions, such as:

1. What is the nature of human energy?
2. Tiow does it differ from other forms of energy?
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3. What makes it work?
What are the things that keep it from working?
5. How can it be made to work better? more efficiently?

b

more effectively?

The answers, even the partial answers, to these questions
should be extremely helpful in contributing to future progress.

In the last analysis, poverty, famine, and the devastations of
war are all traceable to a lack of understanding of human energy
and to a failure to use it to the best advantage.

History affords abundant evidence in support of that state-
ment; but the evidence is somewhat obscured because most of
the textbooks stress war and conflict, rather than the causes of
war and what might be done to prevent war.*

In later chapters, we'll attempt to reverse the usnal proce-
dure. In other words, we'll try to see what can be learned from
history as bearing upon the effective use of human energy,
which advances progress—as against the misuse of human
energy, which retards progress and leads to the destruction of
life as well as wealth. But as a background for the main text of
this book, it seems necessary, first of all, to review a few elemen-
tary facts—including a lot of things which we already know but
which we are inclined to overlook.

*From a standpoint of military history, I suppose it’s important to know
that the Battles of Bull Run came ahead of Vicksburg, but Margaret Mitchell’s
Gone With the Wind is far more revealing as bearing upon the causes and
effects of the War Between the States.



Energy

First, let’s consider the general subject of energy—human
versus nonhuman. This entire planet is made up of energy. The
atoms of air surrounding it are energy. The sun pours energy
upon this air and upon this earth. Life depends on energy; in
fact, life is energy.

Every living thing must struggle for its existence, and
human beings are no exception. The thin defenses of civilization
tend to obscure the stark realities; but men and women survive
on this earth only because their energies constantly convert
other forms of energy to satisly human needs, and constantly
attack the nonhuman energies that are dangerous to human exis-
tence.

Some people are keenly aware of this: doctors and nurses,
farmers, sailors, construction engineers, weather forecasters,
telephone linemen, airplane pilots, railroad men, “sandhogs,”
miners—all the fighters who protect human life and keep the
modern world existing. Such people stand the brunt of the strug-
gle and enable the rest of us to forget.

But it is important that we do not forget. When we do for-
get, there is the temptation to indulge in wishful thinking—to
build imaginative Utopias on the basis of things as we might like
them to be, instead of facing the real human situation and reck-
oning with things as they are. In the last analysis, there can be no
progress except through the more effective use of our individual
energies, personal initiatives, and imaginative abilities-—applied
to the things and forces of nature.



Energy at Work

But let’s get away from broad generalities for a moment and
take a closer look at human energy at work.

Right now you are reading this book. Let’s say you want to
turn a page. You are the dynamo that generates the energy to
turn the page. Your brain-energy makes the decision and con-
trols the movement of the muscle-pulleys and bone-levers of
your arm, your hand, and your fingers; and you turn the page.

The energy that you used to turn the page is the same kind
of energy that created this book. Down through centuries of
time and across space, from the first maker of paper, of ink, of
type, every act of the innumerable minds and hands that created
this book and delivered it to you—miners digging coal and iron
in Pennsylvania, woodsmen sinking their axes into spruce in
Norway and Oregon, chemists in laboratories, workers in facto-
ries and foundries, mechanics, printers, binders— was an oper-
ation of human energy generated and controlled by the person
who performed the act.

And that’s really shortchanging the story. To make it com-
plete, we would have to go back to the thousands of people who
invented the tools—not just the paper-making machinery and
the printing presses and binding equipment, but the tools that
were used to make all these things, plus the tools that were used
to make the tools.

As a result of modern equipment and facilities, this copy of
this book was produced and delivered to you at a cost of less than
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an hour of human time, whereas a few hundred years ago it
would have taken months.

It all comes back to the effective use of human energy; and
human energy, like any other energy, operates according to cer-
tain natural laws. For one thing, it works only under its own nat-
ural control. Your decision to turn the page released the energy
to turn it. It was your will which controlled the use of that
energy. Nothing else can control it.

It is true, of course, that many of your actions are prompted
by suggestions and requests or orders and commands from oth-
ers; but that doesn’t change the fact that the decision to act and
the action itself are always under your own control.

Freedom and Responsibility

Let’s take an extreme case. A robber breaks into your house
and threatens you at the point of a gun. Discretion being the
better part of valor, you give in and tell him where your valuables
are hidden. But you make the decision, and you do the telling.

If, instead of a robber, it were a kidnapper after your child,
it would be a different story. But in either case, your thoughts
and acts are under your own control. Thousands of men and
women have suffered torture and even death without speaking a
word that their persecutors tried to make them speak.

Your freedom of action may be forbidden, restricted, or
prevented by force. The robber, kidnapper, or jailer may bind
your hands and feet and put a gag in your mouth. But the fact
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remains that no amount of force can make you act unless you
agree—perhaps with hesitation and regret—to do so.

I know this all sounds hairsplitting and academic, but it
leads to a very important point—in fact, to two important points:

1. Individual freedom is the natural heritage of each living
person.
2. Freedom cannot be separated from responsibility.

Your natural freedom--your control over your own life-
energy—was born in you along with life itself. It is a part of life
itself. No one can give it to you, nor can you give it to someone
else. Nor can you hold any other person responsible for your
acts. Control simply can’t be separated from responsibility; con-
trol is responsibility.

Results versus Desires

A steam engine will not run on gasoline, nor will a gasoline
engine run on steam. To use any kind of energy effectively, it is
first necessary to understand the nature of the energy and then
to set up conditions that will permit it to work to the best advan-
tage.

To make the most effective use of steam energy, it is neces-
sary to reckon with the nature of steam. To make the most effec-
tive use of human energy, it is necessary to reckon with the
nature of man. And there’s no escaping the fact that human
energy operates very differently from any other energy.
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Steam energy always acts in exactly the same way, so long as
the conditions are the same—ditto gasoline energy and electri-
cal energy.

Tnsects and animals follow certain patterns of action.
Honeybees, for example, all make the same hexagonal cells of
wax. Beavers all build the same form of dam, and the same kinds
of birds make the same kinds of nests. Generation after genera-
tion, they continue to follow their changeless routines—always
doing the same things in the same ways.

But a man is different because he is a human being; and as
a human being, he has the power of reason, the power of imagi-
nation, the ability to capitalize on the experiences of the past and
the present as bearing on the problems of the future. He has the
ability to change himself as well as his environment. He has the
ability to progress and to keep on progressing.

Plants occupy space and contend with each other for it
Animals defend their possession of places and things. But man
has enormous powers, of unknown extent, to make new things
and to change old things into new forms. He not only owns
property, but he also actually creates property.

In the last analysis, a thing is not property unless it is
owned; and without ownership, there is little incentive to
improve it.
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Chapter 2
The Great Multiplier

Through foresight, imagination, and individual initiative,
man develops tools and facilities which expand his efforts and
enable him to produce things which would not otherwise be pos-
sible. This is an outstanding difference between man and ani-
mal, just as it is an outstanding difference between civilization
and barbarisin,

Progress toward better living would never have been possi-
ble, except through the development of tools to extend the uses
of human energy—tools that harness the forces of nature as a
substitute for muscular effort.

The American Economic Foundation has put it in terms of
the mathematical equation MMP = NR + HE x T, which is just a
shorthand way of saying that “man’s material progress depends
on natural resources plus human energy multiplied by tools.”
That’s a neat way to express it, and the formula is worth remem-
bering. But no amount of mathematics can ever tell the real
story.

Let’s go back about 500,000 years and lock in on one of our
Stone Age ancestors. Here, squatting in front of his cave, is a
man with a new idea. He's one of the real pioneer inventors. He’s
on the verge of inventing the first tool—or almost the first tool.
Clubs have long been used for fighting, and sharp, jagged stones
have probably been used for cutting and hacking. But our
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neolithic genius is going to combine the two ideas by fastening a
sharp stone onto the end of a club or a handle, thus increasing
the momentum and the force of impact. He's going to create a

new tool—a crude sort of ax.

Without Tools

All he has to work with are the general idea and the raw
materials—plus the energy and the willpower to do a job. With-
out any tools, it’s going to take about a week of steady work—
except that he won't be able to work on it steadily. He'll have to
take time out to hunt for his food.

Perhaps he could have persuaded someone else to do that
for him, but it’s rather doubtful because, mind you, this was back
in the early Stone Age; and it seemns reasonable to assume that
the general practice of exchanging goods and services came after
the invention of tools.

Of course, il he'd been sick and unable to forage for his own
food, the others might have understood and helped him; but for
a strong, healthy man to waste his time fooling around with
sticks and stones was downright lunacy. He should have been
out hunting birds’ eggs, or catching luscious grasshoppers, or
indulging in a spree down near the riverbank where the ground
was covered with slightly fermented mulberries.

So, instead of anyone’s bringing him food, it’s more likely
that his family and friends just laughed at him. Aided and abet-
ted by the witch doctors, they may have gone so far as to sabo-
tage his early efforts.
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The same sort of thing had probably happened to his fore-
runners, Maybe that's why the making of an ax had been so long
delayed. Surely, the same idea must have occurred to many oth-
ers before him.

But right now, we are talking about the fellow who has the
tenacity to buck the tide of public opinion and get the job done.
Of course, after the ax is finished, things will take a different turn.
He'll be able to demonstrate its advantages; and from then on, he
can swap the loan of his ax for food, furs, and feathers. Maybe
he'll be able to put in his whole time making more and better
axes—and there’s lots of room for improvement.

The first crude ax was nothing to brag about; but it was an
important forward-looking step, and it typifies the kind of think-
ing that sets man completely apart from the animals, the birds,
and the bees,

Triple Effect

It takes very little imagination to see how the invention of
this crude hand tool led to the development of other tools and to
the creation of various other things—rafts, houses, wheels, etc.
But the main point is that the introduction of tools marked the
beginning of man’s progress in three important directions:

1. More effective use of energy.

2. Specialization of effort.

3. Advances in human cooperation and improvements in
living conditions, through the peaceful exchange of
goods and services.

16



Also, the introduction of tools brought into sharper focus the
importance of individual property rights. Unless a person has a
chance of gaining some direct benefit from his extra efforts,
there is not much inducement for him to think ahead and to
make the sacrifices necessary to provide the tools of production.
And without the tools of production, human beings would sink
back into a state of barbarism.

We have moved a long way from the Stone Age, and today
almost everyone depends for his welfare—for his very life—
upon exchanges of ownership.
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Chapter 3
Networks and Pitfalls

The modern world is an intricate network of living human
energies linking all persons in cooperative effort and in one
common fate. The Turks have bread because the Americans
smoke cigarettes. New Yorkers eat pineapple ripened in Hawaii
because the Burmese mine tin. We drink coffee at breakfast
because Brazilians need our iron, machinery, and wheat. And
Japanese babies grow strong and healthy when American
women buy silk lingerie.

This is the kind of world in which men and women naturally
want to live. And it is the kind of world they begin to create
when they are free to use their individual energies and are free
to cooperate among themselves—voluntarily.

Thus the brotherhood of man is not an ideal of selfless-
ness which human beings are too sinful to achieve. It is stern
reality. All persons are bound together in the one imperative
desire to survive. Do unto others as you would have them do
unto you is not only a sound moral precept, it is also the hard-
headed advice of practical self-interest. Whoever injures
another injures himself because he decreases the opportunities
for gain that come through cooperation and exchange.

But how can we reconcile the principle of cooperation with
the conflicts of competition? The answer is that there is nothing
inconsistent between the two. Competition is the practical man-
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ifestation of human beings in free control of their individual
affairs arriving at a balance in their relationships with one
another. Free competition is, within itself, a cooperative process.

Competitive bargaining, for example, is essential to equitable
transactions. The buyer wants a lower price; the seller wants a
higher price. This may give rise to conflict and argument. But the
temporary period of debate that may precede the exchange of
goods and services is in no sense contradictory to the cooperative
relationships underlying the whole idea of exchange. Nor are the
conflicts and rivalries of opposing viewpoints confined to the mar-
ket place. They are found in the home, the church, the club, the
schoolroom, the playground—everywhere.

Eternal Dilemma

Since the uses of human energy are innumerable—and since
there is wide variation in tastes and desires—individual persons,
Teft to their own volition, rarely choose to do the same things in
the same way at the same time. All friends, lovers, playmates, fam-
ily groups, business associates have experienced the dilemma in
varying degrees: Shall we stay at home or go to the movies? Shall
we listen to the symphony or to the soap opera? Shall we plant
alfalfa or peanuts? Shall we buy or build this or that?

Life is a continuous series of conflicts and compromises;
and, generally speaking, the cooperative actions growing out of
such conflicts and compromises are sounder than if each one of
us were able to carry out his own ideas, in his own way and with-
out regard for anyone else.
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But from the viewpoint of the individual, it sometimes
appears that the efforts of others are unnecessary obstacles to
his own direct action in achieving his own personal desires,
Thus, it occurs to him that maybe there should be some central-
ized control or overriding authority to govern all human energies
as a unit. This concept has a strong appeal because lurking
beneath it is the alluring assumption that the right kind of
authority would direct the affairs of all mankind in harmony with
the individual’s own personal views-—thus relieving him of the
trouble and responsibility of making his own ideas work.

Just by way of illustration, let’s suppose I have an idea; and
while we're at it, let’s make it something really big.

Let’s assume that I have a plan or a program which would,
in my opinion, improve the lot of all mankind—especially that
portion of mankind that's in the same position as I. I'm com-
pletely sold on the virtues of my idea. But there are those who
disagree. I get tired of trying to persuade them. There ought to
be an easier and a quicker way. I'm feeling a bit frustrated; and
in bolstering my ego, I forget that others are entitled to have dif-
ferent views. I conclude that coercion is the only way, and I find
comfort in the reassuring alibi, the end justifies the means.

Rationalization

But so much for the background. Now let’s eavesdrop while
I'lull my conscience and build up my own case in my own mind,
to wit:

No one can doubt my sincerity, and T'm wholly unselfish in
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my motives—or at least almost wholly unselfish. T don't stand to
make any money out of it—at least not much-—and anyway, the
total benefits to others will far outweigh the benefits to me.
Naturally, I'll get some honor and glory; but after all, it is my
idea. ...

Those of my friends who are in the same position as T am
understand all this, and they agree with me-—or at least most of
them do. But what about these others—the ones who seem
determined to block my efforts? It's true that my program would
cost them a little money at the start; but in the long run, every-
body would be better off, including them. . ..

The trouble is that they are nonprogressive and downright
selfish; but they aren’t honest enough to come out and admit it.
They contend that my plan has certain shortcomings. ‘Well, what
of it? Sure, there may be a few things that need to be ironed out,
but why not get started and worry about the details later on? The
advantages would more than offset any minor defects, and
there’s been too much delay already. . . .

This is the Atomic Age, and the human race must no longer
be deprived of the benefits that T am ready to bring it. Those
who don’t see the Hght must be made to see the light. I'm not
going to compromise my principles by giving in to a bunch of
self-seeking reactionaries, They've got to be forced into line, and
that calls for government assistance. {There ought to be a law!)
If we had the right kind of people in government, they'd have
stepped in and supported my cause long ago. That’s what gov-
ernments are for. . ..

What we need is a stronger government, run by men who
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would turn a deaf ear to the kind of folks who are blocking my
program. There’s been too much compromising, too much dilly-
dallying. It's about time we had a new form of government-—a
more progressive government, run on truly democratic princi-
ples but with enough power to get things under control and
really do a job. Maybe we ought to have a “strong man at the
helm”—not a despot, mind you, but a truly beneficent dicta-
tor—one who would have the real interests of the real people at
heart; one smart enough to run things the way I know they ought
toberun. . ..

And maybe, just to be on the safe side, it ought to be me!

That concludes the example. I agree that it is a bit
extreme-—or, to say the least, it is rather bluntly presented. Few
people would consciously try to force the entire world into line
with their own pet ideas. But almost every individual, at one time
or another, gets the feeling that there should be some kind of
centralized authority which would control human energies as a
unit and “run things the way they ought to be run.”

There’s nothing new in the idea. Since the beginning of
recorded history on down through the present time, it has cap-
tured the imaginations of people everywhere, in all walks of life.
Of course, different individuals have different views as to just
how things ought to be run, but the idea persists that there
should be a unified control; and each proponent, in his own
imagination and with the best of intentions, fondly visualizes the
kind of control that would favor his own personal ideas.

Among the learned philosophers, the age-old problem has
been to determine just who or what is in control, or should be in
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control, of living persons. From Plato to Spengler, the problem
has been to identify the authority—and then to turn over to it all
the troubles of the human race.

At one time or another, every conceivable form of authority
has been tried, but each has failed for the simple reasons that:

1. Only an individual human being can generate human
energy.

2. Only an individual human being can control the energy
he generates.

The lack of understanding of these simple, basic truths has, for
over 6,000 years, stagnated human progress and kept the vast
majority of people underfed, poorly clothed, embroiled in wars,
and dying from famine and pestilence.

Foundation of Faith

In the following chapters, we shall briefly review the various
types of authority and try to appraise their results in terms of
human good. The best way to go at it is first to consider the reli-
gious beliefs which underlie the different kinds of authority, polit-
ical structure, or what is generally called government.

T am using the word religious in its broad sense, but 1 think
it can be shown that any form of human organization, whether it
be political, commercial, or social, reflects the deep-seated faith
of the people who organize it and keep it going. Individuals
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direct their energies and build their organizations according to
their views of reality—what they conceive to be desirable and
good.

Every human act is preceded by a decision to act, and that
decision is based on faith. One cannot even think without a
deep-seated faith that he exists and that there is a supreme stan-
dard of good in the universe. This is true of every living person—
whether his god is the God of Abraham and Christ, Zeus or Isis,
reason or fate, history or astrology, or any other god, whether it
be true or false.

When the belief is false, the result will be different from
what was expected. But the fact remains that every action of
every human being springs from the desire to attain something
which he considers to be good—or from the desire to avoid
something which he thinks is evil or undesirable.

Since the actions of any individual are determined by his
beliefs, it follows that the underlying control of the energies of
any group of persons is the religious faith prevailing among
them.

There are hundreds, if not thousands, of variations in reli-
gious faith; but for purposes of this discussion, they all may be
grouped under three general headings:

1. The pagan view, a fatalistic belief in the mythical gods—

the will-of-the-mass, the all-powerful earthly ruler or liv-
ing authority.

2. The nonpagan view, as reflected in the Hebrew, the

Christian, and the Moslem faiths.
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3. Compromises between the two, as typified by the feudal
system.

Just what are the basic differences in these views? How do they
affect the uses of human energy? What are the results in terms
of progress—spiritual as well as material? What do these three
religious views mean to you and to me as bearing on the present
and the future?
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Chapter 4

The Pagan View

The pagan has a fatalistic outlook on life. He believes that
the individual is helpless; that he is wholly at the mercy of relent-
less forces outside of himself; that there’s nothing he can do to
improve his lot.

The vast majority of people have always been pagans. Most
of them are still pagans. The superstition is deep-seated. It had
its beginning back in prehistoric times.

Mythology tells how special gods were in charge of every-
thing affecting human life. Some gods controlled thunder; some
controlled lightning; some controlled rain. Others controlled the
seasons, the bounty of the harvest, the multiplication of the
flocks, and the birth of children.

There were sun-gods, love-gods, gods of jealousy, gods of
hatred, and gods of war. Whimsical and prankish gods looked
after everything. All that man could do was to keep peace with
them by making such sacrifices, human and otherwise, as were
dictated by tribal custom.

In ancient times, the pagan gods and goddesses were
known by various names—Zeus, Isis, Osiris, Eros, Jupiter, Juno,
Apollo, Venus, Mercury, Diana, Neptune, Pluto, Mars. In mod-
ern times, they are given more modern names, but the underly-
ing idea is the same.

From the pagan viewpoint, man is not self-controlling, not
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responsible for his own acts. The pagan universe is timeless,
changeless, static. There is no such thing as progress. Any appar-
ent change is merely a human illusion. Man is passive. His place
is fixed. He has no freedom of will. His fate is decreed. If he tries
to resist, his efforts will be futile.

The pagan belief is similar to that of a very young child. The
newborn babe has not yet learned how to control himself, He
must be spanked before he can even breathe, and for a long time
he will kick himself in the eye when he tries to taste his toes. He
camot get food; he is fed. He is uncomfortable, and he is turned
over. Warmth, comfort, cleanliness—all are given to him by
some power outside himself, enormously stronger than he. This
power controls the conditions of his life, but it does not control
him. Did you ever try to stop a baby’s squalling when he merely
wanted to squall?

If babies were able to think and speak, no doubt any haby——
all babies—would contend that some great power controls the
lives of babies. But babies grow up, and in time the normal baby
becomes a self-controlling human being. Yet, throughout all his-
tory, down to and including modern times, few adult persons
have ever discovered that they are really free.

An Ancient Superstition

Most human beings cling to the ancient superstition that
they are not self-controlling and not responsible for their own
acts. For thousands of years, the majority has always believed
that men are passive objects controlled by some superhuman or
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superindividual authority—and for thousands of years, people
have gone hungry.

One of the oldest, if not the oldest, form of pagan worship
is based on the idea that human destiny is controlled by the over-
all will-of-the-tribe, rather than by the initiative and free will of
the individual persons who make up the tribe. It is true that
human beings must exchange mutual aid with each other on this
inhospitable and dangerous planet. Perhaps from a dim sense of
this natural kinship—the brotherhood of man— savages in pre-
historic times came to believe that they were governed by the
spirit of Demos, a superindividual will of the “mass,” endowed
with omnipotent power and authority.

The welfare of this mystic being is called “the common
good,” which is supposed to be more important than the good of
the individual—just as the health of a human body is more
important than the life of any cell in it. It is in this concept that
we find the origin of human sacrifice to the pagan gods. No one
hesitates to destroy the cells of the hair on his head nor of the
nails on his fingers or toes. They are not important in them-
selves. Their only value is their use to the body as a whole. Thus,
for that “common good” they are sacrificed without a moment’s
thought or pity.

It was precisely in that spirit that the ancient Aztec priest
thrust a knife into the human victim on the altar and, with holy
incantations, tore out the bleeding heart. In that same spirit, the
Cretans sacrificed their loveliest daughters to the Minoan bull,
and the Carthaginians burned their living babies to placate the
great god, Moloch.
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Some insects actually do seem to be controlled by an
authority outside themselves. The honeybee, for example,
appears to be wholly lacking in self-faith and individual initia-
tive. A will-of-the-swarm seems to control it. The bee’s life is
exhausted in selfless, changeless toil for the common good. The
swarm itself seems to be the living creature. If the queen is
taken away, a hundred thousand bees die, just as a headless body
dies.

Man versus Bee

The collectivists, ancient and modern, contend that human
society should be set up like the beehive. In a way, it is an
appealing concept—at least to the theorists, including the
majority of professional writers. It is much simpler to assume
that human beings “stay put” or that there should be some over-
riding authority that would make them stay put. But to think that
way is to think like a bee—if a bee really thinks.

The plain fact of the matter is that human beings, with their
hopes and aspirations and the faculty for reasoning, are very dif-
ferent from bees. Man combines conscious curiosity with the
lessons of experience and, when permitted to do so, makes the
combination pay continuous dividends. In contrast to the lower
animals, he inclhides himself and his social affairs within the
scope of his curiosity.

Bees, down through the ages, continue to act like antoma-
tons and keep on building the same little cells of wax. But
human society is made uwp of unpredictable relationships
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between individual persons. It is boy meeting girl, Mrs. Jones
telephoning Mrs. Smith, Robinson buying a cigar, the motorist
stopping for gas, the minister making his round of calls, the post-
man delivering mail, the lobbyist tipping the bellboy and meet-
ing a congressman, the school child bargaining for bubble gum,
the dentist saying, “Wider, please!l” Society is the innumerable
relationships of persons in their infinite variety in space and in
time.

The Purpose of Society

And what is the one constant element in all these relation-
ships? Why does one person want to meet another person?
What is the human purpose in society?

It is to exchange one good for another good more desired.
Putting it on a personal basis, it is a matter of benefiting yourself
by getting something you desire from another person who, at the
same time, benefits himself by getting something that he desires
from you. The object of such contacts is the peaceful exchange
of benefits, mutual aid, cooperation—for each person’s gain.
The incalculable sum of all these meetings is human society,
which is simply all the individual human actions that express the
brotherhood of man.

To discuss the welfare and responsibilities of society as an
abstract whole, as if it were like a bee swarm, is an oversimplifica-
tion and a fantasy. The real human world is made by persons, not
by societies. The only human development is the self-develop-
ment of the individual person. There is no short cut!
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But even today, many civilized persons—nice people, cul-
tured, gentle, and kind, our friends and our neighbors, almost all
of us at some time or another—have harbored the pagan belief
that the sacrifice of the individual person serves a higher good.
The superstition lingers in the false ideal of selflessness—which
emphasizes conformity to the will-of-the-mass—as against the
Christian virtues of self-reliance, self-improvement, self-faith,
self-respect, self-discipline, and a recognition of one’s duties as
well as one’s rights.

Such thinking is promoted under the banner of social
reform, but it gives rise to the tyrants of “do-goodism”—the
fithrers, the dictators, the overlords—who slaughter their own
subjects, the very people who look to them for the more abun-
dant life and for protection against harm.

Today such killings are called “liquidation,” “blood purge,”
“social engineering”; but they are defended on the basis of pagan
barbarism-—a sacrifice of the individual under the alibi of what
is claimed to be the “common good.”

The Humanitarian with the Guillotine

In her discerning book The God of the Machine, Isabel
Paterson draws important distinctions between Christian kindli-
ness directed toward the relief of distress, and the misguided
efforts of those who would make it a vehicle for self-aggrandize-
ment.

She points out that most of the major ills of the world have
been caused by well-meaning people who ignored the principle
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of individual freedom, except as applied to themselves, and who
were obsessed with fanatical zeal to improve the lot of mankind-
in-the-mass through some pet formula of their own. “Tt is at this
point,” she says, “that the humanitarian sets up the guillotine.”!

Although prompted by good intentions, such a program is
usnally the outgrowth of egomania fanned by self-hypnotism. As
stated before, it is based on this idea: “T am right. Those who dis-
agree are wrong. If they can't be forced into line, they must be
destroyed.”

Egoism, a natural human trait, is constructive when kept
within bounds. But it is highly presumptuous of any mortal man
to assume that be is endowed with such fantastic ability that he
can run the affairs of all his fellowmen better than they, as indi-
viduals, can run their own personal affairs.

As Miss Paterson observes, the harm done by ordinary
criminals, murderers, gangsters, and thieves is negligible in
comparison with the agony inflicted upon human beings by the
professional “do-gooders,” who attempt to set themselves up as
gods on earth and who would ruthlessly force their views on all
others—with the abiding assurance that the end justifies the
means.

But it is a mistake to assume that the do-gooders are insin-
cere. The danger lies in the fact that their faith is just as devout
and just as ardent as that of the ancient Aztec priest.

¥

1. The divect quotations and specific references used in this book are
numbered consecutively and the sources are listed on pages 236237,
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Chapter 5

Socialism and (or) Communism

The nearest approach to the bee swarm is found in social-
ism or communism—whichever term you care to use. There is
not much choice between the two; they both aim at world col-
lectivism. The only difference is a variation of viewpoint as to
what tactics and procedures should be used to bring it about.

Up to 1917, the words socialism and communism were used
as synonymous and interchangeable terms. But incident to the
Russian Revolution, they began to be used to distinguish between
the Second International and the Third International,

Perhaps we had better go back a little and briefly review the
events that led to the present-day confusion. In the middle of
the 19th century, a German named Karl Heinrich Marx, with the
support of the wealthy Friedrich Engels, presented the ancient
will-of-the-swarm superstition in modemn dress, embellished
with pseudoscientific theories. His voluminous writings include
The Communist Manifesto {1848) and Das Kapital (1867).

This was during the period when the so-called Industrial
Revolution was just beginning to make headway in lifting the
burden of heavy labor from the back of mankind. But Marx mis-
interpreted the trend. He mistook the new tools of freedom as
being tools of further oppression. He contended that capitalism,
under the Machine Age, would devour an increasing share of the
wealth and that the workingman would be reduced to pitiable
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destitution unless all the peoples of the world could be orga-
nized on a uniform, socialistic basis.

Frederic Bastiat

It is interesting to note that in the early 18407, a brilliant
young French economist, Frederic Bastiat, had reached the
opposite conclusion. He said:

In proportion as capital is accumulated, the abso-
lute share of the total production going to the capitalist
increases, and the proportional share going to the capi-
talist decreases; both the absolute and proportional share
of the total production going to the laborer increases.
The reverse of this happens when capital is decreased.

Here are some hypothetical figures to illustrate Bastiat’s theory.
The figures are used merely to indicate the direction of a rela-
tionship that occurs when capital accumulation increases:

To To

Units owners employees
When total national product is 50 10 40
© “  productis 75 12 63
“©F product is 100 14 86
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The trend Bastiat predicted in the division of the national
product is just what happened under increased capital formation
in the free market of the U.S.A.*

But Marx and his followers were laboring under the Old
World delusion of a static economy. It was inconceivable to them
that changes in the techniques of production would bring far-
reaching changes in other directions.

They believed industrial capitalism to be the natural fore-
runner of socialism; that to bring about the world millennium
they must concentrate, first of all, on highly developed capitalis-

*The story of Frederic Bastiat is much in contrast to that of Karl Marx.
Bastiat earned his own living and paid his own way, He was a brilliant writer,
and his articles found a ready market. Just as the American revolutionists were
the first to accept the Christian principle of man’s natural freedom as the foun-
dation of a pelitical structure, Bastiat was the first to apply the principle to eco-
nornic analysis,

In contrast to Marx and Engels, he never forgot the spirit and soul of
man; and, with hammer-blow logic brightened by a high sense of humor, e
drove home the doctrine of liberation and attairment through individual
elfort. But Basttat was no match for the highly organized proponents of class
hatred, and he was defeated at the polls in 1848. Exhausted by overwork and
robbed of his voice by tuberculosis, he continued to fight until his death in
1850, at the age of forty-nine.

Frederic Bastiat might be described as “the Tom Paine of economics.”
To date, he has no successor; the carrying on of his work should be a challenge
to some freedom-loving American of the younger generation.

English translations of four of his brilliant and scintillating books
are now available: Eeconomic Harmonies, Economic Sophisms, The Law,
and Selected Essays on Political Economy {Irvington-on-Hudson, N.Y.: The
Foundation for Fconomic Education).
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tic countries—using the processes of attrition, boring [rom
within, fomenting dissension and class hatred, and promoting
collectivist measures through existing governmental agencies.
This is something like jujitsu, which bas been described as the
technique of defeating an opponent by turning his own strength
against him.

In other words, it was a program of inducing capitalism to
commit suicide, then stepping in and taking things over. The
First International and the Second International Socialist parties
were operated from that viewpoint.

Lenin

But at a London conference in 1903, just 20 years after the
death of Marx, a young Russian named Vladimir llich Ulianov,
who later became known as Lenin, split the Russian section of
the Second International on a question of tactics. The process of
obtaining power through political maneuvers and infiltration
was too slow for him. Lenin insisted that, in the case of Russia,
his professional terrorists could take over the government by
force without waiting for that country to pass through the stage
of modern capitalism.

Lenin and his followers set themselves up as the Third
International, which came to be known as the Communist party.
The shattered fragments of the Second International, including
the British Labour party, continue to call themselves Socialists.
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But there is really no distinction between the Socialists and
the Communists, except from the standpoint of tactics in getting
started; and that difference is less clearly defined than formerly
because, outside of Russia, the Third International uses either
force or intrigue, or a combination of the two—whichever seems
propitious.

Socialism and communism, in fact all forms of collectivism,
rest on the same will-of-the-swarm idea: The individual is nothing;
the strength of the party is the only thing that matters!

Plutarch’s account of ancient Sparta (600 B.C.) is an apt
description of communism as it is practiced today:

Their discipline continued still after they were
full-grown men. No one was allowed to live after his
own fancy; but the city was a sort of [military] camp, in
which every man had his share of provisions and busi-
ness set out . . . . [Lycurgus| bred up his citizens in
such a way that they neither would nor could live by
themselves; they were to make themselves one with
the public good, and, clustering like bees around their
commander, be by their zeal and public spirit carried
all but out of themselves.2

The phrase “all but” is the obstinate difference between a man
and a bee.

For a hundred years or more, the Spartans lived their Spar-
tan lives in changeless routine. When King Agis IV tried to raise
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their standard of living, they killed him. Finally, their less com-
munistic neighbors defeated them in war and ended the com-
mune.

But the idea of the bee swarm still persists,

Law of Lek

After a visit to the Dinaric Alps [Albania} in the 19207,
Rose Wilder Lane reports:

The Dukhagini in the Dinaric Alps were living in
the same obedience to their Law of Lek. T tried for
hours to convince some of them that a man can own a
house.

A dangerously radical woman of the village was
demanding a house. She had helped her husband
build it; now she was a childless widow, but she wanted
to keep that house. It was an ordinary house; a small,
stone-walled, stone-roofed hovel, without floor, win-
dow, or chimney.

Obstinately anti-social, she doggedly repeated,
“With these hands, my hands, I built up the walls. 1
laid the roof-stones with my hands. It is my house. I
want my house.”

The villagers said, “It is a madness. A spirit of the
rocks, not human, has entered into her.”

They were intelligent. My plea for the woman
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astounded them, but upon reflection they produced
most of the sound arguments for communism: eco-
nomic equality, economic security, social order.

I said that in America a man owns a house. They
could not believe it; they admired America. They had
heard of its marvels; during the recent world war they
had seen with their eyes the airplanes from that fabu-
lous land.

They questioned me shrewdly. I staggered myself
by mentioning taxes; I had to admit that an American
pays the tribe for possession of a house. This seemed
to concede that the American tribe does own the
house. I was routed; their high opinion of my country
was restored.

They were unable to imagine that any security,
order, or justice could exist among men who were not
controlled by some intangible Authority, which could

not permit an individual to own a house ?

Collectivism versus Freedom

The practice of communism has not been confined to the

Old World. The North American mound builders were probably
communistic—certainly the American Indians were, and the
Pilgrim Fathers established communism on the Mayflower and

attempted to operate Plymouﬂl as a commune.

But they found themselves up against the stern realities of

a frontier wilderness. Their theories were overshadowed by the
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facts of the situation. Their lives depended on applying their
individual energies to the providing of food and shelter. Half of
them starved during the first winter, and the necessity for sur-
vival forced them to break up the commune and put each person
on his own, They learned an important lesson; and from then on,
they prospered.

But in later years, after the United States was formed,
Americans and Europeans eagerly established communistic set-
tlements from coast to coast.”

One after another, these experiments have failed, despite the
fact that they were close-knit communities made up of fervent
volunteers who, generally speaking, were bound together by a
common religious faith. The founders died off. The younger gen-
eration couldn’t help but notice what was going on in surrounding
communities. The result was discontent and dissension. When a
communistic community is set up alongside a community with a
free economy, the contrast is too great to be ignored.

Regardless of the theory of the thing, human energies sim-

*Examples are: Hancock, Harvard, Shirley, Tyringham in Massachusetts;
Alfred and New Gloucester in Maine: Mount Lebanon, Watervliet, Groveland,
Oneida {(yes, Community Silver) in New York; South Union and Pleasant Hill
in Kentucky, Bethlehem and Economy in Pennsylvania; Union Village, North
Union, Watervliet, Whitewater, Zoar in Ohio; Wallingford and Enfield in Con-
necticut; Bishop Hill, Ilinois; Amana, lowa; Corning and Bethel in Missouri;
Cedarvale, Kansas; Aurora, Oregon. In the flowering of New England, Emer-
son’s friends created the communist blossom, Brook Farm. Mr. Upton Sinclair,
recently an almost-successful candidate for governor of California, began his
fight for a glorious new future by founding the short-lived commune, Helicon
Home Colony in New Jersey.
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ply do not function in the manner of the bee swarm, and any
attempt to govern the actions of multitudes of men always
results in oppressive power being placed in the hands of the few.

Under communism, everything is run by the “masses.” At
least, that’s the theory of the thing, But in actual practice, it
doesn’t work out that way. There must be some strong person or
small group of persons to sit in the saddle and eliminate any
ideas that are opposed to the so-called common good—as deter-
mined by the strong person or small group of persons.

Thus, in order to put the theories into practice, it is admit-
tedly necessary to employ methods that are diametrically
opposed to what communism is supposed to represent; and the
necessity becomes increasingly obvious when the attempt is
made to extend communism over a wide area.

In line with the teachings of Marx, the proponents admit the
necessity but argue that it is merely a temporary measure—that
the dictatorship will automatically “wither away” just as soon as
things get going. They contend that history decrees this withering
away, but the facts do not bear out the theory. In all history, there
is no evidence of any dictatorship ever withering away. Dictator-
ship always feeds on itself. The ruthless tactics necessary to get it
started become increasingly ruthless in the efforts to conceal the
errors and defects of a scheme that can’t be made to work.

Inevitable Result

Human energy and individual initiative are put in a strait-
jacket, and the inevitable result is poverty and distress leading

44



into war. It may be internal rebellion, or it may be war of aggres-
sion against other people. Those in power naturally prefer the
latter course. It provides the opportunity to draw attention away
from failures at home, with the alluring possibility of taking
wealth from others—and getting away with it.

Since the aim of communism is economic equality and
security, those in charge must, in line with the practice of Lycur-
gus, set things up as a military camp—every man having his
share of provisions and his business laid out for him. Thereafter,
no person can be permitted to live and work “after his own
fancy” because that would not be communism.

1f some individual, on his own initiative, tries to act in a new
way, to change living conditions—if, like King Agis IV, he tries to
introduce money or, like the woman in the Dukhagin, to have a
whole hovel for himself when the commune is not planned on
such a high economic level; or if, as happened in Amana, lowa,
in 1900, he wants to invent a motorcar-he has to get the con-
sent of his comrades. And the chances are that they will not give
their consent. To let him have his way would endanger the faith
that keeps the commune in existence.

Artificial Respiration

In establishing a communistic state, it is possible to take
advantage of everything that has gone before and to borrow
techniques and ideas from other countries. It is also possible to
set up and maintain bureaus of scientists, research workers, and
inventors, under the control of the state.
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But even under such a policy, the communistic state will lag
behind those countries in which the opportunity for free initia-
tive extends to the entire population instead of to a chosen few.

It was the goal of the Soviet dictators to industrialize Russia
by raising its production to the American level of 1917, The pro-
gram has continually lagged behind expectations, despite the fact
that it has been greatly aided by materials, techniques, and per-
sonal services furnished by American industrialists and engineers.

Communism, regardless of the trimmings, is an attempt to
make a static world in a dynamic and changing universe. To
whatever degree it succeeds partially—for a length of time—it
will be at the expense of progress. The scale of living will tend to
remain at the same or a lower level than when the commune was
first established.

There is abundant historical evidence in support of that
statement; underlying such evidence is the indisputable fact that
nothing but new and better ways of using human energy can
raise a scale of living. And since human energy is generated and
controlled by individual persons, any new way of using it must
come from the efforts of an individual person to make some-
thing that does not now exist. (In a later chapter, this will be dis-
cussed in considerable detail.)

Fact and Fallacy

In all fairness, it must be said that communism recognizes
human equality and the brotherhood of man—in theory at least.
But it fails to recognize the real nature of man.
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The Communist has not yet seen the fallacy in the ancient,
infantile assumption that individual persons are controlled by
some superindividual authority. He does not question this pagan
superstition. He takes it for granted. To him, individuals are
merely cells of a larger organism—the tribe, the people, society,
the mass. Spartans called it Sparta; the villagers of Dukhagin
called it the Law of Lek; Hegel and Treitschke called it the State;
Karl Marx called it Economic Necessity; Lenin called it the Dic-

tatorship of the Proletariat; Mussolini called it Immortal Italy;
Hitler, the German Race.

But regardless of what it may be called, it is the self-
surrender of the individual to the will of pagan authority, which
the collectivists believe to be “the common good.” And so, with
a fanatic zeal and a deep-seated conviction that the end justifies
the means, they revert to pre-Christian savagery and revive the
practice of human sacrifice in order to purge or cleanse society
of all persons, classes, and races that do not share their views.

There is some refuge from certain other forms of tyranny.
Generally speaking, these are less thoroughly organized and not
so remorselessly armed with the self-righteousness of the
“humanitarian with the guillotine.” But the misguided benevo-
lence of complete social and economic power always leads to
ruthless suppression of religious freedom, personal freedom,
freedom of expression, and even freedom of thought.
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