THE |

LIBERTARIAN | Sam Blumenfeld, Joel Spring, Diane Divoky,

REVIEW John Holt: Education in Crisis
December 1978

$1.25

“The greatest
source of oppression
in this society today
is the public
education system...
and it is going to get
‘worse—much worse
than it is now.”




There are half a million men and women in
prisons around the world for the simple crime of
disagreeing with their governments.

From South Africa to the Soviet Union,
from Brazil to Korea, authoritarian regimes persist
in the barbarian practice of jailing, often torturing,
their citizens not for anything they’ve done, but
for what they believe.

These prisoners of conscience have only one
hope — that someone outside will care about what
is happening to them.

Amnesty International has helped free
over 14,000 political prisoners by marshaling world
public opinion through international letter-writing
campaigns.

Your pen can become a powerful weapon
against repression, injustice and inhumanity.

Join with us today in this important effort.

Because if we do not help today’s victims,
who will help us if we become tomorrow’s?

Prepared by Public Media Center,
San Francisco.

Amnesty
International

3618 Sacramento
San Francisco, 94118
(415) 563-3733

2112 Broadway
New York, N.Y. 10023

(212)787-8906 |

O I would like to join Amnesty International :

in helping to free prisoners of conscience. :

Enclosed are my dues of fifteen dollars. : !
[ Please send me more information. :
O Enclosed is my contribution of $

to help you in your efforts.

name

address

city state zip

(Dues and donations are tax-deductible)

THE
LIBERTARIAN
REVIEW

December 1978
Yolume 7, No.11

CONTENTN

Tll.e L ] [ ]
Crisis in
Education;

The
Crisis in
Schooling

The public schools are get-
ting more and more expen-
sive, and worse and worse
and worse. LR discusseshow
and why, with Joel Spring,
John Holt, Sam Blumenfeld,
and Jan McDaniel.

Pages . . .22-28

Libertarian Review is published
monthly by Libertarian Review,
Inc. Editorial and business of-
fices, 1620 Montgomery Street,
San Francisco, CA 94111.
©1978 by Libertarian Review,
Inc. All rights reserved. Opinions
expressed in bylined articles do
not necessarily reflect the views of
the editor orpublisher.

Subscriptions: Single copy, $1.25;
12 issues (one year), $15; two
years, $25; three years, $35. Ad-
dress Change: Write new address,
city, state and zip code on sheet of
plain paper, attach mailing label
from recent issue of LR, and send
to Circulation Department, Liber-
tarian Review, 1620 Montgomery
Street, San Francisco, CA 94111.
Second class postage paid at San
Francisco and additional offices.

FEATURES

ERA: Pyrrhic Victory

for Conservatives 30
by Joan Kennedy Taylor

The troubled Equal Rights Amendment, far from being
purely symbolic or a mandate for a new bureacracy, is

the women’s movement’s last best hope for an end to
“protective” labor legislation.

Election Notes ’78 35
by Leonard P. Liggio

The 78 elections prove three things at least: voters have
had it with both the Republicans and Democrats; the
GOP doesn’t know how to appeal to the disillusioned;
and the Libertarian Party is on its way.

DEPARTMENTS

The Libertarian Editorials 4
Those Who Can’t; A Mugging Well Deserved;
Joe McCarthy, Junkie; Mail Fraud

Opening Shots 10

by Bill Birmingham

The Plumb Line 12

The Breakthrough Election
by Murray N. Rothbard

Liberty’s Heritage 14

Will the Real Herbert Spencer Please Stand Up?
by George H. Smith

The Movement 19
by Milton Mueller

The Public Trough 21
The Battle Over SALT
by Bruce Bartlett

Books and the Arts 38

Diane Divoky on Paul Copperman’s The Literacy Hoax
Joseph R. Peden on G.K. Chesterton’s The Napoleon
of Notting Hill

Karren Edwards on H. Bruce Franklin’s Future Perfect
Marshall E. Schwartz on Marshall Jevons’s Murder at
the Margin .

Chuck Walsh on the new film versions of Watership
Down and The Lord of the Rings

A R A e O A e B i R e
Editor, Roy A. Childs, Jr.

Senior Editor, Jeff Riggenbach

Associate Editors, Walter E. Grinder, Leonard P. Liggio,
Joan Kennedy Taylor '

Contributing Editors, Murray N. Rothbard,

Tom G. Palmer, Bruce Bartlett, Bill Birmingham
Editorial Assistant, Justin Raimondo

Administrative Assistant, Pat Pope

Assistant Art Director, Marianne Ackerman

Art Director, Andy Saunders




Ik
LIBERTARIAN

EDITORIALS

Those

who can’t

IT USED TO BE,
only a few years ago,
that if you sent your
children to the pub-
lic schools you could
be sure they’d be
wasting a lot of their
timeontrivia like the
names and dates of
all the Presidents of
the United States
and the dates when
each of the Amer-
ican states was ab-
sorbed into the un-
ion, but you could
also be sure—and
this was the im-
portant thing—that
they werelearningto
read and write. If
they didn’t learn to
read and write, they
wouldn’t be ad-
vanced from gradeto
grade; they wouldn’t

be graduated from
high school.

Today, of course,

4 things are far differ-
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ent. (For a discussion of
how different, and how they
got that way, see this
month’s LR Interview with
radical education critic Joel
Spring, and the special LR
colloquium on schooling
with John Holt, Sam Blum-
enfeld and Jan McDaniel,
pp- 22-28. And don’t miss
Diane Divoky’s discussion
of the literacy problem in
her review of Paul Copper-
man’s The Literary Hoax,
beginning on page 39.) In
the two decades since Rud-
olph Flesch published his
then-controversial book,
Why Jobnny Can’t Read, it
has literally become more
common for Johnny to be
unable to read than for
Johnny to be able to read. In
Los Angeles, as of 1974,
more than half the graduat-
ing high school seniors were
unable to read above the
third grade level. But that
doesn’t mean they weren’t
going to college. Some of
them may even have been
accepted at the prestigious
University of California at
Berkeley, which draws its
freshman class each year
from the top 12% of the na-
tion’s high school seniors. In
the Fall of 1974, U.C. Ber-
keley had to provide reme-
dial reading courses for
nearly half the incoming
freshmen, the graduating
class of 1978.

And by the look of things,
many of them still couldn’t
read and write when they

ly uninformed, and, by the
standards which used to be
applied to the field, func-
tionally illiterate. So really it
should surprise nobody if
we are now confronted with
teachers who can’t read and
write.

Last summer, the nation’s
eighth largest city, Dallas,
decided to administer the
kind of competency test to
its new teachers that many
school districts across the
country are now requiring
of students before they re-
ceive high school diplomas.
The test is designed to mea-
sure the applicant’s skill at
reading, writing, and arith-

FACULTY LOUNGE

“It should surprise nobody if we are now confronted with teachers
rp Y

who can’t read and write.”

graduated from college.
One Bank of America exec-
utive recently told U.S.
News and World Report that
his company was in despair
at the thought of trying to
find management trainees
with college educations who
could spell or punctuate.
Those of us who work in
journalism know that the
journalism school graduates
of the past few years have
been increasingly uneducat-
ed: historically and cultural-

metic. More than half of the
new teachers in the Dallas
public schools failed the test.

And the Dallas incident is
far from isolated. The
schools in Montgomery
County, Maryland, have
found it necessary to require
all prospective English
teachers to obtain a score of
at least 80 on a test original-
ly designed for college stu-
dents. In Torrington, Con-
necticut, the Superintendent
of Schools has found it nec-

MARSHALL E. SCHWARTZ

essary to solicit short essays
by teaching applicants, in
order to be sure they possess
what he calls “expertise in
language” Sixty miles away,
in Greenwich, Connecticut,
the school system has solic-
ited assistance from Yale
University, explaining that
it’s impossible to teach stu-
dents to write intelligibly
when so many teachers and
administrators can’t do it
themselves. As George Ber-
nard Shaw observed years
ago, those who can, do;
those who can’t, teach. The
question is why you and I
are required to pour our
money into the hands of
these increasingly illiterate
teachers, and why our chil-
dren are required by law to
attend their increasingly
useless classes.

___JR

Joe McCarthy,
junkie

THE LATE SENATOR JO-
seph McCarthy of Wiscon-
sin is best remembered today
for his efforts in the early
1950s to hunt down and re-
move all the communists he
believed had infiltrated the
U.S. government. In fact, al-
though similar anticommu-
nist crusades were also urged
and led by other politicians
during that time, it has be-
come common to refer to
the early 1950s as “the Mc-
Carthy era” It has also be-
come fashionable to use the
Senator’s name as a descrip-
tive term for bigots of all
sorts. It was common in
California before the last
election, for example, to ac-
cuse those in favor of the
Briggs initiative to remove
homosexual teachers from
the public schools of
“McCarthy-stylewitchhunt-
ing” The accusation was en-
tirely just, of course, and
may have played a part in
the resounding defeat which
the initiative rightly suffered
at the polls.

But now, with the Decem-
ber issue of Ladies Home
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Journal, comes the news
that McCarthy was not only
a witchhunter, he was also a
witch—to be specific, a drug
addict. Maxine Cheshire,
the Washington gossip col-
umnist, claims that McCar-
thy obtained the morphine
to satisfy his habit while he
was on Capitol Hill by mak-
ing a special arrangement
with the head man over at
the Federal Bureau of Nar-
cotics, Harry Anslinger.
This is certainly a sad bit
of news. Not because it fur-
ther discredits McCarthy—

which it doesn’t, really (and
anyway that’s probably im-
possible)—but because it
shows that Harry Anslinger
has not yet been discredited.
It shows that while it is no
longer possible to smear
someone and make news by
saying he’s a communist, it
is still possible to smear
someone and make news by
saying he’s a junkie.
The conventional wis-
dom aboutheroin,of course,
is that it must be prohibited
because it destroys the
minds and bodies of those

U\

who use it, and forces them
to commit muggings, as-
saults, robberies, and even
murders to obtain the mon-
ey they need to pay for their
high-priced habit. And this
conventional wisdom is a
pack of lies and distortions
from beginning to end. The
long term use of pure heroin
is much less debilitating
than the long term use of
alcohol. Dr. Andrew Weil,
the well-known Harvard
University biochemist, even
insists that the long term use
of pure heroin is less
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debilitating than the long
term use of refined white
sugar. Unfortunately,
American heroin users are
prevented by their govern-
ment from obtaining pure
heroin. They are forced
to obtain their supply from
black marketeers instead of
from legitimate drug stores,
and what they buy is not
pure heroin, but a truly de-
bilitating mixture of chemi-

“Where ignorance and witchhunting are concerned, we haven’t
come nearly far enough from the McCarthy era.”

cals, which is usually only
about 6% heroin—and all
thanks to the drug laws
which were supposedly set
up to prevent destruction of
minds and bodies.

Those same drug laws are
the only cause of the high
price of heroin. The drug
may be easily manufactured
and sold at a cost anyone in
America could afford with-
out committing crimes. But
when its manufacture and
sale are forbidden by gov-
ernment, when it must be
smuggled into the country
or clandestinely manufac-
tured, its price on the
market goes up astronomi-
cally, and addicts must turn
to crime. Thus do our drug
laws protect us against the
criminality of the drug user.

And none of this is new. It
has been known for decades
to everybody who doesn’t
make the foolish mistake of
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relying on politicians, po-
licemen and the news media
for his information on the
subject. It remains un-
known only to the majority
of people and their elected
representatives in Washing-
ton. Where ignorance and
witchhunting are concerned,
we’ve come a long way since
the McCarthy era. But not
nearly far enough.

A mugging
well deserved

IN RECENT YEARS,
American liberalism has
taken quite a beating. Hang-
ers on at ringside seats have
fled for other pursuits, bat-
tlers for its cause have hung
up their gloves, and the mob
which once cheered its every
contest has left the auditori-
um, filing out alternately to
the left and the right. It is a
sad sight. With Hubert
Humphrey—the Howard
Cosell of American liberal-
ism—gone to that great box-
ing ring in the sky, few are
left who will even feign in-
terest in the endless re-
matches with old opponents
which scattered adherents
to that once-proud ideology
want to arrange. It is as
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though Muhammed Ali
were still at it in his eighties.
We have nothing left but
an aging gaggle of feather-
weights, a few old bores like
Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., and
a couple of kvetchers like
George McGovern and
Walter Mondale, this last
the supposed heir to Hum-
phrey’s shabby mantle. And
at ringside are has-beens
with one foot in the grave,
barely aware of what round
itis, let alone who is fighting
whom. A few years ago,
‘they would have been found
at the back of the auditori-
um, but empty seats have al-
lowed them to stumble for-
ward. Now they are climb-
ing into the ring, staggering
about, throwing wil
punches into the air, bawl-
ing for a rematch, not realiz-
ing that their prime haslong-

since passed. It is the sort of .

scene which makes one
cringe in embarrassment.

The latest of these bat-
tling bores is Colman
McCarthy, a syndicated col-
umnist with The Washing-
ton Post, who let loose with
a few pathetic swings in a re-
cent “My Turn” column in
Newsweek: “The Mugging
of Liberalism” (November
27, 1978).

McCarthy began by siz-
ing up his doddering oppo-
nent—conservatism—
which he admitted is just
about ready for a wheel-
chair. “Liberalism, we are
told,” he wrote bravely, “is
dying. . . . It is being said
and preached that voters
have finally wised up to free-
spending liberals who creat-
ed big government by big
taxes; liberals throwing
money at problems have
turned liberalism into a sor-
ry problem itself” And yet,
he concluded, “liberalism
isn’t dying. It’s being
mugged”

As with all attacks from the
shadows and from behind, the
victim has little chance for self-
defense. The Washington Star,
claiming that “voters are un-
doubtedly reacting against lib-
eralism,” twins that hazy state-
ment with the other standby,

that liberalism’s “central dogma
is that money solves problems,
and the more money the better
the solution.”

This is a caricature which
McCarthy resents bitterly,
and he turns on its conser-
vative proponents with the
response, “you’re another!”

The dogmatists, the evidence
suggests [he is about to deliver
himself of his best combination
punch] are not the liberals, but
the conservatives. Barry Gold-
water, Carl Curtis, John Tower,
John Rhodes and others on the
right have been foaming big
spenders. Their voting records
are gaudy pompoms raised high
to cheer-lead programs and bills
for weapons, unexamined
military schemes, useless public-
works projects and Federal sub-
sidies for failing corporations. If
someone in a nervous Pentagon
announces that the Russians are
getting pesky, throw money at
the problem by spending a few
billions for more bombs or
planes. If agribusiness needs
more water, throw money at
the problem by building a Fed-
eral dam. If an industry finds
that free enterprise is a bit un-
pleasant, raid the Federal treas-
ury for a corporate dole.

A point well made. And
what shall we have instead?
Well, consider what our
weary old liberal—who
mockingly calls for “a Fed-
eral program for a convoy of
wheelchairs for the Gold-
waters, Curtises and other
rightist big spenders in their
political dotage™has to of-
fer as counterpunches to the
decrepit conservative chal-
lenger:

To rest their weary arms
turned sore from all this money-
throwing, conservatives sit
back and attack those under-
funded liberal programs that
feed hungry children, educate
the illiterate, clean the filthy air
and water, restore neighbor-
hoods or keep open the librar-
ies. When citizens demand an
end to government waste, [this
flabby thing is supposed to be a
left hook] whip them into a
fever to cut back funds for peo-
ple programs, while diverting
their eyes from wasteful he-man
programs for weapons, dams
and power plants. Make Amer-
ica strong but leave its people
weak.

Waves of nostalgia pour
over us as we witness this
spectacle—nostalgia for the
days when the contest in
American politics was still
between two proponents of
different versions of bloated
big government. For this
(quite proper) condemna-
tion of hypocritical, decrepit
conservatism, you under-
stand, is supposed to prove
that the liberals are vigorous
champions of truth and jus-
tice. But let this babbling
featherweight have his
chance; we’ll merely com-
ment on the action:

After recognizing [get this]
the falsity of the charges that
liberals are the big spenders
[how? By pointing out that con-
servatives are too?]—most
liberal-inspired social pro-
grams, from Head Start to legal
services, are so underfunded as
to serve less than 25 per cent of

the eligible citizens [note the -

standard here for judging what
is “underfunded”]—it is crucial
to understand that the current
mugging is not necessarily fatal.
While laid up, liberals need to
renew their strength by accept-
ing as still robustly true [the
heart quickens] Franklin Roos-
evelt’s thought [?] in 1938 [the
spotlight brightens; a voice be-
ginsto drone onin the distance];
“Government has the definite
duty to use all its powers and re-
sources to meet new social prob-
lems with new social controls.”

Oh, what loathesome
bilge! The rope-a-dope car-
ried to its ludicrous extreme,
without even a hint of style
or humor! But we cannot
stop here; let our fumbling
featherweight embarass
himself further:

If liberals are wavering by
voting against programs for the
poor and the victimized [voice
over: “Get those poor and vic-
timized lined up! Let’s have
more suffering on their faces!
You over there! Look helpless
and frightened!”], or are joining
the blind [Voice: “Hey, I
thought they belonged over
there with the poor and the vic-
timized”] by siding against big
government without distin-
guishing what part of the big-
ness is the actual curse, then
perhaps they have forgotten the
tradition of [the chest begins to

* swell] political compassion and

fairness from which they
spring.

The punches now begin
to fly: “To forget this tradi-
tion is to kiss off the buoy-
ant record of liberalism, and
perhaps even be ashamed of
it” McCarthy even takes on
Sam Brown, the noted liber-
al defector who, judging the
“big national programs of
the past,” has concluded that
“the liberals have been
wrong.”

“Dump on your own
kind,” McCarthy snarls,

take rank and separate yourself
from footsoldier liberals [the
anthem begins to swell] of the
past fifteen years in Con-
gress. . . . Denounce as wrong-
headed their struggles to create
[hand over heart] government
programs for food stamps,
housing and education, or to
protect the powerless [voice:
“line them up in front!”] from
[our featherweight begins to
flag; his memory falters mo-
mentarily, then, recalling,
somewhat garbled, the familiar
litany:] land abuse, price fixing,
or consumer fraud.

The final rally:

When liberals put their heft
together and passed a few
[sniff] humane programs, the
government [reverence creeps
in] could at least be respected
for its instinct. [A whine creeps
in.] People were hurting [sniff,
sniff] and the government [rev-
erence growing] made a [rever-
ence building to a forte] moral
commitment to help. If these
programs are now seen as fail-
ures [a hurt, petulant look] by
[a touch of indignation] up-
starts fresh off the barricades
[fumbling for the familiar an-
swer], they have failed because
too little money backed them,
not too much. [A sense of tri-
umph; then the knockout
punch:] The social programs of
the ’60s wére too small, not too
big”

Dusting himself off, fin-
ished with the “intellectual
muggers of the New Right”
and the Goldwater-Curtis
“Old Right”, McCarthy
holds his gloves high: “With
these two groups brushed
from underfoot,” he writes,
“we can move ahead to deal
with inflation, waste, unem-

ployment and rampant mili-
tarism. Perhaps we can also
recapture our generous
instinct.”

It’s a shame they can’t re-
capture their brains instead.

Really, how long must we
listen to this endless, mind-
numbing recitation of bro-
mides about “humane gov-
ernment”, “people pro-
grams’, “government’s mor-
al commitments” to “help”

country below where they
were at the end of the last
century. Compulsory atten-
dance at these pestholes has
forced innocent children to
undergo ruthless brain-
washing, knocked them out
of the jobs market, and pro-
hibited them from learning
useful skills. They are fed in-
tellectual garbage at these
prisons, and are prevented
from learning how to

“If liberalism /ad been mugged
by conservatism, we could do
nothing but cheer. . . . Asitis,
witnessing this brawl between

aged, doddering opponents, we
can do little more than yawn.”

the “powerless”? How long
must we suffer these pom-
pous, self-righteous, swag-
gering old liberals who
haven’t learned a damned
thing since grammar school?
Never mind the pathetically
dumb non-sequiturs which
are thrown as combination
punches, or the—surely
meant to be facetious—quo-
tation of F.D.R. Look at
what McCarthy is naive
enough to see as liberal
triumphs: food stamps;
housing; educating the illit-
erate; protecting the power-
less from land abuse, price
fixing and consumer fraud;
cleaning the filthy air and
water; restoring neighbor-
hoods; keeping open the li-
braries; project Head Start;
legal services for the poor;
dealing with inflation,
waste, unemployment, ram-
pant militarism. Where has
he been for the last century?

These supposedly “hu-
mane people programs”
have brought in their wake
nothing but bureaucracy
and regimentation, disaster
and oppression. Massive
amounts of money—nbillions
upon billions of dollars—
have been poured into com-
pulsory State education, to
mass produce a herd of illit-
erates and bring the func-
tional literacy levels in this

achieve anything useful with
their lives while being forced
to learn and recite many of
the same mindless bromides
which Mr. McCarthy spews
forth.

Food stamps have subsi-
dized idle students at the ex-
pense of the working and
middle classes, driving up
the cost of food, and locking
the truly indigent into an op-
pressive, suffocating welfare
state. Urban renewal ,meant
allegedly to “restore neigh-
borhoods” (how easily are
nuances and facts lost in
bromides), has demolished
more housing than it has
built and has has pushed the
poor and the immigrant into
what have become little
more than detention camps:
static, unthinking, bureau-
cratized structures of neither
utility nor charm. Head Start
and other such programs are
little more than liberal
window-dressing, an excuse
for the oppression and in-
dignities that the welfare
state daily inflicts on the
poor. Legal services for the
poor benefit primarily that
vicious “new class” of state-
spawned lawyers feeding at
the public trough, who get
cash grabbed from taxpay-
ers—poor and middle class
alike—for dealing with the
very bureaucracies which
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liberals have erected to con-
trol, manipulate and regu-
late the poor. “Keep open
the libraries”? When people
cannot read, thanks to gov-
ernment “education”?

As for the rest, it is truly
high comedy to be told this
about the liberal state: that
is has “protected” the “pow-
erless” from “land abuse,
price fixing, and consumer
fraud?” This about the great-
est of all abusers of land, the
greatest pollutor and abettor
of pollution—through ill-
defined property rights,
some of which have been,

“The few remaining ‘liberals’
are featherweights with one foot

in the grave, barely aware of whart

round it is, let alone who
is fighting whom.”

over the years, purposely
twisted to subsidize “eco-
nomic growth” at the ex-
pense of the rights of others!
This about the biggest price-
fixer in the U.S.—through
outright controls and
through the arbitrary power
of regulatory commissions
and agencies! This about the
greatest consumer fraud of
our epoch, the politics of lib-
eralism, the ideology which
has fostered unemployment
by means of minimum wage
laws, coercive union restric-
tions on employment, and
the ravages of inflation,

which causes more and
more massive unemploy-
ment as it distorts the econ-
omy year after year! This
about the very fountainhead
of inflation, which has
printed paper money to
finance its “humane” social
programs! This about the
“national security state”
with its continuous crusades
to protect the world from
this or that by a foreign
policy of global interven-
tionism! Such dishonesty;
such naivete; such dis-
tortion; such balderdash!

If liberalism had been

mugged, we could do noth-
ing but cheer, for it would be
amugging well deserved. In-
stead, witnessing a grudge
match between such aging
opponents as liberalism and
conservatism, we can do
little more than yawn, shake
our heads sadly, and wait
for them to vacate the ring.
Colman McCarthyisright
about one thing: liberalism
isn’t dead. It’s just senile.

Mail fraud

LITTLE NOTICE HAS
been paid to a tiny bit of leg-
islation which the Republi-
cans and Democrats have
recently sneaked by the
American people. Accord-
ing to Alan Berlow in the
Washington Post (Novem-
ber 3, 1978),“An ‘apple pie
and motherbood’ bill de-
signed to encourage more
Americans living abroad to
vote, was given final ap-
proval in the closing hours
of the 95th Congress with a
multimillion-dollar subsidy
for Democratic and Repub-
lican campaign committees
tacked on.

“Attached to the bill was a
provision the Congressional
Budget Office estimated will
cost taxpayers $2.5 million
in 1979 and $4.7 million in
1980 in subsidized mail
rates for Democratic and
Republican national and
state campaign committees.”

Under the current system,
you understand, Republi-
can and Democratic cam-
paign committees are al-
ready subsidized to a
massive extent: instead of
paying the 15¢ per letter that
most hard-working Ameri-
cans are faced with paying
the postal monopoly for
“sending” a letter, Republi-
can and Democratic com-
mittees which qualify for the
boondoggle need only pay
8.4¢. But that, apparently,
was not enough for these
blackguards.

Now, in what one sup-
porter of this new bill called,
naturally enough, “a bipar-

tisan effort;” so-called “qual-
ified political committees”
may send letters for a measly
2.7¢ apiece, the remainder
of the cost of this filthy
propaganda being paid by
the hapless taxpayers! And
—bear this in mind, those of
you who praise this or that
beast in the House or Senate
—according to the Washing-
ton Post, “no one opposed
the provision on either the
House or Senate floor.”

Have they no shame? Ap-
parently it is not enough that
these scoundrels violate the
liberties of the American
people every time they get
the chance, day in and day
out; now they are going to
escalate their raids on the
pockets of the taxpayers for
the purpose of subsidizing
the mailing of their own
loathesome propaganda to
their continued victims of
abuse.

Is it too much to ask
where the pawns of the New
Right were during this
shameless episode, the New
Right that pretends to op-
pose “big government” and
endlessly increasing taxes?
Is it too much to ask where
the old conservatives were
who complain at every cock-
tail party about the abuses
of the postal monopoly? Is it
too much to wonder where
the “progressive reformists”
were who fawn on Ralph
Nader and bellyache about
other “special interest
groups using government
power and subsidies for
their own benefit? Or those
fluttering moralists who
complain about other in-
stances of using the mails to
circulate “offensive materi-
al”? Is it these people who
suddenly found themselves
with a common cause, to
wit, grabbing more and
more tax money so that they
can badger their victims
with ever-more grandiose
lies?

Well, if we can’t get them
for increasing taxes, let’s get
them instead on the next
best thing. There is no better
term for it: mail fraud, pure
and simple.
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The Right and Wrong of Compulsion by the State, and Other Essays
By Auberon Herbert

British political theorist Auberon Herbert (1838-1906) is without equal

as a defender of liberty. His writings are eloquent, forceful —and uncom-
promising. This volume brings together his major and representative
writings, including the title essay, A Plea for Voluntaryism,” “The Ethics
of Dynamite,” and “Salvation by Force.” Edited and with an introduction
by Eric Mack. Hardcover $9.00, Softcover $3.50.

Hilaire Belloc: Edwardian Radical
By John P. McCarthy

A perceptive, lucid, and carefully-researched look at Belloc and British
political history during the Edwardian period, the first years of the
twentieth century. Dr. McCarthy is Assistant Professor of History at
Fordham University. Hardcover $8.00, Paperback $3.00.

The Servile State
By Hilaire Belloc

A perceptive warning, first published in 1913, of the consequences of
statism and the effect of socialist doctrine on capitalist society. With an
introduction by Robert Nisbet. “A landmark of political thought in this
century” —Walter Lippmann. Hardcover $8.00, Softcover $2.00.

LibertyPress LibertyClassics

We pay postage on prepaid orders.
To order these books, or for a copy
of our catalog, write:
LibertyPress/LibertyClassics

7440 North Shadeland, Dept. F16
Indianapolis, Indiana 46250
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THE WATER AND
Electric Board of
Eugene, Oregon, has
struck a mighty blow
against the energy
crisis by burning six
tons of confiscated
marijuana in its
downtown generat-
ing plant. The grass,
whose burning qual-
ity was described as
“excellent’, produced
some 4000 kilowatt-
hours of electricity,
but a Board official
said he doubted that
“Federal drug en-
forcement can meet
our needs.”
Election Notes:
Better not mess with
John Kozar, the new
sheriff of Douglas
County, Washing-
ton. When Kozar’s
opponent, Joe Tay-
lor, accused him of
violating campaign
laws, Taylor dropped
dead on the spot. . . .
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The citizens of Nome, Alas-
ka, defeated a ballot propo-
sition that would have
banned liquor sales. It is cal-
culated that every Nome
resident over the age of 15
consumes an average of four
gallons of alcohol a year,
and opponents warned that
if the proposition passed
Nome would become a
“ghost town” . . . Alaska
voters also turned down a
“bottle bill”, a scheme to re-
quire a 10¢ deposit on every
bottle and can sold in urban
Alaska. Rural areas were
exempted on the grounds
that “most consumer goods
are flown in” (according to
Business Week). The voters
concluded that urban areas
should also be exempted,
perhaps because the empties
would have to be shipped
1433 nautical miles to Seat-
tle. . . . And let’s hear it for
Mr. Robin Ficker of Mary-
land, a man of High Princi-
ple. After losing two Con-
gressional races as a liberal
Democrat in 1972 and as an
Independent in 1976, Ficker
was finally elected to the
Maryland House of Dele-
gates as a conservative Re-
publican.

Who says the free market
can’t provide justice? Ac-
cording to The Cash News-
letter, an Arkansas entrepre-
neur sells live cockroaches
to tenants who want to leave
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their apartments exactly as
they found them.

What will happen to
Egypt’s army if and when
“peace” comes? Mr. Martin
Woollacott of the Manches-
ter Guardian claims that
“[its] new mission is well
known to almost everybody
[except, it seems, the Ameri-
can media]: an army of Afri-
can intervention. ‘They’re
going to be our Cuba’,
chuckled a Western diplo-

at” Indeed, Egypt had
sent some aid to Zaire and
Somalia (the Israelis, by the
way, were backing the Eth-
iopian Marxists), and were
heavily involved in Yemen
even before the Six Day War
of 1967. Military observers
have also noted that the
C-130 military transports
Sadat bought from the US
are “useless” for war against
Israel but fine for moving
expeditionary forces, and
that Cairo’s new mobile
anti-aircraft missiles—
French Crotales—are also
well-suited for foreign in-
tervention. (Significantly,
Woollacott quotes “one mil-
itary man” as saying “you
could move them to Rhode-
sia and have them firing
within a day.”) Says Woolla-
cott, “Egypt in the future,
diplomats say, will provide
equipment and instructors
to African states threatened
by communism [sic], and

will ‘have tne capacity to
send in powerful expedi-
tionary forces, if neces-
sary”” That capacity, of
course, will be ultimately fi-
nanced by the long-suffering
American taxpayer—in the

name of “peace”

Shed a tear for Saudi Ara-
bia; which, believe it or not,
is running out of money.
The Saudis had cut their oil
production to about 7 mil-
lion barrels a day in order to
keep the price up (while the
rest of OPEC produced at
full tilt). At current prices,
however, they must pump
8.5 million barrels a day
to keep the government’s
budget balanced, and so the
Saudis have been forced to
tighten their belts. Estimates
are that Saudi Arabia has
quietly cashed in as much as
$1.2 billion worth of short
term investments, and King
Khalid has ordered that gov-
ernment spending be cut by
one-third. Pace Jarvis and
the “meat axe approach’; the
Saudi Council of Ministers
originally proposed a cut of
only 10%.’

The National Highway
Traffic Safety Administra-
tion wants all new cars to be
equipped with yet another
idiot light; this one to warn
the driver when his tire pres-
sure is low. Although
NHTSA claims its proposal
is “unlikely to be costly”, the
Department of Transporta-
tion’s consumer office puts
the cost at between $10 and
$40 per car (for from 10 to
12 million new cars a year).
But the NHTSA is not un-
mindful of costs. It is also
proposing to outlaw hood
ornaments—as “a cost sav-
ing measure.”

Better Never Than Late
Department: The Monster
Milhous has always claimed
that he vetoed the infamous

- Huston Plan—a scheme for

burglaries, wiretaps and
mail openings to hunt down
members of the Weath-
er Underground—in July
1970. Comes now a lawyer
for W. Mark Felt, the former
number two man in the FBI,
saying that Tricky revived
“certain recommendations”
of the Huston plan in mid-
August 1970. This will sup-
posedly be proven by “over-
whelming evidence” at the
trial of Felt, Edward S.
Miller and the cretinous
L. Patrick Gray, who are
charged with Hustonizing
the friends and relatives of
suspected Weathermen. Un-
fortunately, it is too late to
jail the Tricky One; and it is
all too likely that now Gray
& Co. can “pull an Eich-
mann” by claiming they were
Just Following Orders, and
beat the rap. Thereis an out-
side chance, however, that
this may abort the Un-
indicted Co-conspirator’s
threatened “comeback” (“I
guarantee you this is not the
last of my public appear-
ances;” he said recently in
Louisiana). But those who
cheered the Mad Bomber as
he slaughtered the Viet-
namese probably won’t even
blink at fresh proof of his
domestic fascism.

Proposition 13 continues
to produce fresh benefits.
“Angry government wor-
kers,” says the San Francisco
Chronicle, “are quitting their
jobs in surprising numbers.”
In fact, county governments
in northern California are
supposedly facing a “mass
exodus” of public “servants”
(up to 33% on a yearly ba-
sis) and “in many cate-
gorles ”—woe! oh woe!—

“replacements are nearly
impossible to find” When
replacements can be found,
says one county’s personnel
director, they are often “not
all that committed. It’s a
helluva way to improve the
quality of the place” To say
nothing of what it does to
“government efficiency’, the
beau ideal of some liber-

tarians. Actually it is an
improvement. Will Rogers
was glad we didn’t get all the
government we paid for and
California taxpayers will
now get even less. For that
matter, Lenin pointed out
that no revolution could
succeed until the ruling class
(eg: Our bureaucrats) had
lost the will to govern. But
then not all libertarians are
revolutionaries.

Last month, yr hmbl
srvnt told you about the her-
oic students of Walt Whit-
man High, who responded

to a wave of marijuana ar-
rests by calling for decrimi-
nalization. I am pleased to
report that the radicaliza-
tion of Whitman High pro-
ceeds apace; less than three
weeks after the decrim reso-
lution the Washington Post
reported that: “A group of
Walt Whitman High School
Students threw stones and
other objects yesterday at a
squad of Montgomery
County plainclothes officers
who were attempting fo ar-
rest several students on
marijuana possession charg-
es” About 100 students (out
of an enrollment of 1988)
were at the scene. Two days
earlier, the county’s police

The Monster Milhous

chief “encountered com-
plaints and catcalls” when
he tried to justify such ar-
rests to Whitman students.
And there isn’t even a Stu-
dents for a Libertarian Soci-
ety chapter there. . . .

And Harold Stassen, bless
his pointy little head, has
anpounced once more for
the Republican presidential
nomination. Asked how
often he’s run for president,
the 71 year old Stassen
paused and replied: “T've
honestly lost track, I'd have
to look it up” |
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breakthrough
election

MURRAY N.
ROTHBARD

FOR SEVERAL
years I have been a
prophet of liber-
tarian optimism,
preaching to all who
would hear the good
news of impending
success for the liber-
tarian cause. My
predictions stemmed
from an analysis of
the permanent crisis
of statism—across
all areas of Ameri-
can life—which
struck America dur-
ing the 1973-75
period, and which
has continued ever
since, generating an
accelerated libertar-
1an upsurge. The re-
action to my analysis
has been mixed,
ranging from elation
to amused skepti-
cism to the curious
suggestion that opti-
mism, for libertari-
ans, is somehow a
deeply immoral po-
sition to hold. But
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skepticism and disbelief was
surely the modal response,
from friend and foe alike.

It is therefore especially
joyous for me to report that
1978 has definitely been the
breakthrough year, the year
in which the libertarian
movement has suddenly ac-
celerated from an interesting
and permanent part of the
American scene to the status
of a genuine mass move-
ment. We have arrived.

The breakthrough this
year was in two parts, both
—sad to say for our anti-
election “purists”—at the
ballot box. Phase I, of
course, was the glorious vic-
tory on June 6 of California’s
sharply tax-cutting Proposi-
tion 13, which has generated
a growing tax rebellion
throughout the country.
Once again, California
showed itself to be the pace-
setting state for therest of the
country. Prop. 13 and the tax
revolt have been thoroughly
covered in these pages; here
would just reiterate that the
voters of California reacted,
forthe first time, with proper
scorn against the standard
left-liberal wail that any tax
cuts would slash vital gov-
ernment services. It was that
scare campaign which
pushed the voters of Cali-
fornia into massive support
for Prop. 13; their reaction
was a fascinating blend of
“We don’t believe you” and
“So what?”

Now Phase IT has arrived.
Election Day in November
was a mammoth break-
through, for libertarianism
in general and for the Liber-
tarian Party in particular. To
assess the massive dimen-
sionsof the Libertarian Party

upsurge, we must realize
that new parties usually do
better in presidential years,
when there is widespread in-
terest generated in the elec-
tion. But consider: in 1976,
Roger MacBride garnered
173,000 votes in 32 states
(including the District of
Columbia), for 0.33% of the
total vote in those states. Of
the other LP candidates, the
typical one received some-
where between 0.1% and
1% of the vote in his or her
district.

In 1978, the Libertarian
Party fielded some 200 can-
didates across the country.
The modal percentage for
each candidate in this elec-
tion was about 2 to 3%, and
in many cases ranged up to 5
to 7% of the total vote. A
multiple leap forward in LP
support!

The outstanding LP victo-
rywasin Alaska, where Dick
Randolph, a 42-year old
Fairbanks insurance man,
won a seat in the Alaska
House of Representatives as
one of the six at-large repre-
sentatives from his city. This
is the LP’s first victory in a
state-level election. The city
of Fairbanks presaged this
victory by giving MacBride
12% of its votes two years
ago, by far the largest pock-
et of MacBride support in
the country. Randolph is
state chairman of the Alaska
LP, and a member of the na-
tional committee of the par-
ty. We have a state legislator!

In Arizona, a half-dozen
candidates running state-
wide picked up from 5 to
7% of the vote, a remark-
able figure considering that
these were state-wide races
and that almost no money
was spent on the Libertarian
campaigns. In two of the
races, the LP candidate
achieved a balance of power
status, receiving more votes
than the difference between
the Republican and the
Democrat. In Nevada, long-
time LP activist James Burns
came in second in a three-
way race for state legisla-
ture. Also in Nevada, Flor-
ence Fields took 6% of the

vote for Lieutenant Gover-
nor, while in Hawaii Mike
Rossell amassed 49,000
votes, or 22%, in his race
for a seat on the State Board
of Education. In Colorado,
National Vice-Chair Mary
Louise Hanson received
over 5% of the vote for State
Treasurer, and in such areas
as Aspen where she cam-
paigned particularly heavily,
she received 10% of the
vote. In California, Nation-
al Chairman Dave Bergland
gained 6% for the balance of
power in a State Senate race
in Orange county. And
across the country, several
candidates received 15 to
20% of the vote in races for
state legislature or Con-
gress: specifically, in Ari-
zona, Idaho, Massachu-
setts, New Hampshire, and
Maryland.

A fascinating phenome-
non was reported by several
of the LP candidates. Ap-
pearing in three-way TV de-
bates with the Democratic
and Republican candidates,
the Libertarians found that
the other two would begin
the programs trying desper-
ately to differentiate them-
selves from each other, but
with little success. Then, as
the debate continued, the
Democrat and the Republi-
can, with little to say on any
issue and possessing no firm
ideology, found themselves
moving perceptibly in the
direction of the LP candi-
date, who was enunciating a
clear and firm position on
all the issues—a position,
moreover, which resonated
of much of the traditional
American heritage. By firm-
ly maintaining our posi-
tions, it seems, we can start
defining the issues for all of
the candidates, and pull the
other parties toward our
program.

InNew York, Gary Green-
berg ran a heroic race for
governor, running as he did
for a party that has been
racked with dissensions and
has almost disappeared in
New York City, fading from
its splendid start of only five
years ago. With very little

money or support, however,
Greenberg corralled almost
20,000 votes in the state, far
more than the New York
party has ever achieved, and
far more than Jerome Tuc-
cille achieved four years ago
with considerably more
money and support. In
short, even in New York, the
Libertarian Party did extra-
ordinarily well at the polls.
But the jewel in the Liber-
tarian Party crown this year,
the biggest single confirma-
tion of the case for opti-
mism, was the race of Ed
Clark for governor of the
trend-setting state of Cali-
fornia. Clark, a highly intel-
ligent and articulate anti-
trust lawyer in Los Angeles,
ran a campaign which, in
the slightly wondering
words of the San Francisco
Examiner, “captivated the
media” His media coverage
was astounding, including
long and favorable articles
from top newspapers in
every part of the state. In de-
bates with other parties on
television, Clark’s intelli-
gence and soft-spoken, rea-
sonable manner were able to
stimulate remarkable interst
in consistently radical posi-
tions. Moreover, as the cam-
paign progressed, Clark was
able to set forth both ulti-
mate libertarian programs
and intermediate demands
which seemed perfectly rea-
sonable to the media and the
voters—and yet were thor-
oughly consistent with liber-
tarian principle. To address
concrete issues and yet not
abandon principle—this is
the great task of a libertarian
candidate, and Clark proved
himself able to accomplish
that task in superb fashion.
For example: as part of his
call for ever greater tax cuts,
Clark answered the typical
question “where would you
cut?” by focusing on that
huge but previously sacro-
sanct consumer of the tax
dollar, the public school.
Clark made it very clear that
he favored, as his basic solu-
tion, the privatization of the
public schools. But, short of
that goal, he advocated asan

intermediate demand an in-
come tax credit of $800 for
tuition to private schools.
Thus, Clark endorsed the
tax-cutting credit plan rath-
er than the tax-supported
school voucher scheme. But
then in a highly imaginative
twist, to answer the “what-
about-the-poor-who-can’t-
send-their-children-to-
private-school” argument,
Clark urged the equivalent
income tax credit for indi-
viduals or corporations who
contribute scholarships to
other kids’ private school
tuition: in short, a tax credit
for tuition scholarships to
private schools.

Clark’s major stress in the
campaign was on both eco-
nomic and “social” issues:
specifically drastic tax cuts,
and opposition to victimless
crime laws. On the latter,
Clark opposed Proposition
6, which would have ousted
teachers who “encourage or
advocate” homosexuality in
the public schools. He also
called for the legalization of
marijuana. When tackling
the vexing question of abor-
tion, Clark took the consis-
tent libertarian position,
which can draw votes from
both sides of the controver-
sy: that every woman hasthe
right to have an abortion,
but that taxpayers should
not be forced to finance an
action which they consider
to be murder.

Libertarians can always
outflank everyone else on
the tax revolt, and, as in the
case of private school tui-
tion, we can checkmate the
liberals on the “what-about-
the-poor” argument as well.
Thus, Clark called during
his campaign for abolition of
the statels hefty sales tax,
which hits the poor most
heavily. And as soon as the
election was over he an-
nounced his sponsorship of a
state ballot initiative next
year to repeal the tax.

For Clark to get on the
statewide ballot in Califor-
nia was extraordinarily dif-
ficult: he had to collect
100,000 valid petition signa-
tures. By late summer, the

Clark workers had come in
with 183,000 signatures, a
record number. It was the
first time any candidate for
governor had gotten on the
ballot by petition. Still, that
might have proved little,
since most of the petition-
gatherers, as is common in
politics, were paid by the
signature.

But then the Clark cam-
paign took off, and interest
began to snowball remarka-
bly. Finally, shortly before
the election, the Bakersfield
Californian, the daily news-
paper (circulation 60,000)
for a metropolitan area of
200,000 Californians, en-
dorsed Clark for Governor!
A strange and wondrous
phenomenon began to take

outset what seemed to be an
almost “impossible goal”:
5% of the votes. I doubt
whether anyone in the cam-
paign expected that impos-
sible dream to be achieved.

Then the votes were tal-
lied: Ed Clark had re-
ceived the phenomenal total
of 374,000 votes, more than
any Libertarian candidate
had ever achieved, 5.5% of
the total in the nation’s larg-
est state. Even I, the prophet
of optimism, had been out-
flanked; for I had guessed
about 50% less than Clark
actually received. Think of
it: Clark received 7 times the
California total gained by
MacBride, and 5.5% of the
total vote compared to Mac-
Bride’s 0.7%. Looked at an-

Dick Randolph, first Libertarian to win a state legislative seat

place before the eyes of all
of us veteran libertarians:
bumperstickersonunknown
cars proclaimed “Clark for
Governor”; San Francisco
cab drivers announced that
they were voting for Clark;
people at non-political cock-
tail parties said the same
thing. Favorable interest in
Clark caromed across the
state. Indeed, on election
day, the CBS-TV analysts
picked up the Bakersfield
Californian phrase that
Clark and the Libertarian
Party might well bg the
“wave of the future”

As the election neared,
Clark -began to show up in
the polls: first it was 2%,
then 3%. The Clark cam-
paign had set for itself at the

other way, Clark’s total was
no less than 15% of the
votes of Republican candi-
date Evelle Younger, and in
the San Francisco Bay Area
the Clark proportion of the
Younger vote totalled 25%.

Possibly it was premature
when, after the 1976 elec-
tion, the prestigious Con-
gressional Quarterly listed
the Libertarian Party as the
“third major party” in the
United States. Certainly it is
premature no longer. We are
now the third major party.
We are now an authentic
mass movement. We are the
wave of the future. Liber-
tarianism is an idea and a
party whose time has come.
We have arrived, and we are
going to win.
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HERITAGE

Will the real
Herbert
Spencer please
stand up?

GEORGE H. SMITH

“lI HAVE HAD
much experience in
controversy,’’
wrote Herbert
Spencer, “and . ..
my impression is
that in three cases
out of four the
alleged opinions of
mine condemned
by opponents, are
not opinions of
mine at all, but are
opinions wrongly
ascribed by them to
me. ... ” If this
was true of Spen-
cer’s contemporary
critics, it is even
more true of later
commentators.
Probably no in-
tellectual has suf-
fered more distor-
tion and abuse than
Spencer. He is con-
tinually condemned
for things he never
said—indeed, he is
taken to task for
things he explicitly
denied. The target
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of academic criticism is
usually the mythical Spen-
cer rather than the real
Spencer; and although
some critics may derive im-
mense satisfaction from
their devastating refuta-
tions of a Spencer who
never existed, these treat-
ments hinder rather than
advance the cause of
knowledge.

Gertrude Himmelfarb, a
leading Victorian scholar
with a splenetic hostility to
libertarian radicals, re-
gards Spencer’s system as
“a parody of philosophy.”
Spencer—“the dilettante
whose writing was as facile
as his thinking”—was
“amateurish and self-
taught,” his “image . . .
comic and pathetic.” Harry
Elmer Barnes, who at least
gives Spencer his due in
some areas, nevertheless
attributes Spencer’s anti-
statism to “the traits of his
neurotic constitution.”
Spencer, writes Barnes,
had “an extreme ‘anti-
authority complex’,” and
his “persistent and ever
growing resentment a-
gainst the extension of
governmental  activity
probably was personally
motivated by a subcon-
scious neurotic reaction.”

This pseudo-psychology
is bad enough, but it is
mild compared to Richard
L. Schoenwald’s psycho-
analytic rape of Spencer in
the Summer 1968 issue of
Victorian  Studies—an
event that is surely the low
point in the history of that
otherwise reputable jour-
nal. Spencer, Schoenwald
informs us, was “an adult
whose development had

undergone severe twist-
ing.” Specifically, “Spen-
cer’s self-esteem had been
undermined hopelessly in
the oral and anal stages of
his development; he could
commit himself only to
paper, not to a woman.” It
seems that the infant Her-
bert reveled in his ability to
“create” feces, and he bit-
terly resented the effort of
his parents to curb “the
anal freedom in which he
had gloried.” Spencer in-
terpreted his parents’
toilet-training efforts as “a
fearful attack from be-
hind,” and his “once loving
parents [were] now re-
vealed as devilish obstruc-
tors of the path of glory.”
This, we are to believe,
was the basis for Spencer’s
hostility to the State. Note
well the marvelous ex-
planatory power of this
“theory.” Why, for in-
stance, did Spencer oppose
governmental sanitation
regulations? Because he
“saw in sanitary reform an
attack on his magical anal
producing powers. . . .”

Such assertions would be
comical if not for their ap-
pearance in a leading aca-
demic journal. Spencer’s
contemporaries at least
dealt with him on the in-
tellectual plane, criticizing
those ideas they believed
him to hold. To some mo-
dern academics, however,
a person intellectually
committed to uncom-
promising liberty and jus-
tice is inconceivable, so the
psychological axe must be
unsheathed.

Although Spencer is
grudgingly conceded to be
a major intellect of the

nineteenth century, whose
impact rivaled that of Dar-
win and Marx, he is usual-
ly treated as an historical
relic who made a presump-
tuous and wrong-headed
attempt to construct an
all-embracing philosoph-
ical edifice. Spencer is com-
monly branded a racist, an
enemy of the poor and dis-
advantaged, an apologist
for a ruthless “law of the
jungle,” a conservative de-
fender of the status quo,
and so forth. The myths
surrounding  Spencer’s
name are so numerous that
they cannot all be dis-
cussed in a single article.
This essay is but a small
step in Spencer revision-
ism, in which we shall con-
sider four of the most com-
mon myths about Spencer.

R e e B B A e oy
Myth #1: Spencer was

a “Social Darwinist.”

The most serious mis-
conception about Spencer’s
purported “Social Dar-
winism” concerns the “sur-
vival of the fittest” doc-
trine, which we shall dis-
cuss shortly. First, how-
ever, we must correct some
common errors about
Spencer’s theory of evolu-
tion.

Although Spencer was a
pioneer in evolutionary
theory, he was not a Dar-
winist. He originated his
theory before Darwin, and
Darwin borrowed the fa-
mous phrase, “survival of
the fittest,” from Spencer’s
writing.

Moreover, Spencer was
a Lamarckian rather than a
Darwinian. He was firmly
convinced that acquired
characteristics are trans-
mitted to later generations.
Although he accepted nat-
ural selection, he viewed it
as only one aspect of the
evolutionary process. It
was Spencer’s Lamarckian-
ism that led to his belief in
the inevitability of human
progress. The adaptations
of one generation that en-
abled it to survive are
transmitted to the next

generation, thus giving it
superior capabilities, and
so on into future genera-
tions, until a perfect
equilibrium is achieved be-
tween the environment and
an organism’s ability to
survive.

An important point to
remember about Spencer’s
theory of evolution is that
it is primarily cosmolog-
ical, not biological, in
nature. For Spencer, the
laws of evolution, such as
the trend from homogene-
ity to heterogeneity, per-
tain to all of existence, not
merely to living beings.
Biology is but one manifes-
tation of the evolutionary
process.

Finally, we must note
that Spencer did not be-
lieve that society is an “or-
ganism,”” as is often
claimed. The many biolog-
ical parallels affixed to his
arguments about social
development were in-
tended to illustrate his
general evolutionary prin-
ciples. Spencer believed
that certain parallels exist
between a living entity and
a society, but that these
similarities pertain to
underlying laws of devel-
opment—laws common to
all of existence. By pro-
viding biological illustra-
tions in conjunction with
his sociology, Spencer
hoped to clarify the work-
ing of natural law—spe-
cifically, the law of
causation.

Myth #2: Spencer
championed a ruthless
“survival of the
fittest.”

More than any other of
his ideas, Spencer’s “sur-
vival of the fittest” doctrine
has been used as a smear
against him. The recent
BBC production of John
Kenneth Galbraith’s “Age
of Uncertainty” gave us a
pallid Spencer citing a
passage about survival of
the fittest (suitably ripped
from its context to make it
appear reprehensible)

against a background of a
jungle and wild animals.
The message, in Gal-
braith’s characteristic style,
was crude and grossly in-
accurate: Spencer allegedly
glorified the “law of the
jungle” where the strong
prey on the weak.

The “survival of the fit-
test,” as presented by

"Spencer, and the “survival

of the fittest,” as presented
by Spencer’s critics, bear
little resemblance to each
other. The traditional in-
terpretation of Spencer on
this point is so fundamen-
tally wrong—in fact, Spen-
cer explicitly repudiated it
on many occasions—that
one must wonder if any of
Spencer’s critics bother to
read him.

Spencer regards the “sur-
vival of the fittest” as a law
of existence applied to life.
It is a formal statement of a
necessary condition for the
existence of life. To be “fit”
is to be adapted to the con-
ditions of survival in a
given environment. This is
a description, not an
evaluation. Spencer does
not say that the fit “ought”
to survive, or that it is
“good” that the fit survive;
he says simply that the fit
do survive, whether one
likes it or not.

“Fit,” in Spencer’s usage,
is a formal, value-free
term. He emphatically
denies that it implies a par-
ticular trait, such as
strength or intelligence, or
any degree of approval or
disapproval. This doctrine
“is expressible in purely-
physical terms, which
neither imply competition
nor imply better and
worse.” © Furthermore,
writes Spencer, “survival of
the fittest is not always the
survival of the best.

“The law is not the sur-
vival of the ‘better’ or the
‘stronger’. . . . It is the sur-
vival of those which are
constitutionally fittest to
thrive under the conditions
in which they are placed;
and very often that which,
humanly speaking, is in-

feriority, causes the sur-
vival.”

One necessary condition
of life is the adaptation of a
living entity to its external
environment. The prospect
of continued life for an in-
dividual or a species is pro-
portionate to the degree to
which an individual or a
species can adapt to sur-
rounding conditions. Per-
sistent failure to adapt
must ultimately lead to
death or to a diseased,
unhealthy state of life. To
be “fit,” according to
Spencer, is to be adapted to
the requirements of sur-
vival, whatever those re-
quirements may be.

In a social context, the
“fit” are those persons who
adapt to the survival re-
quirements of a given

society. If, for instance, a
society executed all
redheads, then it follows
that the persons best fitted
for survival in such a
society would be non-
redheads. And the red-
heads who would stand the
best chance of survival
would be those who adapt-
ed themselves to the condi-
tions, e.g., those who dyed
their hair another color.
One can state this “survival
of the fittest” principle
without condoning’ the
penalty against redheads,
and without regarding
non-redheads as superior
people. Itis a simple fact: if
a society kills redheads,
then (all other things being

equal) one has a better
chance to survive—one is
more “fit”—if one is not a
redhead.

Similarly, in a primitive,
savage society, the
physically strongest or the
most ruthless may have the
best chance to survive. In
an authoritarian society,
the meek and submissive
may live the longest. In a
free, industrial society,
honest, innovative and
energetic individuals will
fare best.

Of course, one’s moral
evaluation of a ruthless
person will differ tremen-
dously from one’s evalua-
tion of an honest person.
But the fact remains that
some kinds of social organ-
ization favor the survival
of the ruthless, whereas

other kinds favor the sur-
vival of the honest. If a
society penalizes industry
and rewards indolence,
then one will see a decline
of industrious persons
while the indolent thrive.
The “fittest” (in this case
the indolent) will tend to
survive at the expense of
others. This is the meaning
of Spencer’s oft-quoted
remark, “The ultimate re-
sult of shielding men from
the effects of folly, is to fill
the world with fools.”
Spencer’s “survival of the
fittest” doctrine, therefore,
refers to the need of an
organism to adapt to the
conditions of existence if it
is to live. If this sounds
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tautological, Spencer
would agree. He regards
this formal, value-free law
as “almost self-evident.”

When Spencer applies
his “survival of the fittest”
principle to a free, in-
dustrial society, he reaches
a conclusion radically dif-
ferent from the one usually
foisted upon him by his op-
ponents. True, the sacrifice
of one individual for the
benefit of another is the
general rule for lower life
forms. And it is equally
true of the lower forms of
human society—militant,
authoritarian societies
(which Spencer calls
regimes of status). But with
the evolution of peaceful
societies—in which volun-
tary contract and the divi-
sion of labor replace coer-
cion and the regime of
status—there also develops
a harmony of interests,
through Adam Smith’s
famous “invisible hand”
process.

In a free society, each
person is free to pursue his
own interests as he sees fit,
provided he respects the
equal liberty of others.
Cooperation replaces ex-
ploitation, and the “fittest”
survive, not by exploiting
others, but by assisting
others through the
mechanism of a market
economy. One “survives”
here by providing others in
society with desired goods
and services (unless, of
course, one wishes to live
as a hermit). By pursuing
one’s own ends, and by
observing the principle of
justice, one unintentionally
benefits others.

Here as elsewhere the
“survival of the fittest” is
an iron law, but it is clear
that the “law of the jungle”
image conjured up by
Spencer’s opponents is far
removed from his actual
conception. On the con-
trary, it is precisely in a
free society that the “law of
the jungle” does not apply,
because only in a free
society is cooperation

rather than exploitation
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the standard of “fitness.”
But what of the poor,
disabled, and disad-
vantaged? Was not the
grim Spencer an im-
placable foe of altruistic
aid to others? Did he not
prefer to see them die off to
make room for the “fit”?
This common distortion
of Spencer is perhaps the
most vicious and inex-
cusable. The last 100 pages
of The Principles of Ethics

a .
Herbert Spencer: at 46

are devoted to the subject
of “Positive Beneficence,”

the phenomenon in the
highest form of society of

“spontaneous efforts to '

further the welfare of
others.” .

Spencer opposed coer-
cive, state-enforced chari-
ty, but he favored charity
that is voluntarily be-
stowed. As a matter of jus-
tice, one cannot be forced
to help others; but as a
matter of ethics, one may

|
!

be obliged to help others.
Spencer viewed his system
as “more humane” than
those which involve State
interference, because under
State charity many in-
dustrious men are “com-
pelled to pay rates and
starve their children, that
the idle might not be
hungry.”

Spencer was amazed that
his views brought on him
“condemnation as an en-

emy of the poor.” In one
essay, for instance, he
pointed out that it was be-
coming more common for
the rich to contribute in
time and money to the
“material and mental pro-
gress of the masses.” This
he commended was “the
latest and most hopeful
fact in human history”; it
was a “new and better
chivalry,” and it “promised
to evolve a higher standard

. of honor” through the era-

dication of sundry evils.
This scarcely fits the pic-
ture of Spencer devoid of
humanitarian concern who
anxiously awaited elimina-
tion of the poor. But one
must read Spencer’s exten-
sive treatment of this sub-
ject to appreciate fully the
flagrant lies perpetrated by
his critics. That he was

grievously offended and .

hurt by such lies is
dramatically illustrated by
the fact that he broke off a
close friendship of some
forty years with Thomas
Henry Huxley when Hux-
ley wrote that, according
to the Spencerian in-
dividualists, a poor man
should be left to starve
because charity interferes
“with the survival of the
fittest.” In reply to Hux-
ley’s accusations of “rea-
soned savagery,” Spencer
pointed out that “for near-
ly fifty years I have con-
tended that the pains atten-
dant on the struggle for
existence may fitly be qual-
ified by the aid which pri-
vate sympathy prompts.”
So inexcusable did Spencer,
consider Huxley’s misrep-
resentation that, even after
Huxley’s apology, it took

‘several years for the breach

to heal.

.~ "~

Myth #3: Spencer was -

a conservative

apologist for the

[13 : . ”»
capitalist class” and

the status quo.

To deal with this myth
adequately would require a
lengthy essay dealing with
many different facets of
Spencer’s philosophy. Here
we can only highlight a few
major points.

Spencer, even in later
life, was never a conser-
vative defender of the
status quo, nor was he so
viewed by many of his con-
temporaries. Consider, for
example, the anarchist
Kropotkin’s remark that
Spencer has “profound
ideas about the role and
importance of the State;
here Spencer is a con-

|
|

tinuator of Godwin, the
first advocate of . . . anar-
chism.” One must also re-
member Spencer’s radical
legacy, typified in England
by Auberon Herbert (a ra-
dical individualist who
championed “voluntary
taxation”), and in America
by Victor Yarros, co-editor
for two years of Benjamin
Tucker’s” Liberty—the
great individualist-anar-
chist periodical. (In fact,
Spencer’s influence on the
American anarchist move-
ment was profound, espe-
cially in regard to his “law
of equal freedom.”)

One simply cannot un-
derstand the mind of Her-
bert Spencer unless one
understands that the
predominant concern
throughout his intellectual
life was the principle of
justice. From his twelve ar-
ticles on “The Proper
Sphere of Government”
that appeared in Edward
Miall’s The Nonconform-
ist in 1842 (when Spencer
was twenty-two), until his
death in 1903, justice and
its foundation in natural
law were the threads that
held together the complex

-fabric of his philosophy.

Although he was inconsis-
tent at times, Spencer ap-
plied the principle of
justice with remarkable in-
tegrity and courage, with-
out regard to whom he
might offend or alienate.

~ Those socialists who see
Spencer as a lackey for the
capitalists will read with
considerable discomfort
his essay on “The Morals
of Trade.” Here Spencer
bitterly attacks the corrup-
tion of English trade and
commerce .which, he
argues, is permeated with
fraud, misrepresentation,
and cheating. He calls the
commerce of his day “com-
mercial  cannibalism,”
where the law of survival is
“cheat or be cheated.”
What was the basic cause
of this corruption? Note
well the response of this
alleged defender of the
“robber-barons”: “The

great inciter of these
trading malpractices is, in-
tense desire for wealth.
And if we ask—why this
intense desire? The reply
is—it results from the in-
discriminate respect paid
to wealth.” The “blind ad-
miration which society
gives to mere wealth, and
the display of wealth, is the
chief source of these
multitudinous immoral-
ities.”

...andat73 B

If he thought “this gigan-
tic system of dishonesty”
was badin England, Spen-
cer had even harsher words
about some aspects of
commerce in the United
States. The Americans are
worse than the English in
their “worship of the ‘al-
mighty dollar’,” and this
“vicious sentiment” calls
for “vigorous protest
against adoration of mere
success.” .

Of course, Spencer had

no objection to “wealth
rightly acquired;” it was
his passion for justice
which prompted his ruth-
less denunciation of the in-
justices committed by the
“capitalist class” of his day.
Justice is justice, and it ap-

‘plies with equal force to

every individual, regardless
of class distinctions.

If justice is no respecter
of class, neither is it a
respecter of country. Spen-

“cer’s consistent regard for

justice is further illustrated
by his intransigent opposi-
tion to militarism and Bri-
tish imperialism (with the
unfortunate exception of
Irish Home Rule). He

despaired of the regimenta-

tion that “is another dspect
of that general retrogres-
sion shown in growing im-
perialism and accompany-
ing re-barbarization,” and
he opined that the in-
creased militarism “is car-

rying us back to medieval-

ism.”

Spencer was among the
few intellectual leaders to
condemn Britain’s role in
the Boer War—a war that
was quite popular among
the rank and file. In his
magnificent article on
“Patriotism,” Spencer lam-
bastes the motive of
patriotism, which he calls a
“sentiment of the
lowest.” “To me the cry—
‘Our country, right or
wrong!’—seems detest-
able.” When Spencer was
confronted with the charge
that he dishonored the
British soldiers who were
dying for their country, he
gave a reply that rivals in
terseness and clarity any
argument of modern op-
ponents of the Vietnam
War: “When men hire
themselves out to shoot
other men to order, asking
nothing about the justice of
their cause, I don’t care if

o ..

they are shot themselves.”
Spencer’s opposition to

war and militarism was in
the grand tradition of
British libertarian thought,
as exemplified by Richard
Cobden, Henry Thomas
Buckle, and John Bright.
Unfortunately, many liber-
tarians of today fail to
grasp the profound radical-
ism of the libertarian prin-
ciple of nonaggression, but
the implications were clear
to. our predecessors of a
.century past. Justice, not
“national interest,” was to
be the guiding light in
foreign affairs.

Myth #4: In later life
Spencer abandoned
his defense of pure
liberty.

This, properly speaking,
is not so much a myth as a
bundle of partial truths.
Speéncer was less consistent
in later life, but many
aspects of his mature
theory are significant im-
provements on his earlier
writing. Spencer’s views
changed in several ways,
some for the worse and
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some for the better. But it
is flatly incorrect to hold
that he abandoned a nat-
ural rights defense of lib-
erty, and it is equally in-
correct, though common,
to blame his later weak
spots on his sociology.

In his first and most
famous political work,
Social Statics, the young
Spencer, coming as he did
from a tradition of Protes-
tant dissent, placed his
defense of natural rights on
an essentially theological
foundation. “God wills
man’s happiness,” he
wrote, and “God intends
he should have that liber-
ty” essential to the pursuit
of happiness. But Spencer
became dissatisfied with
this deus ex machina,
especially as his agnostic-
ism solidified in his later
years, and he set out to
provide a solid ethical
underpinning for the doc-
trine of rights and the law
of equal freedom. Indeed,
to place ethics on a scien-
tific footing was Spencer’s
“ultimate purpose, lying
behind all proximate pur-
poses” in writing his for-
midable ten-volume Syn-
thetic Philosophy. And the
defense of rights he pre-
sented in The Principles of
Ethics, with its remarkable
integration of cosmology,
biology, psychology, soci-
ology, and ethics, far sur-
passes the treatment in So-
cial Statics. It is unques-
tionably the most ambi-
tious defense of liberty and
rights ever attempted by a
libertarian theorist.

Hence Spencer did not
abandon natural rights for
sociology; instead, his
sociology was one facet of
the naturalistic foundation
from which he constructed
a theory and justification
of rights. Contrary to
popular opinion, Spencer’s
sociology did not corrupt
his dedication to liberty,
but rather strengthened it
philosophically. One need
only consult his magnifi-
cent discussion of the
“militant” and “industrial”

THE LIBERTARIAN REVIEW

forms of social organiza-
tion in The Principles of
Sociology to verify the
truth of this claim.
Nevertheless, Spencer
did adopt several anti-
libertarian positions in his
later writing, such as his
defense of military con-
scription if it became
necessary to fight a defen-
sive war. And there is the
irksome omission of “The
Right to Ignore the State”
from later editions of
Social Statics. To what can,
we attribute these and
other curious regressions in
Spencer’s thought?
Spencer’s basic problem
was in his ethical theory.

that the ideas presented
there will not apply for a
long time to come.)

This dichotomy in Spen-
cer’s ethics was later trans-
formed into a full-blown
theory of “absolute” versus
“relative” ethics. The max-
ims of absolute ethics—
where no coercion what-
ever was permitted—ap-
plied only to a perfectly
evolved and permanently
peaceful society. During
the transition, however,
when coercion and barbar-
ism were still present, it
was often necessary to
forego an absolutely right
course of action in favor of
an alternative that is “least

“Spencer actually became more
radical as he aged. He eventually
came to see that political change

is meaningless without a
corresponding social change—a
change in the attitudes and
habits of persons in society.”

He was unable to derive a
consistent theory whereby
abstract ethical principles
could be applied to con-
crete situations without
vitiating those very prin-
ciples in the process. This
conflict was evident in
Social Statics, and it
became progressively
severe in his later writing.
The ethical code elabo-
rated in Social Statics was
said by Spencer to apply
only to the “perfect” or
“straight” man—i.e., to
man at the highest stage of
evolution, which Spencer
believed to be inevitable.
But since “perfect” in-
dividuals do not yet exist,
Spencer was faced with the
sticky problem of how im-
perfect humans were to
employ a moral code that
did not apply to them. (Ad-
mirers of “The Right to Ig-
nore the State” often
overlook Spencer’s remark
at the end of the chapter

wrong.” Thus does Spen-
cer slip in taxation and
conscription—such co-
ercive actions, while not
absolutely right, are the
least wrong in an imperfect
society.

This confusion in Spen-
cer’s ethical theory was an
unmitigated disaster, but it
is important to realize that
this confusion was with
Spencer from the beginning
and that it only worsened
with time. It had nothing
to do with his sociology. In
short, the early Spencer
was not as “pure” as some
libertarians think, nor was
the later Spencer as “im-
pure” as they sometimes
claim.

Finally, we should men-
tion Spencer’s disillusion-
ment and pessimism in
later years. These were
partially spawned by a
more realistic judgment
concerning the mechanism
of social change. Spencer

attributed his “juvenile
radicalism” to the belief
that it was necessary only
“to establish a form of
government theoretically
more equitable, to remedy
the evils under which socie-
ty suffered.” Later he con-
cluded that a change of
government is in itself
superficial and will in-
variably result in “replac-
ing the old class-legislation
by a new class-legislation.”
Political change is thus
meaningless without a cor-
responding social change—
i.e., a change in the at-
titudes and habits of per-
sons in a society. Hence,
“governmental arrange-
ments can be of use “only
in so far as they express the
transformed nature of
citizens.”

In this respect Spencer
became more radical as he
aged. He became con-
vinced that those who fight
for liberty by political
means are essentially
wasting their time. He
turned down a request to
run for Parliament because
“far too high an estimate”
was made of the influence
of politicians, and he
“should not gain influence,
but rather lose influence”
by running for office.

Thus we leave Herbert
Spencer, brilliant and can-
tankerous to the end. If
there is any intellectual
justice in the world, Spen-
cer deserves a place among
the intellectual giants.
Libertarians would do well
to take a closer look at this
phenomenal mind in their
midst, and a necessary first
step in placing Spencer in
critical perspective is to
revive his works and to
read them first-hand. With
a few exceptions, second-
ary accounts of Spencer
should be avoided like the

plague. |

George H. Smith is the author
of Atheism: The Case Against
God. He is currently a re-
search fellow for the Center
for Independent Education,
and is working on a book on
voluntary education.

THE
MOVEMENT

MILTON
MUELLER

WHILE THE LIB-
ertarian Party and
the libertarian move-
ment are not identi-
cal, the vote totals
and news clippings
coming out of the
November 7 elec-
tions show that the
performance of the
Party has unques-
tionably emerged as
the most important
factor defining the
direction of the
movement as a
whole. Skeptics of
the Party must un-
derstand that it is
here to stay. Party
stalwarts must un-
derstand that its
growth will no long-
er be gradual and in-
cremental; rather,
the LP is rapidly
reaching the point
where it must go
through one of sev-
eral possible meta-
morphoses.

First, the facts: In
a non-presidential
year, the LP fielded
nearly 200 candi-
dates, thirty-two for
federal office and

thirty for statewide office.
Compared to 1976, this up-
surge of activity is impres-
sive. Still, the best news is
yet to come: Dick Randolph
was elected to the Alaska
Legislature after a campaign
that advocated turning over
federal lands to private
homesteading, and in Cali-
fornia, LP gubernatorial
candidate Ed Clark amassed
374,000 votes, or an im-
pressive 5.5% of the total.
The LP won ballot status for
1980in Nevada and Hawaii,
and retained its status in
Alabama, North Carolina,
South Carolina, and Idaho.
Most portentous of all, vote
totals increased everywhere
—there was literally no
backsliding at all. Even state
LPs without the money and
organization of the Clark
and Randolph campaigns
quietly doubled and tripled
their 1976 vote totals. (For
more detailed election re-
sults, see Murray Roth-
bard’s “The Plumb Line” in
this issue.)

The two “biggies”—the
Randolph and Clark cam-
paigns—are very interesting
to contrast. Together, they
offer two different models
for developing the move-
ment through the Libertari-
an Party.

The direction symbolized
by the development of the
Alaska Party is to run many
libertarians in local elections
—for County offices, State
Legislature, etc. These elec-
tions may be “winnable”,
and in states where libertari-
ans do not win they often get
hefty shares of the vote—
anywhere from 10 to 25 per
cent. Nevada, for example,
ran local candidates for of-
fices such as State Assembly

(14.6%), State Senate
(23.2%), and County Re-
corder (12.4%). The wide-
spread participation of the
Arizona LP prompted the
State Chair of the Arizona
Democratic Party to state
publicly: “Republican and
Democratic strategists alike
are concerned about the ef-
fect, the impact, that Liber-
tarian Party candidates will
have upon the outcome of
the legislative races this fall”
Arizona, too, ran a total of
40 candidates who together
polled 4% of the total vote
cast in all races.

What we see here is the
Libertarian Party truly at-
taining third party status on
alocal level. In states such as
Alaska, Hawaii, Nevada,
Idaho and Arizona, an orga-
nizational infrastructure is
being developed that, if it
continues to grow apace,
will make the Libertarian
Party into a “real” political
party comparable in size and
structure to the other two.

An alternative method of
developing the movement
through the LP was pio-
neered—just as successful-
ly—by the Clark for gover-

nor campaign in California.
Their strategy was to choose
an important statewide race
that, while clearly not win-
nable, provided an opportu-
nity to raise the banner of
libertarianism in the state
that had just passed Propo-
sition 13. The state’s liber-
tarian resources were con-
centrated into this one
major campaign (I know of
only three other races for lo-
cal office in the entire state
of California, and only one
got a higher percentage—
barely—than the Clark cam-
paign). The campaign of-
fered a credible, knowledge-
able candidate and attacked
a balanced mixture of liber-
tarian issues. The campaign
was able to run full-page ads
in major newspapers, buy
radio advertising in impor-
tanturban markets, and pur-
chase a half-hour of televi-
sion time in the major media
centers the day before the
election. Theresults were as-
tounding. Clark’s 374,000
votes were twice what Roger
MacBride received nation-
wide in 1976.

In fact, Clark’s achieve-
ment in California is com-
parable in effect, if not su-
perior, to actually winning a
smaller local office. The
campaign achieved wide-
spread name recognition for
libertarianism. The public
now has a balanced under-
standing of what the name
means: Clark’s judicious
mixture of stands on taxes,
marijuana, busing and gay
rights made it clear that lib-
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some for the better. But it
is flatly incorrect to hold
that he abandoned a nat-
ural rights defense of lib-
erty, and it is equally in-
correct, though common,
to blame his later weak
spots on his sociology.

In his first and most
famous political work,
Social Statics, the young
Spencer, coming as he did
from a tradition of Protes-
tant dissent, placed his
defense of natural rights on
an essentially theological
foundation. “God wills
man’s happiness,” he
wrote, and “God intends
he should have that liber-
ty” essential to the pursuit
of happiness. But Spencer
became dissatisfied with
this deus ex machina,
especially as his agnostic-
ism solidified in his later
years, and he set out to
provide a solid ethical
underpinning for the doc-
trine of rights and the law
of equal freedom. Indeed,
to place ethics on a scien-
tific footing was Spencer’s
“ultimate purpose, lying
behind all proximate pur-
poses” in writing his for-
midable ten-volume Syn-
thetic Philosophy. And the
defense of rights he pre-
sented in The Principles of
Ethics, with its remarkable
integration of cosmology,
biology, psychology, soci-
ology, and ethics, far sur-
passes the treatment in So-
cial Statics. It is unques-
tionably the most ambi-
tious defense of liberty and
rights ever attempted by a
libertarian theorist.

Hence Spencer did not
abandon natural rights for
sociology; instead, his
sociology was one facet of
the naturalistic foundation
from which he constructed
a theory and justification
of rights. Contrary to
popular opinion, Spencer’s
sociology did not corrupt
his dedication to liberty,
but rather strengthened it
philosophically. One need
only consult his magnifi-
cent discussion of the
“militant” and “industrial”
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forms of social organiza-
tion in The Principles of
Sociology to verify the
truth of this claim.
Nevertheless, Spencer
did adopt several anti-
libertarian positions in his
later writing, such as his
defense of military con-
scription if it became
necessary to fight a defen-
sive war. And there is the
irksome omission of “The
Right to Ignore the State”
from later editions of
Social Statics. To what can,
we attribute these and
other curious regressions in
Spencer’s thought?
Spencer’s basic problem
was in his ethical theory.

that the ideas presented
there will not apply for a
long time to come.)

This dichotomy in Spen-
cer’s ethics was later trans-
formed into a full-blown
theory of “absolute” versus
“relative” ethics. The max-
ims of absolute ethics—
where no coercion what-
ever was permitted—ap-
plied only to a perfectly
evolved and permanently
peaceful society. During
the transition, however,
when coercion and barbar-
ism were still present, it
was often necessary to
forego an absolutely right
course of action in favor of
an alternative that is “least

“Spencer actually became more
radical as he aged. He eventually
came to see that political change

is meaningless without a
corresponding social change—a
change in the attitudes and
habits of persons in society.”

He was unable to derive a
consistent theory whereby
abstract ethical principles
could be applied to con-
crete situations without
vitiating those very prin-
ciples in the process. This
conflict was evident in
Social Statics, and it
became progressively
severe in his later writing.
The ethical code elabo-
rated in Social Statics was
said by Spencer to apply
only to the “perfect” or
“straight” man—i.e., to
man at the highest stage of
evolution, which Spencer
believed to be inevitable.
But since “perfect” in-
dividuals do not yet exist,
Spencer was faced with the
sticky problem of how im-
perfect humans were to
employ a moral code that
did not apply to them. (Ad-
mirers of “The Right to Ig-
nore the State” often
overlook Spencer’s remark
at the end of the chapter

wrong.” Thus does Spen-
cer slip in taxation and
conscription—such co-
ercive actions, while not
absolutely right, are the
least wrong in an imperfect
society.

This confusion in Spen-
cer’s ethical theory was an
unmitigated disaster, but it
is important to realize that
this confusion was with
Spencer from the beginning
and that it only worsened
with time. It had nothing
to do with his sociology. In
short, the early Spencer
was not as “pure” as some
libertarians think, nor was
the later Spencer as “im-
pure” as they sometimes
claim.

Finally, we should men-
tion Spencer’s disillusion-
ment and pessimism in
later years. These were
partially spawned by a
more realistic judgment
concerning the mechanism
of social change. Spencer

attributed his “juvenile
radicalism” to the belief
that it was necessary only
“to establish a form of
government theoretically
more equitable, to remedy
the evils under which socie-
ty suffered.” Later he con-
cluded that a change of
government is in itself
superficial and will in-
variably result in “replac-
ing the old class-legislation
by a new class-legislation.”
Political change is thus
meaningless without a cor-
responding social change—
i.e., a change in the at-
titudes and habits of per-
sons in a society. Hence,
“governmental arrange-
ments can be of use “only
in so far as they express the
transformed nature of
citizens.”

In this respect Spencer
became more radical as he
aged. He became con-
vinced that those who fight
for liberty by political
means are essentially
wasting their time. He
turned down a request to
run for Parliament because
“far too high an estimate”
was made of the influence
of politicians, and he
“should not gain influence,
but rather lose influence”
by running for office.

Thus we leave Herbert
Spencer, brilliant and can-
tankerous to the end. If
there is any intellectual
justice in the world, Spen-
cer deserves a place among
the intellectual giants.
Libertarians would do well
to take a closer look at this
phenomenal mind in their
midst, and a necessary first
step in placing Spencer in
critical perspective is to
revive his works and to
read them first-hand. With
a few exceptions, second-
ary accounts of Spencer
should be avoided like the
plague. o

George H. Smith is the author
of Atheism: The Case Against
God. He is currently a re-
search fellow for the Center
for Independent Education,
and is working on a book on
voluntary education.
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WHILE THE LIB-
ertarian Party and
the libertarian move-
ment are not identi-
cal, the vote totals
and news clippings
coming out of the
November 7 elec-
tions show that the
performance of the
Party has unques-
tionably emerged as
the most important
factor defining the
direction of the
movement as a
whole. Skeptics of
the Party must un-
derstand that it is
here to stay. Party
stalwarts must un-
derstand that its
growth will no long-
er be gradual and in-
cremental; rather,
the LP is rapidly
reaching the point
where it must go
through one of sev-
eral possible meta-
morphoses.

First, the facts: In
a non-presidential
year, the LP fielded
nearly 200 candi-
dates, thirty-two for
federal office and

thirty for statewide office.
Compared to 1976, this up-
surge of activity is impres-
sive. Still, the best news is
yet to come: Dick Randolph
was elected to the Alaska
Legislature after a campaign
that advocated turning over
federal lands to private
homesteading, and in Cali-
fornia, LP gubernatorial
candidate Ed Clark amassed
374,000 votes, or an im-
pressive 5.5% of the total.
The LP won ballot status for
1980in Nevada and Hawaii,
and retained its status in
Alabama, North Carolina,
South Carolina, and Idaho.
Most portentous of all, vote
totals increased everywhere
—there was literally no
backsliding at all. Even state
LPs without the money and
organization of the Clark
and Randolph campaigns
quietly doubled and tripled
their 1976 vote totals. (For
more detailed election re-
sults, see Murray Roth-
bard’s “The Plumb Line” in
this issue.)

The two “biggies”—the
Randolph and Clark cam-
paigns—are very interesting
to contrast. Together, they
offer two different models
for developing the move-
ment through the Libertari-
an Party.

The direction symbolized
by the development of the
Alaska Party is to run many
libertarians in local elections
—for County offices, State
Legislature, etc. These elec-
tions may be “winnable”,
and in states where libertari-
ans do not win they often get
hefty shares of the vote—
anywhere from 10 to 25 per
cent. Nevada, for example,
ran local candidates for of-
fices such as State Assembly

(14.6%), State Senate
(23.2%), and County Re-
corder (12.4%). The wide-
spread participation of the
Arizona LP prompted the
State Chair of the Arizona
Democratic Party to state
publicly: “Republican and
Democratic strategists alike
are concerned about the ef-
fect, the impact, that Liber-
tarian Party candidates will
have upon the outcome of
the legislative races this fall”
Arizona, too, ran a total of
40 candidates who together
polled 4% of the total vote
cast in all races.

What we see here is the
Libertarian Party truly at-
taining third party status on
alocal level. In states such as
Alaska, Hawaii, Nevada,
Idaho and Arizona, an orga-
nizational infrastructure is
being developed that, if it
continues to grow apace,
will make the Libertarian
Party into a “real” political
party comparable in size and
structure to the other two.

An alternative method of
developing the movement
through the LP was pio-
neered—just as successful-
ly—by the Clark for gover-

nor campaign in California.
Their strategy was to choose
an important statewide race
that, while clearly not win-
nable, provided an opportu-
nity to raise the banner of
libertarianism in the state
that had just passed Propo-
sition 13. The state’s liber-
tarian resources were con-
centrated into this one
major campaign (I know of
only three other races for lo-
cal office in the entire state
of California, and only one
got a higher percentage—
barely—than the Clark cam-
paign). The campaign of-
fered a credible, knowledge-
able candidate and attacked
a balanced mixture of liber-
tarian issues. The campaign
was able to run full-page ads
in major newspapers, buy
radio advertising in impor-
tanturban markets, and pur-
chase a half-hour of televi-
sion time in the major media
centers the day before the
election. Theresults were as-
tounding. Clark’s 374,000
votes were twice what Roger
MacBride received nation-
wide in 1976.

In fact, Clark’s achieve-
ment in California is com-
parable in effect, if not su-
perior, to actually winning a
smaller local office. The
campaign achieved wide-
spread name recognition for
libertarianism. The public
now has a balanced under-
standing of what the name
means: Clark’s judicious
mixture of stands on taxes,
marijuana, busing and gay
rights made it clear that lib-
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ertarianism stands consist-
ently against government
power. Finally, Clark—
more than any other LP can-
didate I have seen—earned
the attention and respect of
themedia. Severalimpressed
newspeople wrote of liber-
tarianism as the wave of the

“The Libertarian Party has unquestionably emerged as the mo

tablishment even when win-
ning is not possible, and
grass-roots campaigns for
local offices that strive to get
votes and get elected.

The prospect of getting
elected is not nearly as san-
guine as most LP people
think it is. As Chris Hocker

direction of the libertarian movement as a whole” :

future, and one major news-
paper endorsed him. In sum,
the campaign was a shot-in-
the-arm to all movement ac-
tivities in the state, whether

electoral or not.
Thus, the amazing
growth of the LP shows two

basicmeansof development:
issue-oriented campaigns
for high office, which attract
attention and build up pres-
sure on the political es-
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wrote recently in the LP
News, if we start winning
elections “there will be a
whole new crop of problems
to deal with: repressive elec-
tionlaws, political wheeling-
and-dealing, attempts at co-
optation by other parties. ...
In many respects it will be-
come more difficult for us
once we break into the ‘Win’
column.” But there are deep-
er problems. Put bluntly, I

st important factor defining the

have not talked to a single
libertarian who has anyidea
what to do after he’s elected.
Dick Randolph, I under-
stand, may refuse to accept
his salary, but outside of this
heroicbutnot terribly potent
gesture, it is unknown how
isolated Libertarians will

LESLEE J.NEWMAN

fare in the dark world of
lobbying, logrolling, and
selling-out called politics.
Will Libertarian elected offi-
cials be ineffectual nay-
sayers who get thrown out of
office for accomplishing
nothing? Will elected Liber-
tarians be a revolutionary
force, using their office to
foment public outrage at the
government—or will their
position seduce them into

trying to make sure govern-
ment is “run properly”?

These areimportant ques-
tions for the Party and other
libertarians to consider. I
never thought that we would
have to consider them so
soon. Several years ago, de-
bate centered on whether the
formation of a political party
was a viable way to build the
movement. That debate, ob-
viously, is closed. The Party
has proven to be the most ef-
fective device yet for advanc-
ing libertarianism. Non-
political think tanks, study
groups and student organi-
zations have flourished in
the wake of Party successes.
Now we must look beyond
this old debate and confront
the fact that in § or 10 years
Libertarians could hold a
number of elective offices
around the country. How
will Libertarians handle po-
litical power? How will it
handle them?

Should the Party fearlessly
build a Party bureaucracy
and seek to elect as many of
its own people as possible?
This path is fraught with the
dangers of the corruption of
power and the bias of the
electoral process toward
statism. Or, is the Party a
strategic device meant to gal-
vanize public opinion and
draw people into the move-
ment—designed to influence
power but not to hold it di-
rectly? This path, too, hasits
pitfalls: thereis the danger of
falling into the irrelevance of
the Socialist fringe parties.
After awhile, people stop
voting for candidates who
don’t win. This alternative
alsoraisesthe danger ofleav-
ing political power to devils
because angels won’t tread
there.

My presentation of this
question is intended to open
discussion of a neglected
topic. A couple of issues into
the future, The Move-
ment will devote itself to a
special discussion of the
problem of elected libertari-
ans and the strategies they
should adopt. The opinions
and comments of all readers
are encouraged.

PuUBLIC
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The battle
over SALT

BRUCE BARTLETT

ARECENT HEAD-
line in the Washing-
ton Post announced
that the “SALT Bat-
tle Apparently Has
Started.” The gist of
the story was that a
CIA analyst named
David Sullivan had
been fired for giving
asecret documentto
Richard Perle, de-
fense advisor to Sen-
ator Henry Jackson,
anotorious hardlin-
er on defense. Sulli-
van, it seems, had
written an analysis
of the strategic arms
limitation talks
which argued that
“the Soviets have
used the SALT nego-
tiating process as a
smokescreenbehind
which to conceal
their increasing stra-
tegic superiority
from a complacent
U.S” He feared that
his report would be

suppressed so he gave it to
Perle even though it was
classified. The point of the
story is that the fight over a
SALT Il agreement next year
has already begun and that
fight will be nasty, with both
sides playing “hardball”
Even now, proponents
and opponents of a SALT
agreement are busy count-
ing votes for such an agree-
ment in light of the Novem-
ber elections. The prognosis
is that a SALT agreement is

less likely than it was pre-

viously considered to be.
The loss of Senators Has-
kell, Clark and Mclntyre,
for example, means the loss
of three sure votes for ratifi-
cation. Their Republican re-
placements are not likely to
support a SALT treaty un-
der any forseeable circum-
stances.

To counter the anti-SALT
views of an increasing num-
ber of congressmen and sen-
ators, the administration
recently offered some con-
cessions: It promised that
the defense budget for fiscal
year 1980, which President
Carter will send to Congress
in January, will contain no
cuts, despite the president’s
promise of significant budg-
et cuts elsewhere. Further-
more, the administration
has agreed to move forward
on some key defense pro-
grams long demanded by
hardliners. For example,
Carter says he will boost
spending for the moribund
civil defense program by $1
billion over the next several
years. Although symbolic in

nature, such a move could
be interpreted by the Soviets
as a move toward nuclear
war. But at least it makes the
hardliners happy.

The syndicated colum-
nists, Evans and Novak,
who have strong ties to the
defense establishment, in
particular have been doing
their best to fan the flames
of anticommunism in an ef-
fort to defeat a SALT treaty.
And one of their pet projects
is civil defense. They and the
other hardliners like to harp
about civil defense because
it makes nuclear war and its
threat less fearful to the
average person. They neg-
lect to mention that in the
event of a real nuclear war
there would not be nearly
enough time to put a civil
defense program into effect,
and any effort to put one
into effect ahead of time,
during a period of crisis,
would probably trigger the

very attack we were seeking

any way lead to a reduction
in U.S. nuclear strength. All
we are giving up is the unat-
tainable goal of superiority
over the Soviets. The fact is
that the Soviets are paranoid
and will never acquiesce to a
position of inferiority in
strategic arms. But if we can
at least establish a position
of parity then we are one
step on the road towards
mutual arms reduction and
an end to the threat of nu-
clear war.

Is superiority so much to
give up? It doesn’t guarantee
our security. And we can’t
maintain it anyway, because
the turnover in technology is
too fast. A discovery today
which would give us superi-
ority today would unfortu-
nately be obsolete by the
time it was implemented.
And we can’t ignore the cost
either. Spending a minimum
of $1.5 billion per Trident
submarine for a marginal in-
crease in defense capability

“Civil defense makes nuclear
war and its threat less fearful to
the average person. . . . Butin
the event of a real nuclear war,
the administration’s billion
dollar civil defense program
would be utterly useless.”

to avoid. The counterargu-
ment that the Soviet Union
is spending far more than
the U.S. on civil defense
simply ignores the fact that
because the Soviet economy
is state-controlled it is im-
possible to calculate with
any degree of accuracy what
the Soviets “spend” on any-

thing. Indeed, much of the

evidence of an increase in
Soviet military spending in
recent years has come from
arevision of the methods by
which we measure Soviet
military spending, rather
than from any actudl in-
crease in spending.

The point which is missed
by hardliners is that such
an agreement would not in

would seem to be the kind of
luxury our economy could
ill-afford.

Lastly it is worth repeat-
ing the tired cliche that it
doesn’t really matter wheth-
er we can destroy the Soviets
ten times over or twenty
times over. If the Soviets are
rational they won’t attack in
either case, and if they are ir-
rational it doesn’t really
make much difference what
we do. It seems to me that in
the interests of world peace
we have to assume rational
motivation on the part of
the Soviets and deal with
them on that basis—for our
mutual benefit. A SALT
treaty would be a step in the
right direction. O 2
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The Crisis

in Education:

An LR Inferview

In 1972, when Joel Spring published his first
book, Education and the Rise of the Corpor-
ate State, it was not yet fashionable to assert
that the American system of tax supported,
compulsory public schools was in fact not a
system of educational institutions at all, but
a system of socializing institutions designed
to instill obedience, docility and reverence
for authority in its young charges, (and, in-
creasingly, to determine for them, and steer
them toward, their “proper place” in the eco-
nomic scheme of things). In 1972, most edu-
cational historians, and most people, still be-
lieved that, even if this were true, it had never
been intended to be true. They still believed,
that is, that the American public schools had
been designed as educational institutions,
and had only been “corrupted” somehow in-
to institutions of social control.

The past seven years have seen great
changes in intellectual fashion, of course;
and one of the greatest has been the change
in the attitude of educational professionals,
and thoughtful people generally, toward this
question of whether, perhaps, the public
schools do so poor a job of education be-
cause education is a job they were never set
up to perform in the first place. Books like
Ivan llich’s Deschooling Society and John
Holt’s Freedom and Beyond have become
the next best thing to popular bestsellers.
Earlier books like Paul Goodman’s Compul-
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with Joel Spring

pulsory Miseducation, which had been too far ahead of its
time in 1962 to win a fair hearing, have been rediscovered
by a new generation of readers. And the work of half a
dozen historical scholars who specialize in educational his-
tory has nearly convinced the academic establishment itself
that, as historian Joseph R. Peden put it recently (LR, Octo-
ber 1978), “failure is built into the [public school] system as
part of its raison d’etre. The system we have is not a noble
social experiment gone astray. It was planned to be the way
it is, and has succeeded in achieving the aims of its propo-
nents more than we realize”

Joel Spring, a 38 year old education professor at the Uni-
versity of Cincinnati, is one of the scholars most responsible
for this rapid change in fashion, and one of the most articu-
late of its defenders. His subsequent books, A Primer of Lib-
ertarian Education (1975) and The Sorting Machine (1976),
have become standard texts on, respectively, the anarchist
tradition in education, and the nationalization of the Ameri-
can public school system since 1945 by corporate political
interests.

Spring is himself a parent; his two children, ages 9 and 5,
are free to choose their own schools—though if they chose
to attend public schools, they’d have a hard time of it in the
city of Cincinnati. That city’s school system, along with all
the urban school systems in the state of Ohio, is on the verge
of collapse: out of money, out of credit, out of teachers, and
out of public support. When Joel Spring paid a visit to San
Francisco recently, to participate in a conference on the cri-
sis in education, LR editors Roy Childs and Jeff Riggenbach
sat down in the LR offices for an hour of conversation and
began by asking for his assessment of the situation in his
home state.

LR: Do you think the mess the Ohio public schools are in
is an omen for the rest of the country? Is that where the en-
tire public school system is headed?

Spring: It’shard to say if it’s a sample of what’s going to be
happening throughout the country, but what’s happening
there certainly seems to be everything at once. We’ve had
some tremendous teachers strikes in Ohio, which have
closed the schools. The schools are also closing because
they’re not funded. School desegregation is a major issue in
most of the major cities in Ohio. And so is school finance.

The city of Cincinnati went to court recently and had the
state system of funding schools thrown out the window, so
now they’re under court order to restructure the whole sys-
tem of financing. And, on top of all that, the Christian
schools in Ohio have pioneered legal defense of Christian
fundamentalist schools, by going to court and arguing that
the public schools teach a form of secular humanism and
that to be required to conform to “state minimum
standards” is a violation of religious freedom because mini-
mum standards require teaching secular humanism. That
argument has been upheld in the Ohio courts and in the
Kentucky courts. So state minimum standards have now
been thrown out.

LR: What are most of the children doing? The way you
paint the picture, it looks like most of the schools are not in
operation at all.

Spring: In some cities, they haven’t been. In Cleveland
they were shut down until just a few weeks ago. And there
was at least one other community where they were shut
down for that length of time. And some of the schools which
are open are inadequately funded in some departments.
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There isn’t money for English textbooks in Cincinnati
schools. In one high school—it’s half vocational and half
academic—they do not have enough money to provide Eng-
lish textbooks for the tenth grade. But because the money
for vocational education comes from the state and federal
governments primarily, they have plenty of money—money
to, for instance, replace the $200 a week worth of equip-
ment the students destroy just in the auto shop. Yet voca-
tional education has been shown time and again to be com-
pletely worthless; it doesn’t find people jobs; it can’t stay up
with the labor market; it’s just a waste of money.

That’s the other crisis in Ohio—vocational education.
James Rhodes, the governor of Ohio, wrote a book in the
latter part of the 1960s—we have a governor who writes
books, historical novels, all sorts of stuff—called Alter-
native to a Decadent Society. And his alternative was voca-
tional education. He instituted his master plan for voca-
tional education with a lot of impetus from the federal
government. And the largest programs today in the voca-
tional schools he founded are the following: fabric ser-
vices—that’s dry cleaning, and learning how to hem;
cosmetology—Ohio is turning out a tremendous number of
cosmetologists, most of whom don’t get jobs after they’re
out; auto mechanics; auto body; and Cincinnati has a uni-
que program, one of a kind in the country, a vocational pro-

gram for tugboat operators on the Ohio River. The local
newspaper published an article recently in which a tugboat
owner said, “oh, I wouldn’t hire them. I'd just send ’em
down to the tugboat operators school in Arkansas where we
send everybody else” In other words, it’s another totally
useless program. And when you go to one of Governor
Rhodes’s vocational schools, you’re with your vocational
teacher all day. And the vocational teacher has the responsi-
bility in Cincinnati—in some other school districts it’s dif-
ferent—of teaching reading and writing and math skills to
students. And none of the vocational teachers is qualified.
Many of them were recruited from the military as a post-
retirement job.

LR: What about Cleveland, where the schools were closed
altogether? What did people do with their kids?

Spring: Well, the Christian schools are growing at a very
rapid rate in Cleveland. But the situation there is so con-
fused—Ilet me describe what’s been happening. Cleveland
had the longest-lived school superintendent in the 20th cen-
tury—Paul Briggs. Briggs was essentially given a charge by
the school board a few years ago to avoid desegregating the
schools, and to essentially maintain the segregated school
system. And the way Briggs thought he.could get away with
it when the case went to court was by building very elab-
orate schools in the ghetto on the East side of Cleveland. So
he put a great deal of money into building schools on the
East side, some very beautiful modern schools, and also the
supplementary education center downtown, which was to
provide integrated education by bringing black students
from the East side and white students from the West side
and marching them through everyday so they could look at
displays—they had the moon rocks there and things like
that. So when they went to court Briggs really didn’t believe
he was going to lose.

But it was quite obvious to the court that the schools in
Cleveland were even more segregated in 1976 than they had
been in 1945. There were also little problems like the fact
that on the East side the schools were overcrowded and
didn’t meet state requirements for the length of the school
days because they were on split shift, whereas in the white
schools on the West side they had empty classrooms. So the
federal court ordered the school system to desegregate. And
at the same time it was ordered to desegregate, the school
system reached its real financial crunch, and the banks an-
nounced no more loans to the Cleveland public schools be-
cause the public schools could not pay off their annual inter-
est charges. They were already heavily in debt to the banks
because of all the schools they had been building to avoid
desegregation. Now on top of that there came a court order
requiring them to buy all these buses, the big busing issue.
So the school system announced then that it would have to
close, because it didn’t have the money—in Ohio you can’t
keep your school open if you don’t have money to run it.
That’s a state law.

But then a federal judge ordered that the schools stay
open, because they would have to be open to integrate; so
the schools stayed open, but because they didn’t have any
money, they couldn’t pay the teachers any salary, but the
teachers were under court order to continue teaching. So
then the teachers went into court to get an order to close the
schools or get them unemployment compensation or get
them something. Then a tax levy came up in the middle of
all this and the majority of the people of Cleveland, in effect,
voted out the public schools. The public knew that the
schools were going to close if the tax levy didn’t pass—that
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was quite obvious—and they voted out the schools. Well,
you don’t vote out the schools. You just can’t do that in the
U.S. The court still held that the schools had to remain
open. Then the state came up with a loan for the school sys-
tem. The loan, though, could not be used to pay teachers’
salaries, so the teachers went on strike when the schools
were to open in the fall. And the teachers remained on strike
until they got an order that allowed the Cleveland schools to
use the state loan to pay teachers’ salaries. Which means
then that you had direct state funding of teachers’ salaries
without, you understand, any member of the population
ever voting for it.

LR: That kind of control from above is becoming more
and more common in American public education, isn’t it?
Isn’t local control of schools becoming a thing of the past?

Spring: You can travel across the country, and even
though you talk about local control and the variations
among states, there’s an uneasy feeling you get that the
schools look pretty much the same, and that the teachers
and administrators are talking about the same things. And
all over there are programs appearing in schools, such as
career education, which I mentioned before, although
there’s been no large-scale demonstration by citizens in local
communities for career education. Nor have they gone out
and voted for career education. In fact, probably, local citi-
zens don’t even 'know what career education is. Teachers
centers are another thing that local populations have never
voted for. Teachers centers are a payoff from President
Carter to the American Federation of Teachers and the
National Education Association. In the 1976 election, the
NEA for the first time in its history supported a presidential
candidate, namely Carter. And the AFT supported Carter.
Now Carter promised two things, one to the AFT which
was to provide teachers centers, the other to the NEA for
creation of a Department of Education separate from the
Department of HEW. The teachers centers have been
created, funded through the federal government. And no
one at any local level ever demanded them. It’s a topdown
phenomenon.

LR: When did this topdown style of control begin in
American education?

Spring: In the early part of the 20th century. You could
locate its origin within the National Education Association,
which in the latter part of the 19th century and the early part
of the 20th century was a primary organization for the crea-
tion of what you could call a national educational policy. It
was primarily dominated in those days by superintendents
and college professors. They would meet annually and cre-
ate working committees and produce reports. They pro-
duced a series of reports which defined what public school-
ing should be all about. But then in the early part of the
1950s, the public schools in the U.S. came under heavy crit-
icism because of what was considered their anti-intellectual
curriculum. It was argued that the public schools were the
weak link in our defense against Soviet attack, that it was
because of the public schools that we weren’t producing
enough scientists and engineers. And the group that was at-
tacked and held responsible—and quite rightly, because it
had been determining a great deal of policy—was the educa-
tional professionals linked with the NEA.

What happened then in the 1950s, gradually, was that the
function of producing ideas of what education should be be-
gan to shift from the NEA to the federal government. In the
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1950s, for example, the National Science Foundation be-
came a center for the creation of new curriculum for the
public schools. In the 1960s, with the War on Poverty, the
federal government established research and development
centers all over the U.S., and the research and development
centers had the purpose of creating ideas and new educa-
tional innovations which would be tried out on schools in
poor areas.

Then, in the early 1970s, Richard Nixon appointed
Sidney Marlin as Commissioner of Education. One of the
things Marlin was supposed to do was establish “law and
order” in the public schools. And his answer for law and or-

-der was to make education “relevant” And to make educa-

tion relevant, he argued, you had to relate it to a person’s
future career. He took his discretionary money within the
Office of Education and went out and organized regional
meetings for school superintendents, and he told them
about career education and announced that money was go-
ing to be made available for career education projects.

Well, the superintendents in local schools, which have al-
ways been hard-pressed for money anyway, responded, of
course, and very favorably. By this time the NEA had a new
function—to disseminate new information about new fed-
eral programs.

LR: And by then the process of converting from local con-
trol to topdown control had been virtually completed.

Spring: Exactly.

LR: But why? What’s the advantage of topdown control,
from the point of view of the national educational planners?

Spring: The major thrust of schooling in the 20th century
in the U.S. has been an attempt to control the labor market.
I first appreciated this when I was working on Education
and the Rise of the Corporate State. What I mean by control-
ling the labor market is the idea that you can make the sys-
tem more efficient if you view the individual as a natural
resource that needs to be molded within the school and
shaped for a particular slot in society. I have argued that a
great deal of national educational policy has been centered
since World War II around an attempt to actualize that.

LR: What do you think of the idea, advanced by critics
like Ivan Illich, Paul Goodman and John Holt, that the
problems in American public schools are inherent in the na-
ture of the school, whether it’s operated by government or
somebody else?

Spring: No, I don’t think it’s just the institution of the
school. I think there are methods available, for example,
that can teach kids how to read. One successful method that
has never been widely adopted in the public schools is the
Montessori method. It seems to me one effective technique
for the teaching of reading, and other things, within an insti-
tutional setting.

You see, there is a lot of difficulty with what you mean by
“institutional education” If  want to learn how to fly an air-
plane, for instance, [ would like to be able to select a quali-
fied pilot, who would have some sort of organized plan for
me to learn how to fly, and then just turn the controls over to
me and say “take off.” I do think there might be available to
us certain methods of organizing learning that can be effi-
cient and helpful. The problem is there is no way of doing
that within the existing structure of schooling—I mean any
way that we can make choices and decisions about what or-
ganization is best for each of us. J

(

The Crisis
in Schooling:

AnlLR

Colloquium

The school as an institution is under fire to-
day as never before in modern memory. In
Ohio, voters have begun refusing to fund the
public schools. In California, voters have
supported massive property tax cuts in the
face of predictions that such cuts would spell
doom for the schools in the state. The num-
ber of parents who are keeping their children
out of school entirely and educating them at
home is already in the thousands. And radi-
cal education critic John Holt told Time
recently that by the end of the next decade
there will be half a million such families—
families so fed up with school that they’re
abandoning it altogether.

Holt is probably best known for one of his
earliest books, How Children Fail. In 1964,
at the time of its publication, he was still ad-
vocating school reform. But by 1973, when
fellow education critics Neil Postman and
Charles Weingarten published The School
Book, they were able to complain that “the
more rigorously Holt has pursued the logic
of his own critical assumptions, the farther
he has drifted from a concern for schools. . .
he has lost most of his interest in reforming
the bad practices of schools.”

LR Senior Editor Jeff Riggenbach and
broadcast journalist and LR contributor Les-
lee J. Newman found out for themselves
recently how rigorously Holt is still pursuing
the logic of his critical assumptions, when

they sat down in a room of Boston’s Copley Plaza Hotel for
some candid conversation with the 55 year old enfant terri-
ble of American education. Joining in the discussion were
conservative education critic Sam Blumenfeld—who is also
known for his essay on the libertarian ideology, “Anarchy
on the Right”, which originally appeared in 1973 in Pent-
house magazine—and Jan McDaniel of the revolutionary
Sudbury Valley School of Framingham, Massachusetts.
The Sudbury Valley School, as Senior Editor Rig-
genbach described it in his “Convention Diary, 1978” (LR,
October),
is a school in which there are no requirements, no grades, no cur-
riculum, no classes. You study whatever you like whenever you
like—or you do nothing at all, if that’s what pleases you. You don’t
even have to come to school if you don’t want to. Your life is your
own. If you come to school, the teachers and staff are there to be of
assistance to you, if you want them. Otherwise, they leave you
alone. You can graduate from Sudbury Valley when you can go
before the staff and defend the thesis that you’re ready to accept full
responsibility for your life.

Jan McDaniel had just finished presenting the Sudbury
Valley story to the 1978 National Libertarian Party conven-
tion when we sat down around the microphone. And John
Holt and Sam Blumenfeld, in the same panel discussion,
had damned schools, especially the compulsory tax-
supported kind, in no uncertain terms. We decided to build
our conversation, therefore, around the specific topic of the
school—was it worth reforming?

LR: Why don’t we begin with a round of self-introduc-
tions? Who is each of you? And what’s the nature of your in-
terest in the crisis of schooling?

Holt: My name is John Holt. I was a school teacher for
quite a number of years, and then for a number of years I
was a would-be school reformer. What I do now mostly is
edit and publish a little magazine called Growing Without
Schooling, which is written for, and to a large extent by,
people who either have taken their children out of schools
altogether or are trying to find ways to do so. The reason I
do this is that 've come to believe that learning, the activity
of finding out about the world and the people in it, is not
something that has to happen inside a school. In fact, most
schools are not very good places for it. I also don’t believe
any longer that in order to have learning you have to have

DECEMBER 1978

25




26

teaching. I think most people, beginning from birth, are ex-
traordinarily capable learners and all they need is questions
answered once in awhile, and road maps. If they get curious
about a particular question, they may need somebody to
say, “well, here’s a book about that,” or “here’s a magazine.”
I think, that what children need is access to more of the
world and in particular to more adults whose work is not
dealing with children. And that’s mostly what my magazine
is about. I still consider myself very much a teacher, but I
don’t do it in a school.

Blumenfeld: I'm Sam Blumenfeld. 'm primarily a writer,
and I've written some books on education which have given
me some expertise in that area, but certainly not very much.
I've written a book on How to Start Your Own Private
School and Why You Need One, to give parents an alter-
native to public education. I've also been aware of the read-
ing problem for many years, and I've done a book called
The New llliterates, to bring Rudolph Flesch’s work up to
date. I've also written a book called How to Tutor, which is
designed to help parents teach their kids how to read at
home.

The book I've been working on most recently is a history
of public education in which I try to find out why Americans
gave up educational freedom so early in their history. We
had such marvelous diversity and freedom prior to the Rev-
olution, and then before the country was 50 years old, we
were already into public education.

McDaniel: My name is Jan McDaniel, and I'm a trustee
of the Sudbury Valley School in Framingham, Massachu-
setts, in the valley of the Sudbury River. My two boys go to
school there. I taught there for four years. Before I went to
Sudbury Valley, I taught music for nine years in the public
schools.

LR: John Holt, why do you say schools are not very good
places for learning?

Holt: Because schools are very restricted in environment
—at least, all but a very few schools. If you happen to live in
a community where there is a school like the Sudbury Valley
School, and you have enough money to afford to send your
kid there, well, that would probably make quite a lot of
sense. Some schools are sufficiently ok that is if it’s conven-
ient for you to send your children there, if it’s a nice place for
kids to gather, that’s a perfectly reasonable and sensible
thing to do, and it won’t do any harm. I'm saying you don’t
need schools in order to live, that even at their best, you
don’t need a school like Sudbury Valley in order to learn. If
you happen to have one handy it might be nice, but it might
not be everybody’s cup of tea.

The point is, learning does not require a special kind of
place which you cut off from all the world in other respects.
And it doesn’t require teaching. What children need is access
to the world, to places, to people, to tools, to resources, to
books, to maps, to musical instruments, to athletic equip-
ment, and I think most of all to adults who are not child spe-
cialists, who do other kinds of work. What kids want to find
out is: What’s going on out there? What are you people do-
ing, and why are you doing it and how do I get into the act?
That’s what they want to find out. But you can’t find that
out in a little room which has been shut off from the rest of
the world by adults who make teaching their whole life
work. It doesn’t help kids much if they have to spend all
their time hanging out with adults who spend all their time
hanging out with kids.
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Education critic John Holt at the time of the publication of his
book, How Children Fail, when he still believed in school reform.
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LR: But there’s a real practical problem for parents who
work. What do you do with the kids?

Holt: Ihad along correspondence about that in the fourth

issue of Growing Without Schooling. A young single
mother, who was then a law student and will soon be work-

ing as a law professor, wrote and said she had a six-year-old

and didn’t know what to do with her when she worked ex-

cept send her to school. I told her a six-year-old may need a
babysitter; an eight-year-old shouldn’t. How long has the

idea of babysitters existed—when did the idea start? The

idea that if you’re a child, you have to have some adult’s eyes

on you 24 hours a day, except when you’re asleep, is a very

recent notion in human history. I told my correspondent, “if

you and your daughter decide together—it has to be a joint
decision—that you want to go into some kind of training for
independence, I can see absolutely no reason, by the age of

eight, why your child, if this is the way you and she want to

go, should not be capable of spending the day at home, oc-

cupied with whatever projects interest her” Since then I've
discussed this with a couple of friends who have a boy of 7

and don’t like the available schools. The parents both work. .
They’ve talked it over with the kid and they’ve decided that’s \}
the road they’re going to take. He’s going to be at home, and '
they’re going to think of projects to do. It’s a solvable %
problem.

LR: Are your friends harrassed by the public officials?

Holt: They might very well be if the public officials knew
about it, but part of the deal is making sure they don’t.

Blumenfeld: Irecently came to the defense of awoman in
Queens, New York, who took her child out of school be-
cause she didn’t like the way they were teaching him to read.

At the Sudbury Valley School of Framingham, Massachusetts, chil

That was the immediate catalyst, but she also didn’t think
that a child should go to school before he was ten. She en-
joyed having him around. Of course, the school system sued
her, tried to repossess the child—they want to possess every
child in the community, they feel as if they own you, you
know—and we brought it to court. And it turned out that,
in New York state, as in many other states, a parent, or any
guardian, has the right to educate a child at home, provided
they get as good an education at home as they were getting in
school. And that doesn’t mean they have to spend five hours
a day tutoring their kids, because they don’t require five
hours when you tutor them. The original provision was
made so that child actors didn’t have to go to school, could
be tutored. But of course, any parent could take advantage
of it. They might satisfy the state as far as the hours went by
showing that, well, we took him to the museum, and that
took two hours, and we took her down to the flea market,
that took another two hours—it was learning experience.
As long as you use the phrase “learning experience”, you can
get away with almost anything.

My main concern is really just getting us away from the
idea of compulsory school attendance. You don’t need it,
because everybody wants to learn. But there are an awful lot
of educators who simply have too much pride to permit the
child to do it himself. The most difficult thing for most
teachers is to subject themselves to the whims or the wishes
of the youngster. And that I believe is the great trouble of our
educational system: the tremendous pride, the arrogance,
that you find in the teachers and the teachers’ colleges. I
think that, per pound, you find more pride and arrogance in

dren are entirely free to direct their own education.

2o sa?

the teachers’ colleges than anywhere else in the United
States, even in politics. Even politicians owe something to
their constituents, you know, or to the people who bought
them their offices. But the teachers owe nothing to anybody.
The children of our country are the slaves of the teachers
and the teacher’s colleges. It’s a terrible situation.

Holt: It’s a terrible situation, and I think it’s only going to
get worse and worse.

Blumenfeld: It is going to get worse, much worse than it
is now. The public schools are going to continue doing what
they’ve been doing, and I think the American people are
simply going to wake up and realize that they’re spending an
awful lot of money for nothing—no, not for nothing, but for
worse than nothing, for damage. The school system has
such a destructive effect on the people who pass through it,
that it’s a miracle as many of them come out in as healthy a
state as they do.

But millions of others don’t; they’re permanently damag-
ed by the system. And the vested interests of the educational
establishment in this country are so great, their hold on the
politicians and organizations is so incredible, that the great-
est source of oppression in this society today is the public
education system. And the public simply has to become
aware of how destructive it is before they’re really going to
take it in hand and get rid of it.

McDaniel: I don’t think the public education system is
any kind of monster devouring our children. My older son is
very interested in a vocational school that’s in our district,

DECEMBER 1978

27




28

Learning to quilt at the Sudbury Valley School.

because it has some gadgets that he’d really like to learn
about—some computers. And as far as I can tell, that may
be his only access to them, and if that turns out to be the
case, within a year he’ll probably be enrolled there, knowing
very well in advance what he’s getting into, in order to get at
something that he wants to get at. And I don’t think he’ll be
damaged. I don’t worry about him getting along very well.
He’s just not going to take any crap from anyone. He will
have gotten there over a long self-directed course of finding
out what he’s interested in, and he’ll pay the price and he
knows what the price is in advance. I think it’s a shame that
he has to pay that price—he’s going to have to give up some
amount of his individuality for a while, and enter a hospital-
type, prison-type environment in which he’s not a whole
person any longer, but I don’t think it'll damage him to pay it.

If the public institutions have shown any one characteris-
tic to me, it’s resilience. They’ve lasted through upheaval
and changes of circumstance beyond any expectations of
mine. I thought the public schools would be empty by now.
We started Sudbury Valley in 1968 with the prediction that
the public schools were going down the tubes. I still feel the
same way now, but it’s not happening, is it? They’re going to
be around for a long time, and I think each person is going
to have to make his peace with it. You’re either going to send
your kids there or you’re not.

LR: Do you think there’ll be more schools like yours in the
future?

McDaniel: Yeah, inevitably. I think one of the futures of
education is that it’s going to become more varied. People
are gradually getting the idea that you don’t have to have a
monolithic school system, and there will be schools like
Sudbury Valley, and there will be schools of a lot of different
kinds, and some that I wouldn’t approve of, but if other
people do, that’s good enough. If they want to do it that
way, that’s fine. What I hope for is to see this monolithic at-
titude to education go. The compulsory education law
would be the key to it. If we could rid of that one law, that
would do more good than any one move I can think of. Just
so people didn’t have to send their kids, or feel like they had
to. A lot of people feel like that have to in order to be good
citizens. If we could just get rid of that feeling, that would be
a tremendous step.
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Holt: I think compulsory school attendance laws are go-
ing to become unenforceable long before they become re-
pealable. Even if you got 5 or 10% of the people of this
country saying, “we’re not going to send our children to
schools no matter what,” the law would become a dead let-
ter. I had a letter recently which I published in my little
magazine from a parent in Maryland who said the state of
Maryland is only able to prosecute a very small percentage
of the truancy cases that it has. That’s my point—long
before compulsory schools become so unpopular that we
can actually get the law off the books altogether, it’s going
to become a law that will become meaningless for anyone
who wants to get out from under it.

Blumenfeld: That's true, as a matter of fact, now. There
are more kids out of school, staying out of school, than ever
before. That was one of the points made on that CBS series
on television recently: there is an enormous amount of tru-
ancy these days and there’s no way of getting these kids back
into these schools.

LR: Should we even be trying? Or should we be trying the
Sudbury Valley approach? How does Sudbury Valley ap-
proach kids who are totally turned off by school?

McDaniel: Kids do come turned off. We’ve had kids
come from public schools at a rather late age, kids who
came to Sudbury Valley with the attitude of, “ok; show me
what you've got; that’s it

Well, they were left alone. And depending on their native
intelligence, sooner or later it got through to them that no
one was going to entertain them, no one was going to teach
them, no one was going to feel sorry for them for not learn-
ing anything. Either they were going to get up off their duffs
and learn something or they weren't.

LR: The teachers at Sudbury Valley only interact with the
students to the extent that the students invite them to do so?

McDaniel: Exactly. It’s a matter of style. Though some-
times the students end up imposing pretty traditional disci-
pline upon themselves. Recently some of our young boys
heard about spelling classes somewhere and thought it was
a good idea. They sought out one of our teachers and said,
“here’s what we want—a spelling class—can you do it?”
The teacher they chose had done it before; she said yes.
They set up a way to run the thing, found a time that was
convenient, and did it. However, to say that the style of the
school is characterized by more or less formal classes like
that one, meeting at a specified time, would be misleading.
It’s a very unusual feature of the school, in fact.

Blumenfeld: But isn’t that inventing the wheel all over
again, Jan, when you have people re-discovering techniques
of learning that have been known for centuries, like spelling
and arithmetic?

McDaniel: If you do it any other way the kids rightly
assume that they don’t have control over the process of their
education, even if you’re doing it with the best of intentions.
It does in fact take away their control.

Holt: Generally speaking, it’s better to discover some-
thing for yourself, even if it’s something people have known
for centuries, than to be taught it. Because in discovering
something you think of yourself as a discoverer capable of
discovering things, including a lot of things that people
haven’t discovered yet. |
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JOAN KENNEDY TAYLOR

Now that the deadline for ratifying it has
been extended to June 1982, the Equal
Rights Amendment is back in the news, but
still not out of trouble. Although its sup-
porters were able to pull together the
largest feminist demonstrations in Ameri-
can history on a hot August day in Wash-
ington, thus demonstrating that they still
had political clout; and although Congress
(when it got down to it) found it not only
impossible to vote against equality but also
impossible to vote for the right of states to
rescind their ratification, problems remain.

The most outstanding of these is the
problem of rescission. When the two
houses of Congress votes down amend-
ments to the deadline extension legislation
that would have specifically sanctioned re-
scission, their lack of a positive vote by no
means settles the question. It is basically a
constitutional one. Article 5 of the Consti-
tution sets out the amending process, and it
is silent about rescission. Does this mean
that the power to rescind was not granted
to the states, or does it remain with the
states? The Supreme Court has never di-
rectly ruled on the issue.

So far, the legislatures of Nebraska, Ten-
nessee, Idaho and Kentucky have clearly
voted to rescind, although the Kentucky re-
scission decision was later vetoed by an act-
ing governor. (Rumor has it that the gover-
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A Pyrrhic Victory
for Conservatives

nor deliberately left the state so that he would not have to
decide whether to sign it or veto it.)

It is clear that unless the ERA is ratified by seven more
states (not just three) before the deadline, the question of
rescission will go to the Supreme Court, as 38 ratifications
are required for it to become the Twenty-seventh Amend-
ment. Constitutional experts have no idea how the Court
will decide on the issue. And what if the rescission cam-
paigns in several other states succeed? A large number of
rescissions is bound to influence the Court.

In some ways, the ERA seems to have run out of steam. In
1972, the year it went to the states, 22 states immediately
jumped on the bandwagon. But only 13 more have ratified it
in the six years since. Despite strong campaigns in 1977 by
supporters in Florida, Nevada, Illinois, North Carolina,
Missouri, and Oklahoma, all of which voted on ratification
during the year, only one state ratified in 1977—Indiana, in
January. There have been none since then. And there has
been erosion of support in the U.S. Senate. The deadline ex-
tension passed the Senate on October 6, 1978, by a vote of
60-36, as compared to the original Senate Vote in 1972 of
84-8.

True, some negative votes were tantalizingly close. In Illi-
nois, the votes of a group of black Congressmen, who voted
against ERA to protest what they saw as liberal lack of sup-
port for their interests, turned out to be crucial. In Nevada,
where ERA had been ratified by the Assembly in two pre-
vious votes, it was surprisingly ratified by the Senate and
then defeated in the Assembly when eleven members
switched their votes at the last minute. In Florida, too, a
couple of previously committed votes switched at the last
minute and made the difference.

ERA supporters have been shouting “Deal!” and it is true
that anti-ERA forces, such as the Mormon Church, have
campaigned hard and have some powerful allies in state
legislatures. In general, conservative groups are patting
themselves on the back for the propaganda they have gener-
ated and the letter-writing campaigns they have organized
in a drive to defeat the ERA.

The other unratified states are Alabama, Arizona, Ar-
kansas, Georgia, Louisiana, Mississippi, South Carolina,
Utah, and Virginia. All have strong conservative constit-
uencies. Is the trouble that the ERA is in an indication of a
conservative victory?

If it is, it’s a pyrrhic victory for those conservatives who
hope to oppose government regulation. For at the same time
that this amendment to forbid government discrimination

based on sex by adding to the Constitution the words
“Equality of rights under the law shall not be denied or
abridged by the United States or by any state on account of
sex” has been losing support, legislation forbidding private
sexist discrimination continues to be enthusiastically
passed.

What is happening? Why is a constitutional amendment
going down while even more restrictive legislation covering
the same area is flourishing? Why do the avowed enemies of
the amendment advocate restrictive legislation and regula-
tion? Why, for instance, did 4/l six of the witnesses who tes-
tified against the ERA in the House hearings in 1971 recom-
mend instead the passage of “The Women’s Equality Act.” a
piece of federal legislation against private discrimination?

The answer to these questions seems to lie in the dif-
ference between a constitution and legislation. It is legisla-
tors, federal and state, after all, who have the power to
enact or defeat the Equal Rights Amendment, and it is an
amendment that will limit permissible areas of legislation.
Former Senator Sam Erwin, who has been waging a deter-
mined battle against the ERA since it became a serious poli-
tical issue in 1970, put the case this way: “To persuade a
legislative body to ratify this amendment,” he said, “the
legislative body would have to agree to two things. First,
that by adopting the interpretation placed upon this amend-
ment the legislative body would have nullified all existing
legislative acts which make any distinction between men
and women; and second, the legislative body would have to
disable itself from ever passing any legislative act of that
character at any time throughout the future” Once the over-
whelming mandate in favor of the ERA started eroding, is it
surprising that legislators became reluctant to “disable”
themselves by limiting their own power?

Passing legislation, on the other hand, holds no such
dangers. “Rights” created by a legislature—even financial
benefits such as medicare or social security—can be legally

rescinded at any future time. During the Depression, for in-
stance, mid-nineteenth century bans on the employment of
married women in public jobs (i.e. school teaching) were
revived, to satisfy the widespread feeling that working
women took the jobs that should belong to male breadwin-
ners. Current state laws forbid discrimination on account of
marital status. But should there be another depression,
these laws could be changed. An Equal Rights Amendment
would end this possibility, thus (in the eyes of many legal
analysts) depriving the legislatures of “flexibility”.

And the sweeping power that legislators are most reluc-
tant to divest themselves of, and that many conservatives do
not want to see them lose, is the power to enact protective
labor legislation for women.

What are we talking about when we speak of protective
labor legislation for women? We’re talking about laws and
regulations on the state level which require special provision
for women workers. They are in the following categories:
1) required minimum wages for women only; 2) special re-
quirements for overtime compensation for women; 3) limi-
tations on the hours of working women, including man-
dated meal and rest periods (some states, for instance, for-
bid women to work during nighttime hours; as of 1974, 20
states forbade women to work overtime); 4) regulations
concerning industrial homework: that is, cottage industry
or take-home work for women is forbidden; 5) limitation of
employment before and after childbirth; 6) other stan-
dards, such as limits on the weights that women may lift on
the job (mothers who also work point out that generally
such limits are well under the weight of the average two-
year-old child) or required seating facilities or special
washroom facilities—again, for women only; and 7) for-
bidden occupations. Women in various states have been for-
bidden in recent years to take jobs as bellhops, nighttime
elevator operators, gas or electric meter readers, moving-
machinery cleaners, brickmakers, professional wrestlers,
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miners, and vendors of alcoholic beverages “for on-the-
premises consumption.” And as one goes back in history, the
list grows longer. ’

Such regulations may seem benign to some, but students
of the free market will immediately see that, whatever the
rationale for them, their effect can only be to handicap
women in the job market. Feminists now suspect that this
effect is one of the reasons that such regulation has been sup-
ported—but the reason given in this support is more apt to
be a general view of the nature of women.:

Itis a very old view: the view that woman is not fully cap-
able of looking after her own interests but is—rather like a
child or an imbecile—in need of “protective guardianship.”
This view of women as by nature somewhat defective is
embedded in most religious traditions and also in our
Anglo-Saxon common law heritage.

Woman, according to this view, has been designed by
nature for one purpose alone: the bearing and raising of
children. That’s ber division of the division of labor. If she
temporarily enters into other occupations, they must not be
allowed to diminish her basic function. And since women
for some strange reason often seem to want other occupa-
tions, this role must be enforced by law.

Historically and anthropologically, this view is wrong, It
is the laws of society which incapacitate women, not nature.
As anthropologist Marvin Harris has pointed out, “in the
context of the simple economies of band and village peo-
ples, women were at least as valuable as men. Since they
could do everything men could do plus giving birth and nur-
sing children, it was no simple achievement to make them
seem less valuable”

However, by the time this country was founded, the
various churches and the law had combined to ensure that
women were in many respects possessions rather than citi-
zens. The fundamental law of the American colonies was
the English common law, as elucidated in Blackstone’s
Commentaries, which held that when a woman married,
her existence as a legal entity ceased, and she could no
longer own property, make a contract, make a will, legally
hold or control her own earnings, or have any legal rights
over her children. It was because of these legal limitations
on women that the first feminist movement began in the
mid-nineteenth century.

After the Civil War, there was a great hope that the consti-
tutional amendments which had been proposed to give the
rights of citizenship to Negroes might also include women.
But the so-called Reconstruction Amendments (the Thir-
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teenth, Fourteenth, and Fifteenth) were not intended to and
did not change the status of women. Feminists then pinned
their hopes on winning the right to vote on the laws which
affected them, a campaign they were not to win until 1920.
But meanwhile, something else was happening. From the
time of the Civil War to the time of the Census of 1890,
when the frontier was declared officially closed, the United
States changed from an agricultural nation to an industrial
one. And women and children began to earn money, at first
at home in cottage industry. When the opportunity to do
this was closed off by laws regulating or forbidding home-
work in the garment, tobacco, and food industries, women
went to work in the factories. By 1890, half of all women
worked for pay outside the home during some part of their
lives, and a third of these were full-time factory workers.

The reformers who had succeeded in regulating cottage
industry tried to regulate the factories too. But male factory
workers rebelled, and were upheld in the courts. In the very
first case to be decided under the Fourteenth Amendment,
the Slaughter House Cases of 1873, a dissenting opinion
said that “any legislation which restricted the liberty of male
persons twenty-one years of age, whether they were em-
ployers or employees, in the making of business contracts”
was a denial of liberty without due process of law. This
became the doctrine of the full Court in 1893.

But freedom of contract was a meaningless concept for
women and children, for under common law, neither mar-
ried women nor children could sign valid contracts. Could
not the law, therefore, protect adult women, even against
their wishes, from harsh jobs and unwomanly working con-
ditions?

It seemed that it could.

In 1873 and again in 1894, it was held by the Supreme
Court that equal protection of the law did not mean that
women could not be prohibited from becoming lawyers—to

“protect them from the rough masculine atmosphere and in- .

temperate language of the courtroom.”

And as for state regulation of working hours, although in
1905 a New York State law limiting the employment of men
and women in the bakery industry to ten hours a day was
held by the Supreme Court to be “mere meddlesome inter-
ference with the rights of individuals”, a scant three years
later the same court declared that Oregon’s maximum hours
law for women only was constitutional, in the case of
Muller v. Oregon.

This is a case worth pausing over, because it is the case
that established, to this day, the constitutionality of separate
legislation for women as a class. To this day, it has never
been overruled. It was won by a lawyer named Louis Bran-
deis, later himself to become a famous justice of the
Supreme Court.

Brandeis’s brief referred to the previous New York case,
and deduced from it legal rules holding that all “reasonable”
statutes limiting the right to sell or purchase labor must be
sustained unless the Court finds that there is no danger at all
to public health, safety, or welfare, because the traditional
function of the state government is to exercise its so-called
police power to protect health, safety, morals, and the
general welfare.

Brandeis then proceeded to inundate the Court with over
100 pages of reports from committees, commissioners of
hygiene, factory inspectors, doctors, and statistical
bureaus, to prove as a matter of fact that long hours were in-
jurious to women’s health, safety, and morals. This was the
first time that such nonlegal material had been included in a
Supreme Court brief. The legal arguments covered only two

pages. In previous cases, judges had said that there was no
“reasonable” relationship between the law in question and
its stated object. Brandeis intended to demonstrate that
there was.

And the Court agreed with him, but only because women
did not have the same legal rights as men. It said:
history discloses the fact that woman has always been dependent
on man. He established his control at the outset by superior physi-
cal strength, and this control in various forms, with diminishing in-
tensity, has continued to the present. As minors, though not to the
same extent, she has been looked upon in the courts as needing
especial care that her rights may be preserved. . . . Though limita-
tions upon personal and contractual rights may be removed by
legislation, there is that in her disposition and habits of life which
will operate against a full assertion of those rights. . . . Differen-
tiated by these matters from the other sex, she is properly placed in
aclass by herself, and legislation designed for her protection may be
sustained, even when like legislation is not necessary for men, and
could not be sustained.

The early advocates of rights for women did not want any
kind of protection. They wanted the law to get out of their
way. Sarah Grimke, noted feminist and abolitionist, wrote,
“I ask no favors for my sex. . . . All I ask of our brethren is,
that they will take their feet from off our necks and permit us
to stand upright.” Thirty-nine years later, a Declaration of
Women’s Rights in 1876 conveyed the same message. It
said: “we ask of our rulers at this hour no special favors, no
special privileges, no special legislation. We ask justice, we
ask equality, we ask that all the civil and political rights that
belong to citizens of the United States be guaranteed to us
and our daughters forever.”

They didn’t get it. Instead, they got special legislation. By
1920, such legislation existed in every state. Some working
women and advocates of women’s rights supported it, but
many did not.

Two things happened in 1920 that were to affect the lives
of women. The Nineteenth Amendment to the Constitution
was ratified, finally allowing women to vote. And the De-
partment of Labor took official notice of the working
woman, by establishing a special bureau devoted to her.
Judith Hole and Ellen Levine describe one of its purposes in
the book, Rebirth of Feminism: “In 1920 the Women’s
Bureau was established and, among other things, became
central in the continuing drive during the subsequent
decades for protective laws for women. The Women’s
Bureau and the organized labor movement worked in con-
cert around this issue”

You can just bet they did. Such laws controlled women;
removed them from the collective bargaining process be-

‘cause they couldn’t work overtime, couldn’t work certain

shifts, couldn’t be assigned certain tasks. Organized labor
has always supported such legislation, and a leading lawyer,
Marguerite Rawalt, explained why to a Senate Committee
in 1970: :

The Court applied the branding iron of physical differences and
maternal functions to justify herding all women workers [sic] into
one corral as a “class” This has excluded them ever since from
Fourteenth Amendment equal protection. . . . And thus “sex is a
valid classification” established an authoritative facade behind
which better paying jobs, promotions, and overtime premium pay
were reserved to male workers, through the enactment of a mul-
titude of state laws.”

In 1972, Ann Scott described in an article in"Ms. maga-
zine the turn-of-the-century “position of the American Fed-
eration of Labor that working conditions for women should
be controlled by state protective laws, and for men by col-
lective bargaining” She went on to conclude, “The AFL—-
CIO hasn’t changed that position much over the years?”

Ever since the Women’s Bureau was established, those
who purported to speak for women have been divided as to
what was really in their best interests. On one side, almost
alone, a group called the National Woman’s Party became
the leading body working for the removal of alllegal distinc-
tions based on sex, and much to everyone’s amusement it in-
troduced an Equal Rights Amendment in every session of
Congress from 1923 to 1970. This amendment never even
‘came to a vote until after World War II, and it was usually
opposed by women’s organizations, including the Women’s
Bureau of the Department of Labor, which felt that equality
before the law was not in women’s best interest—rather,
women must be made equal in fact by special legislation.

The importance of this distinction has been highlighted

by several writers, perhaps most notably by FA. Hayek,
who after writing in The Constitution of Liberty that “the
great aim of the struggle for liberty has been equality before
the law;” went on to say:
From the fact that people are very different it follows that, if we
treat them equally, the result must be inequality in their actual posi-
tion, and that the only way to place them in an equal position
would be to treat them differently. Equality before the law and
material equality are therefore not only different but are in conflict
with each other; and we can achieve either the one or the other, but
not both at the same time.

The Women’s Bureau tried to promote material equality;
the National Women’s Party and its Equal Rights Amend-
ment offered equality before the law instead. .

In 1970, a group from the National Organization for
Women invaded a Senate hearing on extending the franchise
to eighteen-year-olds and demanded that hearings be held
on the Equal Rights Amendment. They were held, and the
idea of equal rights was suddenly not so funny. Not every-
one was laughing at Emmanual Celler’s quip that there was
as much difference between a man and a woman as between
“a horse chestnut and a chestnut horse” There seemed to be
a sizable constituency in favor of the amendment, despite
the fact that it would undoubtedly destroy protective
legislation.

There were a number of prestigious witnesses against the
amendment, from the Women’s Bureau, from the National
Consumer’s League, and from various labor unions, and all
explained the importance of defeating the amendment in
terms of its effect on protective labor legislation. The state-
ment of the ILGWU said, “The continued right of local and
federal governments to provide appropriate safeguards to
every segment of our population that needs them should not
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be destroyed” As the introduction to one published edition
of the hearings put it,“The question of protective legislation
for working women haunts the hearings.” In fact, every
witness against the ERA supported protective labor legisla-
tion as an alternative.

The campaign against protective labor legislation has

continued to make headway, despite pleas for preserving

what one union leader called “the equalizing function of
government;” which the ERA would (at least in some
measure) destroy.

It seemed for a few heady years as if free-market argu-
ments had prevailed in at least that economic area, even
among those who did not extend them across the board.
Karen DeCrow, later President of NOW, wrote that “when
opponents of free choice in occupations call up the spectacle
of women working in mines or digging ditches, the only
reasonable response must be that women should have the
same opportunity as men to work at (perhaps) less-than-

dainty occupations for the same reason that men do—
because they pay well”

And an article in Ms. magazine pointed out that “A pecul-
iar historical evolution has left ‘conservatives’ supporting
protective units, the ‘radicals; in effect, advocating the free
market. Classical economists would smile more sweetly on
the supporters of the ERA than on its opponents.”

Well, there has been an even more peculiar historical evo-
lution since that was written. The protective laws are going
down, not under the principle of free choice, but through
the action of an administrative agency, the Equal Employ-
ment Opportunity Commission. This leaves what the IL-
GWU called “the . . . right of local and federal governments
to provide appropriate safeguards” intact; the EEOC mere-
ly demonstrates that a particular “safeguard” is not ap-
propriate, often by showing that it leads to material inequal-
ity. The more often this happens, the less convincing the

arguments in favor of the ERA—even some of its supporters
are now saying that it is mainly symbolic.

And these challenges to state laws have not been'suc-
cessful on the basis of protecting rights by limiting govern-
ment, but on the basis of the expansion of federal power by
Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, which in turn gets
its constitutional sanction from the breathtaking powers
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that Congress has to regulate interstate commerce. And this
is being hailed as a conservative victory?

So the feminists are winning their battle against the worst
of the protective labor laws that they have learned to de-
spise, but on an ad hoc basis, not on the principle of equality
before the law. The legislatures are keeping their
unrestricted power, and new footnotes are being added to
accounts of the expansion of the federal power to regulate
interstate commerce. The losers are the opponents of
government regulation.

And perhaps the next generation of feminists.

The first feminist generation petitioned to be included
under the Fourteenth Amendment and was refused. Then
feminist energies were diverted into a campaign for the vote
which, since women weren’t guaranteed equality before the
law, didn’t save them from special legislation.

The present generation has sought equality before the law
and has been offered a more efficient regulation of com-

merce instead—partly to placate the conservatives such as

Phyllis Schlafly who have seized the banner of special pro-
tection just as almost everyone else was dropping it, and
who complain that under ERA women will be “forced” to
work double shifts and lift heavy objects.

The position of women in society can change within
much less than a generation. During my own lifetime, [have
seen women sweep into every conceivable job in the
economy during World War II, and then go back into the
home again in the postwar period of “togetherness”—a
period, by the way, when protective legislation, which in
many respects was in abeyance in the days of Rosie the
Riveter, when women were needed to work in the factories,
was passed with renewed vigor. ,

If, as the conservatives claim, a large segment of the pop-
ulation still holds the basic view that women are primarily
wives and mothers and ought to be restricted to that role, if
this common law view of women really hasn’t changed—
how long will it be before, in some guise or other, special
legislation for women returns?

Meanwhile, the juggernaut of government rolls on, with
just a little more power than before.

Joan Kennedy Taylor is an Associate Editor of LR.
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Remarking on the record-setting amount
of money spent on trying to convince the
citizenry to vote in the 1978 election, Time
opined, “what we miss for this part of the
great plebiscite is the services of H.L.
Mencken” to write about what he called

the Carnival of Buncombe, to lay about

him in good humor over the “rogues and
vagbonds, frauds and scoundrels” who
pump “stale bilge” around this “lugubrious
ball” But even a man of such laser eye. as
Mencken confessed that “after damning
politicians uphill and downdale for years, a
certain faith in the process keeps re-
emerging.” And after several decades dur-
ing which any favorable reference to
Mencken was enough to instantly con-
demn its author, this and other recent
positive mentions of Mencken suggest that
the news media as well as the public is in
the process of reorganizing its thinking and
recognizing libertarian ideas as one of the
defining poles in American politics. In the
nineteenth century, libertarian ideas were
the defining terms of political debate. And
there is now strong evidence that libertari-
anism is on the way to regaining that pre-
eminence. In part, Mencken’s “faith in the
process” was founded on his own recollec-
tion of an American politics defined by the
libertarian challenge

The central fact of contemporary politics

Notes
Notes

Notes

is the irrelevance of the Republican and Democratic parties.
The increasingly lower voter turnout symbolizes it. Yet indi-
vidual candidates and especially individual issues, such as
Proposition 13, gain large and enthusiastic voter response.
And they do so because they polarize issues the way political
parties did a century ago. Then, a political party performed
the function of a secular church. It had specific and mean-
ingful doctrines. And elections were the expressions of the
popular strength of those doctrines. The “politics of free-
dom and let-me-alone” contested with the “politics of con-
trol and morality.” Sound money, individual freedom and
laissez-faire contested with soft money, governmentally
imposed piety and interventionism in the economy. The
Democrats were the party of individual liberty; the Republi-
cans were the party of puritan moralism. The Democrats
stood for peace and laissez-faire; the Republicans stood for
crusading and intervention abroad and at home. These par-
ties reflected basically different, competing cultures. Con-

“temporary cultural developments have not been reflected in

the existing political parties; this explains the diminishing
voter turnout. The Republican and Democratic parties can-
not give political expression to the cultural attitudes and in-
stitutions embraced by the people.

The Establishment which controls the two major parties
is terrified by the fact that the two parties are becoming, in
the eyes of the electorate, merely decorative and ceremonial.
For the minority of the citizenry that votes, they have be-
come like the Greek and Roman kings under the republics:
merely pious and priestly figures kept around for old times’
sake. But the fact that the majority avoids the polling place
has much greater significance for the polis. The voters have,
in effect, rejected the two parties as not representing them in
any way. Either party label has thus become a burden; the
election depends on which party is less in disrepute.”

The Establishment is attributing the collapse of the two
parties to the Vietnam War, Watergate, Koreagate and other
scandals. They perceive a deep cynicism among voters re-
garding politicians. Editorial writers are speaking of the
charm of a new individualism among Americans. But they
warn that it may prove dangerous and chaotic because it
may mean that new nagional goals and new national re-
forms and new national taxes will be difficult to organize.
There may be no majority with which to justify the new na-
tional goals. Washington Post columnist David Broder wrote
recently: “The individualistic instincts in this society have
now become much more powerful in our politics that the
majoritarian impulse” The one hope of the Establishment is
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that individualism will become introverted, self-centered
and unable to ally with and organize other individualists. In
that case, the Establishment may be able to ride out the storm
of individualism because, although ignored, it will be left in
power and will be in a position to organize new offensives.
The 1978 elections could be headlined in either of two
ways—Republicans Fail to Comeback in Congress or One of
Lowest Voter Turnouts in Fifty Years—but the two headlines
tell a single story: the story of the inability of the Republicans
to represent the millions disgusted with current politics.
The Republicans started out so far behind—after Viet-
nam, Watergate and the Carter election—that they should
have made impressive-looking gains in Congress on the
strength of mere inertia. But instead of inertia, the Republi-
cans put a huge effort into the campaign. That effort was
directed at telling the voters that there were schemes whereby
it was possible to drastically cut taxes while leaving the

“The central fact of
contemporary politics is the
irrelevance of the Republican
and Democratic parties. The
increasingly lower voter turnout
symbolizes it.”

bloated federal budget without much of a cut. The electorate
did not believe it and stayed home. They heard the Re-
publicanleaders, after the Prop 13 victory, emphasize how ir-
responsible Prop 13 was (while California politicians fell over
themselves to join up). They heard Republican leaders tout
Republican schemes as Oh so much more responsible! But
the voters gave the Republican congressional candidates’
“responsibility” a big Bronx cheer (especially big, since they
couldn’t expend it on the Bronx Bombers this year).

Less than 34% of the voters went to the polls this Novem-
ber 7. This was almost the lowest turnout in fifty years. The
public began voting heavily in offyear elections in 1962 and
reached major highs in the Vietnam elections of 1966 and
1970. The falloff began in 1974.

With the vast changes in the numbers receiving higher edu-
cation during the past decade, there has been a reversal in the
profile of the electorate. Earlier, voters tended to be the edu-
cated, who felt they could control events both in their lives
and others’ lives, while non-voters tended to be the less edu-
cated, who believed life was determined by luck. But with the
large increase in education among the young, that profile has
changed. The voter today tends to be an older person, what-
ever his education. Those over 50 vote in large numbers;
those between 25 and 50 vote in moderate numbers; those
who are 18 to 24 vote in much smaller numbers. Voterstoday
tend to be people who view the political mechanism as pro-
viding the stability and control, the planning, upon which
they have based their lives. Thisis the Social Security genera-
tion. Those under 50, however, have experienced the major
dislocations of the last decade and a half; they recognize that
the political systemis the foe of their planning and controlling
their own lives. (A recent study, The Empty Polling Booth, by
Arthur T. Hadley, provides further insights on the issue of the
non-voter. )

The Republicans, predictably, have failed to appeal to this
disenchanted portion of the electorate. In 1962, when youth-
ful voter participation was waxing dramatically, the Repub-
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licans moved away from the successful Eisenhower stategy of
cold war detente. They attacked negotiations with the Soviet
Union and lost seats instead of gaining them in the midterm
election. In 1966, following the all-time pro—cold war Gold-
water debacle, the Republicans were in a position to regain
their widely lost seats. In the East and far West the Republi-
cans attacked the US entry into Vietnam and regained seats.

But in the traditional heartland of Republican strength, the
Midwest and Plains states, the Democrats became Vietnam

war critics and the Republicans became total supporters of
Lyndon Johnson. The Republicans have yet to recover from

that disaster; the consequences were still evident in the 1976

elections. There were so few Republican senators in the

heartland that President Ford had to select, obviously out of
df:speration, the great foot-in-mouth Bob Dole as his run-

ning mate.

The Republicans rode the successful, anti-Vietnam part
of their 1966 strategy to victory in 1968, and then immedi-
ately made Vietnam their war. In the hotly contested 1970
election, Spiro Agnew toured the country trying to elect
Nixon Republicans. The public poured to the polls and
elected peace Democrats, except for a few Republicans who
led the Watergate investigations. Meanwhile, while these
and more peace Democrats were being sent to Washington
in 1972, George McGovern greased Nixon’s reelection cam-
paign by promising money to the poor while cutting every-
one’s taxes. Don’t they ever learn? The public wants its
taxes cut. No “fiscal responsibility,” no “sentimental redis-
tribution;” just tax reduction, period.

Yet the national Republican campaign did not attempt to
gain leadership of the tax-revolt in 1978. However, on the
state level, Republican candidates did try to emphasize their
anti-tax stands, and were rewarded with success. The Re-
publicans now hold eighteen governorships out of 50 (a far
cry from the more than thirty that set the stage for presiden-
tial victory in 1968). They gained three hundred legislative
seats, giving the GOP majorities in 13 more state chambers,
for a total of 21. This will insure existing congressional seats
for the GOP even after redistricting from the 1980 census.

In the East, Republicans lost moderate senator Edward
Brooke, and gained a moderate senator in Maine, William
Cohen. The Democrats gained a governor in Maine and a
senator in New Jersey. In New Hampshire, Senator Thomas
Mclntyre was defeated by Gordon Humphrey on the slogan
that no one could be more fiscally conservative and on a call
for elimination of the Social Security system. New Hamp-
shire governor Meldrim Thomson was brought down by
surtaxes on utility bills to pay for his controversial Seabrook
nuclear power plant, and by the spoiler race of former Re-
publican governor Wesley Powell, heir to the late Senator
Styles Bridges. The Democratic victor pledged to veto a
state income tax and accused Thomson of meddling in other
countries’ affairs by joining right wing- sponsored trips to
Taiwan, South Africa, Israel and Panama.

In Massachusetts, insurgent tax-cutting Democrat Ed-
ward King defeated Republican Francis Hatch. In New
York, Governor Hugh Carey snatched victory from long-
predicted defeat. He also won grudging respect for his refu-
sal to change his opposition to capital punishment.

In the South, Republicans held on to key senate seats in
Virginia, North and South Carolina, Tennessee, and Texas,
added a senate seat in Mississippi, gained key governorships
in Texas and Tennessee, and lost a state house in South
Carolina. A new GOP congressman was elected in Georgia.
Representative Ron Paul was returned to his Texas seat after
narrowly losing it in 1976. These victories will probably

tempt the GOP to attempt a “Southern Strategy,” which is
hardly likely to pay off with Jimmy Carter standing forth as
a fiscal conservative.

Although over 50% of voters live in the South and West,
the voter turnout in the South is traditionally low. Fewer
than one-fifth of the voters in Florida and Texas voted in the
1974 elections. This contrasted with states in which there
was an over 50% turnout: Connecticut, Montana, Wyo-
ming, Utah, North Dakota and South Dakota (the highest
with 59%). Nevertheless, the classic Midwest vs. Southern
Strategy debate which President Ford won against Ronald
Reagan in 1976 could be repeated in 1980 (with Howard
Baker or George Bush viewed as Southerners acceptable to
the Midwest).

The GOP strength in the Midwest-Plains and Far West
was the major success story of the 1978 election. First, four
leading Humphrey Democrats were smashed in Minnesota.
Representative Donald Fraser was knocked out in the pri-
mary, as were the Democratic candidates for two senate
seats and for governor. This was a major blow to vice-
president Mondale. The new governor, 20 year Congress-
man Albert Quie, could be a major force in the 1980 GOP
convention.

The GOP sweep of governors started in Pennsylvania,
where Richard Thornburgh, who promised lower taxes, de-
feated a major Carter ally. Thornburgh was aided by Demo-
cratic disarray in the unsuccessful attempt of Philadelphia
Mayor Frank Rizzo to amend the city charter to permit him
to have a third term. In Ohio Governor James Rhodes de-
feated Carter ally, Lieutenant Governor Richard Celeste,
who was hindered by infighting in the Cleveland Democrat-
ic party. The contest was surrounded by the debate over
school financing. More than half the 201 public school tax
levy issues were rejected by Ohio localities. Rhodes prom-
ised no increase in taxes, even for the saintly public schools,
while Celeste proposed property tax cuts and state income
tax increases. In addition, Republicans held on to state
houses in Michigan, lllinois, and Iowa, and gained them in
Wisconsin, Nebraska, South Dakota, Oregon and Nevada
(losing one in Kansas). However, there was no GOP net
gain in the Senate, as the wins in Iowa, Colorado and South
Dakota were offset by losses in Michigan, Oklahoma and
Nebraska. In Iowa, Senator Dick Clark’s advocacy of gun-
controls and an activist U.S. policy toward Rhodesia and
South Africa, and opposition to tuition tax credits and limit-
ing federal funding of abortions, led to a major defeat.

The new chairman of the Senate foreign relations com-
mittee, Frank Church of Idaho, will be faced with a difficult
choice to replace Clark as chairman of the Africa subcom-
mittee. There is fear that George McGovern will take it on.
His recent call for U.S. leadership of an international inva-
sion of Cambodia makes many people fear that he will make
a similar proposal for solving the problems of Rhodesia and
South Africa. R

The impact of the election on major foreign policy issues
was the subject of a New York Times article by James
Reston (November 12, 1978). Reston felt that the increased
number of new conservative Senators “does not necessarily
retard the prospects for a comprehensive agreement to limit
the military budgets of both the United States and the Soviet
Union.” Reston saw such an opportunity, because, he felt,
although conservatives wanted to cut everything except de-
fense, “the new Congress might respond to any genuine,
confirmable and secure compromise that could lower the
level of military expenditures in the interest of both coun-
tries” The domestic pressures for reduction of military

spending are in fact increasing. As Reston put it, “if there is
no agreement on a SALT Il treaty, the arms race will go on at
ever increasing cost. And the higher it goes, the harder it will
be for Washington to control the inflation, to protect the
dollar, or to meet the other, more immediate, demands for
aid to bring about a peaceful settlement in the Middle East
and elsewhere” Reston correctly noted that Republicans
held that a sound economy and prosperous America were
the best defense against foreign threats. But inflation, based
in a high degree on military spending, is destroying the value
of the dollar and with it the authority and prestige of the
United States abroad. Agreement to reduce military expen-
ditures may be the last hope for a sound dollar.

The Federal Election Act is beginning to be subjected to
major criticism by the New York Times and Washington
Post. Anthony Lewis speaks of the “Rise of the Plutocracy,”
(Nov. 3) and notes that a wealthy candidate, with his consti-

“The voters have, in effect,
rejected the two parties as not
representing them in any way.

The outcome of any election
depends on which party is less
in disrepute.”

tutional right to free speech, can far outspend poorer candi-
dates who are now prohibited by law from getting other
people to contribute whatever amounts they choose to their
campaigns. A Washington Post editorial (Nov. 7) offered
one solution: deregulation. It suggested:

lift controls on political giving and leave judgments on excesses
mainly to the voters at the polls. This, too, involves large risks, es-
pecially with campaign costs so high and voter participation often
so low. Some congressman would no doubt continue to be bought
or rented by various interests: some candidates would no doubt be
swamped by lavishly financed campaigns. Yet this course does ac-
cord more with the First Amendment. It acknowledges that open
competition among interest, “special” and “public”, is a staple of
democracy. It vests more faith in the public—and grants less auto-

. matic influence to money—than the course that assumes too much

free enterprise will stifle politics.

Finally, the GOP: conservative loss in California, com-
bined with the spectacular showing of almost 400,000 votes
by the Libertarian Party candidate, Ed Clark, will have a
marked effect on politics and the nation. Although a GOP
moderate narrowly lost the governorship in 1974, the con-
servative (socially but not fiscally, since the GOP candidate
did not support Prop. 13) GOP will decline as a force while
the Libertarian party of California will clear the path for im-
portant political status for the national LP. The role of the
Libertarian party will increase in importance as the Republi-
can party concentrates on trying to hold on to its existing
seats by political manipulation and abandoning the issues
such as tax slashing to the Libertarians. At the same time,
the Libertarians will be able to attract many Democrats who
are disgusted with socjal welfare measures and increased
taxes and bureaucracy, but are not attracted in the least by
the GOP’s cold war opposition to detente and advocacy of
the politics of social and moral controls.

Leonard P. Liggio, political historian and scholar, is an Associate
Editor of LR.
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Literacy and
loss of nerve

DIANE DIVOKY

The Literacy Hoax:
The Decline of
Reading, Writing,
and Learning in the
Public Schools and
What We Can Do
About It, by Paul
Copperman, William
Morrow and Com-
pany, 323pp., $10.95

Author Paul Cop-
perman is an ex-
tremely irritating
young man. That’s
not the main mes-
sage his book is sup-
posed to convey, but
there it is. Although
The Literacy Hoax
is supposed to- be
about the rapid de-
cline of literacy and
academic achieve-
ment in the schools
and the way to fix it
all up, it is, much
more than most such
polemical studies,
about the author. He
does not represent

his cause well.

He’s like one of those kids
from your own high school
days whom everyone hated,
and with reason. The kind
of braggy, stuffy kid who
was an embarrassment not
so much because of the
tight-assed way he had of
showing off, but because the
insecurity underneath was
so painfully apparent. Lots
of talk about “my friend, the
expert,” my institute, my re-
search assistant. Paragraphs
littered with totally gratui-
tous “I”’s. Examples and sto-
ries, but a coy refusal to
name names or places. Hy-
perbolic announcements
and overwrought language
where a little understate-
ment would have served
nicely.

But what you probably
didn’t know back in high
school was that the awful
wimp was just as irritating
to the good teacher. Not be-
cause be wasn’t dutiful, dili-
gent, ambitious, able to pick
up the basic skills. Oh, no.
He always got his home-
work assignments in on
time, and even did special
projects for extra credit. But
finally, for- all his persis-
tence, and willingness, and
ability to compile lists and
memorize, he didn’t get it.
He couldn’t make the con-
nections between facts, see
that ideas are supple, step
back to gain a perspective,
make sense of the world. He
could read and write and
punctuate and spell, but fi-
nally it didn’t come together
in that still ineffable process

called thinking, which is the
point of all of schooling.

That’s finally the sense
one gets about Copperman
and his book. Yes, he’s
checked out all the studies
and talked to all the right
people to verify what we all
know: test scores are down,
except among young chil-
dren. This is one indication
of a more serious drop in
academic achievement, a
failure of students as they
enter the higher grades to
gain the complex learning
skills that make for sophisti-
cated thinking, or to acquire
the body of knowledge that
follows from such skills.
Yes, violence and disrespect
are up in the schools, and re-
spect for authority and rig-
orous work are down. Yes,
we’re spending a fortune for
every kind of cute and
trendy program for the
schools without getting any
noticeable return on our tax
dollar.

Copperman comes armed
with all the statistics and re-
ports to prove these obvious
points. Often he leans on
shaky stuff to make his
points, and he makes them
over and over again ad naus-
eum. For example, he uses a
recent and thoroughly dis-
credited study by Abt Asso-
ciates that compared var-
ious models of compensa-
tory education, along with
Neville Bennett’s highly im-
pressionistic comparisons of
the styles of British teachers,
to write off “open educa-
tion,” something Copper-
man sees as a neatly-boxed
educational program. One
of the “two studies” on

which he builds his case that -

inner-city children can be
successfully taught in the
current school systems is a
Michigan cost analysis re-
port; the other is an optimis-
ticlittle pamphlet written by
George Weber of the Coun-
cil for Basic Education back
in 1971 describing four ur-
ban schools with reading
scores that were not disas-
trous. (One of the four, a
Los Angeles school, was al-
ready sliding back into cha-

os the following year when
this reviewer visited it.)

But Copperman doesn’t
need his overstatements or
simplifications or strained
language to tell us about the
state. of the schools. They
are in big trouble, not just in
the cities but in the nice
places. Anyone who’s been
reading the papers knows

-that. What the reader wants

the author to do is make
some sense of the problem,
and that he can’t do. He
throws it all in together: the
Affluent Society (yes, he
uses the capital letters); “the
quality of maternal care”;
“the civil-rights movement”
(yes, he hyphenates it);
“counter-culture institu-
tions” that foster hedonism;
blue jeans on teachers; “Val-
ues Clarification;” Quaal-
udes and heroin; “murder,
rape, robbery, and burglary”
in schools; juvenile gangs;
bilingual education; the Ser-
rano decision on education
financing; the Tinker deci-
sion on symbolic speech; the

Children’s Defense Fund; .

student absenteeism; televi-
sion; Dr. Benjamin Spock’s
“permissiveness”; criterion-
referenced tests; parent
aides; compensatory educa-
tion; individualized reading
systems; grade inflation;

open admissions policies;

black English; elective
courses in feminism and sci-
ence fiction; flexible sched-
uling; the readability level of
textbooks; the Vietnam
war. But once having con-
cocted this pottage, he can’t
begin to grapple with which
are causes and which are ef-
fects, how various pheno
mena connect, what pat-
terns underlie the loss of
confidence and quality in
the schools.

“At 31 years of age,” Cop-
perman’s publisher says of
him, “he is a child of the very
educational system that he is
criticizing” That education-
al system, as demonstrated
by Christopher Jencks in a
recent article in Working
Papers, is one which still can
teach truly basic skills: the
mechanics of reading, spell-
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ing, punctuation, and com-
putation. Basic literacy has,
in fact, improved on most
standardized tests. Scores
begin to fall behind only
after fourth or fifth grade,
when students must begin to
master the more complex
skills of making inferences
and writing coherently, and
to use these more sophisti-
cated skills in reading wide-
ly and making sense of their
own experience.

This is exactly where
Copperman falls down. He
sees the antiwar movement
and the popularity of televi-
sion and classroom fads and
permissive attitudes as sim-
ply disparate pieces of bad
luck that just happened to

hit the schools. He has no
feel for the history of Ameri-
can -education, the trad-
itional unspoken contract

between community and

school, the kinds of cultural
accommodations that used
to make schools work. As
Jencks points out, teach-
ers—as colonial administra-
tors—have always made ac-
commodations to keep the
natives happy. Before the
sixties, “bread and circuses”
were often used, but under-
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Learning to read at the Park School of Oakland, California . . .

lying these accommodations
was a basic shared assump-
tion that there were bodies
of knowledge worth teach-
ing and worth learning.
This is not to say that all
the Miss Grundys (Copper-
man’s name for good old-
fashioned teachers) were
scholars or people filled
with enthusiasm for the joys
of learning. Some Miss
Grundys (and this reviewer
was lucky enough to have
more than her share) truly
did love Jane Austen’snovels
or Latin figures of speech or
geometry. Most didn’t, but
they did at least have a firm
—if unexamined—commit-
ment that somehow it was

important to pass certain

pieces of knowledge on to
the next generation, even if

it meant squeezing all the

passion out of poetry or the
lively mental play out of
numbers.

But in the sixties a num-
ber of things happened. The
kids were going to school in
a world were a lot of eternal
truths—America fights in
just wars, the President can
be trusted, adults know
what they’re doing—were
being unmasked as frauds.

If the rhetoric about govern-
ment and the good life was
hollow, maybe the courses
that seemed boring and
pointless really were boring
and pointless. And for the
first time, a lot of people
students had been trained to
respect—people who taught
at universities and wrote
books and had credentials—
were backing up the stu-
dents’ claims about the va-
cuity of school.

When the students asked
for “relevance” and honesty,
the school people did what
they’d always done. They
tried, within limits, to give
the kids what they wanted.
But since most of the Miss
Grundys didn’t really be-

lieve in their souls that
Shakespeare could be rele-
vant or civics pleasurable,
they abandoned them total-
ly in favor of what was a
sure bet to amuse or excite. I
recall in 1970 sitting as a
consultant at a National
Council of Teachers of Eng-
lish seminar on making liter-
ature relevant for high
school students. The talk
was about replacing Milton
and Donne with the lyrics of
the Beatles, the lyrics of

Simon and Garfunkel, hell,
the lyrics of the Monkees.
There was talk about light
shows and psychedelic ex-
periences. When I asked if
there was anyone present
who loved the novels of
Thomas Hardy and believed
enough in their importance
in English literature that he
would risk teaching them in
the face of student opposi-
tion, there was silence.
These teachers had taught
Silas Marner and Moby Dick
without ever establishing
their own standards. Now,
they were willing to replace
what they saw as a tedious
set of staples with a sexier
set. Out with Silas Marner;
in with Bob Dylan. Out with

LESLEE J. NEWMAN

diagramming sentences; in
with “Magic Circle” ses-
sions. If one didn’t know (or
care) that one piece of litera-
ture had more value than
another, it didn’t matter
what one taught. :

Copperman has no sense
of this failure of nerve, as his
ideas for turning the schools
around suggest. He calls—
without any consciousness
of the cultural or political
realities—for a massive pub-
lic relations campaign as a

S

starter, then better teach-
ers, better principals, and
stronger and more indepen-
derit local school boards (a
particularly amusing sug-
gestion in California, where
Proposition 13 has summar-
ily eliminated any vestiges of
local control). He also urges
the elimination of state and

vention in the schools, and

pleads for the end of due

process and any other
legally-won rights for stu-
dents. He also supports
some already popular move-
ments in education: courses
in “parent training,” profi-
ciency testing for the attain-
ment of a high school diplo-
ma, and the “fundamental”
alternative schools existing
within the public sector.
But none of this gets at
underlying causes, which

federal bureaucratic} inter-

Copperman fails to discern.
A good teacher is not just
one who can impart the
mechanics of reading. A
good teacher, finally, must
—as Jencks points out—
convince students

that knowledge is really worth
acquiring and that systematic
rigorous thought is superior to
intuition . . . For thisto happen,

.« . a private elementary school co-founded by reviewer Diane Divoky.

teachers must themselves be-
lieve in the <value .of careful
thought; reasoned argument,
and systematic evidence. They
must reject the kind of mindless
relativism that assumes one idea
is as good as another if the ad-
vocates on both sides are equal-

ly committed to their positions.

They must also value knowl-
edge and experience, and must
convey to students that a large
vocabulary is better than a
small one, that War and Peace

- tells us more about life than

Love Story, that astronomy is a

monument to human imagina-
tion while astrology is a fraud.

Twenty years ago teach-
ers who had never read War
and Peace or delighted in a
problem of logic could still
turn for their authority to an
external framework of legit-
imacy. Now, left to their
own resources and commit-
ment, many seem as con-

fused and mindless as the
Paul Coppermans they’ve
recently produced. ’

Diane Divoky is a staff writer
for Learning magazine and a
contributing editor of Inguiry.
Her books include How Old
Will You Be in 19842, an anthol-
ogy drawn from the “under-
ground” high school newspa-
pers of the 1960s, and The
Myth of the Hyperactive Child,
written with her husband, Peter
Schrag.

Utopia in 1984

JOSEPH R. PEDEN

The Napoleon of Notting
Hill, by G.K. Cbhesterton.
Paulist Press, $3.95 paper.

THE REPUBLICATION
of a novel seventy-four years
after its first appearance sug-
gests that it may either have
fallen into the hands of the
academicians, who find its
obscurity grist for their schol-
arly mills, or it may well be on
its way to becoming a peren-
nial popular favorite, a gen-
uine classic work of imagina-
tion. Although Chesterton
died forty years ago, no less
than 18 of his works remain
in print in some thirty edi-
tions. Yet he can still not be
said to have attracted the at-
tention of the academic es-
tablishment. He was too
much of an outsider even in
his own lifetime to win such
favor. He was considered a
notorious eccentric of the
wrong kind. He was deeply
Christian in a pagan intellec-
tual world. He was anti-
imperialist in the heyday of
British imperial sway. He
loved city life in an age when
architects and social plan-

‘mers were trying to create

“garden cities” and subur-
banize townsmen. He bold-
ly attacked both socialism
and corporate liberal capi-
talism as inimical to the
freedom and dignity of the
human person. He was a
populist who put his faith in
the cunning intelligence of
the humble man, rather than
in the detached brilliance of
the technocratic elites. He
was a natural democrat who
found mass man absurd and
terrifying.

The Napoleon of Notting
Hill is a fantasy. It is about
the rise¢ and fall of a utopia.
It is very serious and wildly
humorous. It is a spirited re-
ply to the scientific and so-
cialist utopias of H.G. Wells
and G.B. Shaw. It is set
eighty years in the future, in
the year 1984 to be precise.
And, contrary to what might
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be expected, Chesterton as-
sures us, London is almost
exactly as what it was eighty
years earlier. How can this
be? Because the people have
cheated the prophets of the
twentieth century!

But if the scenery of Lon-
don is much the same, with
gaslights and hansom cabs,
horses and motor cars jug-
gling through its foggy
streets, modern man has be-
come even duller than his

Only the Court Journal has
survived to publish royal
decrees.

Into this spiritless, smug,
dispassionate, colorless, or-
derly world comes the unex-
pected—the election by
chance of one Auberon
Quin as King of England.
Quin is a freak, an eccentric,
even possibly a madman.
He is driven in all circum-
stances to see the humor in

everything around him. He

Y

. G.K. Chesterton

Victorian predecessor. Dull
in clothing, dull in spirit,
dull in imagination, dull in
wit, dull even in vice. “Ra-
tionality” has conquered all.
Lack of passion, wit, or am-
bition has all but eliminated
the unexpected from the
daily pattern of life. “Ra-
tionality,” and the pre-
eminence of “the public in-
terest” in dictating all
choices for action, have be-
come so routine that Parlia-
ment has withered away,
leaving public affairs to the
bureaucrats. Exceptional
decisions are now made
solely by the King, and he is
selected like a juryman, by
rotation from a census list-
ing. The babble of the press
has died out for want of
conflicting viewpoints."
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1is incapable, after a chance

vision, of ever being serious
again about anything except
playing jokes on his sober,
serious, dull, but beloved
fellow humans. When he
has been raised to royal es-
tate, his friends plead with
him to be serious, to “re-
spect the public interest,’
and subordinate his frivolity
toitsneeds. Quin (and Ches-

terton) lashes back angrily: -

“Did Herbert Spencer ever
convince you—did he ever con-
vince anybody—did he ever for
one mad moment convince
himself—that it must be to the
interest of the individual to feel
a public spirit? . . . Herbert
Spencer refrained from theft for
the same reason that he re-
frained from wearing feathers
in his hair, because he was an

English gentleman with differ-

ent tastes. He liked philosophy.
I'like art. He liked writing ten
books on the nature of human
society. I like to see the Lord
Chamberlain walk in front of
me with a piece of paper pinned
to his coat-tails. It is my hu-
mour. Are you answered? At
any rate I have spoken my last
serious word today, and my last
serious word I trust for the re-
mainder of my life in this Para-
dise of Fools.”

In pursuing his own indi-
vidualistic humour, Quin
chances to meet aboy, Adam
Wayne, who is playing King
of the Hill, in this case on
Notting Hill, a neighbor-
bood not too far from his
royal palace at Kensington.
Admiring the child’s stal-
wart defense of his turf, the
King is inspired to issue a
Charter of Liberties, restor-
ing to the old neighborhoods
of London their municipal
freedoms as in the middle
ages, with self government
under their own Provosts,
with walls, gates and a mi-
litia, colorful uniforms, he-
raldic ensigns and coats of
arms, and a distinctive
“gathering cry” The nui-
sance of medieval gowns,
chivalric ceremony, and out-
landishly colorful garb and
decorations annoys or
amuses the King’s subjects,
but so long as it is not taken

+ too seriously, it is tolerable.

But in time, one of the
provosts, the now adult
Adam Wayne of Notting
Hill, takes the Charter of
Liberties with the utmost
seriousness, and inspires his
Notting Hill people to de-
fend their liberty against the
encroachment of a modern
motor expressway which
threatens to destroy the in-
tegrity of their municipal re-
public. The sheer irrational-
ity of their resistance to the
“public interest” revolution-
izes the whole society, lifting
it beyond its traditional pas-
sivity in the face of rationali-
ty, science, and utilitarian-
ism. The great war between
the League of Citiesand Not-
ting Hill, the transformation
of all by the “terrible beauty”
of the resort to the sword,
and the ultimate justification

of it all—like Athens and
Nazareth, Notting Hill
changes the ways of the
world—all these are won-
derfully worked out in the
rest of the novel.
Chesterton’s re-creation
of a medieval social atmo-
sphere serves to express his
profound individualism, his
belief that men are truly hu-
man only when passionately
feeling themselves vitally
committed to some great

ideal, prepared to die for it .

if necessary—irrational per-
haps but necessary to affirm
their true nature. The tri-
umph of the human spirit,
which is at the same time
profoundly serious and pro-
foundly humorous, is his
theme. Laughter and love
are the twin essences of the
whole Man, who will never
succumb to the deadly dull-
ness of the rational scientis-
tic social order of other
utopians.

The remarkable reception
of the fantasies of J.R.R.
Tolkien by American youth
underlines the correctness of
Chesterton’s optimism. In-
deed, Tolkien, also a deeply
Christian fantasist, has tak-
en Chesterton’s literary de-
vice of a restored medieval
world to delve eéven more
deeply into the realm of the
human spirit. Just as Tol-
kien’s Frodo lives, Chester-
ton ends his fantasy with the
unexpected survival of
Adam Wayne and the endur-
ing spirit of Notting Hill, a
legacy of hope and inspira-
tion for our darkish times.

Chesterton’s brilliant lit-
erary style, his sense of the
paradoxical closeness of the
sublime and ridiculous, his
fertile imagination, and the
clear impact of his fantasy on
such writers as C.S. Lewis
and J.R.R. Tolkien, and of
his socialideason E.F. Schu-
macher and IvanIllich, make
this classic novel worthy of
our acquaintance.

Joseph R. Peden is presently
on sabbatical leave from
Baruch College of the City
University of New York,
where he teaches history.

SE, science,
and capitalism

KARREN
EDWARDS

Future Perfect: American
Science Fiction of the Nine-
teenth Century (Revised
Edition), by H. Bruce
Franklin. Oxford Universi-
ty Press, 404 pp., $4.95 pb

WHEN H. BRUCE
Franklin published the first
edition of Future Perfect in
1966, he was working in
an almost unexplored
field, the critical examina-
tion of science fiction as
literature. Except for
Kingsley Amis’s New Maps
of Hell and several
volumes of the scholarly
journal Extrapolation,
writings about science fic-
tion were largely limited to
biographical studies and a
few histories. But by 1978,
when Franklin published
his revised second edition
of Future Perfect, literally
bookshelves full of critical
examinations of science
fiction had appeared, high
schools and colleges had
begun offering courses in
science fiction, and theme-
related  anthologies . of
science fiction short stores
with critical prefaces had
become commonplace. In
addition, between 1966
and 1978, readers have
witnessed the publication
of much science fiction
which is unquestionably
literature: . Samuel R.
Delany’s Dhalgren, Ursula
Le Guin’s The Dispossess-
ed, Roger Zelazny’s Lord
of Light, Frederick Pohl’s
Gateway—the list is
lengthy. How has Frank-
lin’s book fared in this ex-
panded competition?

Karren Edwards has taught
courses in science fiction as
literature at both the high
school and college level. She is
currently doing graduate
work at the University of
Houston.

Franklin has undertaken
a most ambitious project in
his book, by attempting to
prove two large and unique
hypotheses: that science
fiction is “somewhere near
the center of nineteenth-
century American litera-
ture,” and that it “provide[s]
insights into nineteenth-
century America, into the
history of science and its
relations to society, into the
significance of fiction itself,
and into the predictions, ex-
pectations, and fantasies of
the present.”

It may reasonably be
doubted whether Franklin
actually manages to ex-
amine all these insights in
sufficient detail in Future
Perfect, but certain of them
he discusses persuasively
and at length. Why should

it never have occurred to

anyone before that it is-

science fiction which dealt
most directly and, after its
own fashion, most realist-
ically, with the principal fact
of nineteenth-century Amer-
ican life?—that is, the indus-
trial revolution and the hey-
day of (relatively) free mar-
ket capitalism? The emo-
tionless man of science, the
marvellous invention, the

"development of automa-

tion: —all these ideas ap-
pear again and again in the
fiction of all the “major”
nineteenth-century Ameri-
can writers: Hawthorne,
Poe, Melville, Twain.
Now forgotten writers like
Frederick Jessup Stimson
(1855-1943) fictionalized
the common nineteenth-
century notion that capital-
ism would usher in the mil-
lennium. And turn of the
century writers like Jack
London lent artistic form
to the then newly current
idea that capitalism must
eventually give way to a
workers’ state.

Franklin describes Lon-
don as “virtually obsessed
with a sense of himself as a
proletarian intellectual, re-
jected and disdained by the
rulers of American society,
out to prove that he is even
more intelligent than the

capitalist class that regards
him as a mere beast of la-
bor.” He notes that “sever-
al of London’s science-
fiction works deal with the
struggle between the capi-
talist class, trying to
establish a fascist oligar-
chy, and the proletariat,
striving for socialism.” At
the same time, Franklin
notes, there is the elitist
London, with his “self-
avowed destiny as a Niet-
zchean ‘blond beast’” and
his streak of ‘“blatant
racism”. Altogether, he
writes, like many intellec-
tuals in that period of
political and intellectual
ferment, London espoused
“an uneasy amalgamation
of the most contradictory
social and scientific ideas.”
Franklin is no impartial
observer of social ideas, of
course. He was fired from
a tenured position in the
Stanford University De-
partment of English during
the 1960s because of his
ultra leftwing stance on the
war and his activities as a
champion of campus mili-
tants. He reveals in his
brief discussion of Ursula
K. LeGuin that he consid-
ers “anarchism” merely
another name for “non-
authoritarian commun-
ism.” The Dispossessed, he
explains, is “a utopia based
on anarchism” which
“challenges thinly veiled
caricatures of a capitalist
American dictatorship and
a bureaucratic Soviet dic-
tatorship, all as part of . . .
[an] epic of emerging
comradeship among the
peoples of the inhabited
worlds of the universe.”
Franklin is not only a
communist; he’s also
something of an optimist.
In the original edition of
Future Perfect, he sug-
gested that the dominant
vision of American science
fiction had been ecstatic
rather than apocalyptic,
had reflected a predomi-
nant American confidence
in the power of technology
and the free market to
remake the world. But he

also saw a trend toward
pessimism in post-World

- War II science fiction:

“Since the European and
American empires, long
ruling the world through
their vast technological
superiority, [are disin-
tegrating] before mighty
forces, fiction in the cap-
italist world has become a
primary form of the
doomsday imagination.”

In the new edition,
which includes discussion
of the science fiction of the
late 1960s and early
1970s, Franklin sees a re-
turn to greater optimism in
the genre. And he sees the
genre itself as having
reclaimed its birthright as
“the principal non-realistic
imaginative mode of our
historical epoch.”

But Future Perfect is an
anthology of short stories,
not a critical treatise. It
brings together represen-
tative science fiction by
Hawthorne, Poe, Melville,
London, Ambrose Bierce,
Edward Bellamy, Wash-
ington Irving, and Mark
Twain, along with works
by lesser-known authors,
such as “The Monarch of
Dreams’ by Thomas
Wentworth Higginson and
the memorable “The Dia-
mond Lens” by Fitz-James

‘O’Brien. Franklin has de-

leted one story and added
two for the new revised
edition, replacing “Was He
Dead?” by Silas W. Mitch-
ell; a verbose and slow-
moving work, with Jack
London’s “A Thousand
Deaths”—a much better
story, for all that it serves
rather poorly to illustrate
Franklin’s aforementioned
concept of London as a con-
fused polemicist or con-
tradictory ideas. The sec-
ond new story is “Men of
the Moon” by Washington
Irving, whose classic “Rip
Van Winkle” Franklin calls
the archetypal time travel
story.

Consistent with his
belief that science fiction is
indisputably a serious
literary genre, Franklin sub-
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jects each of these stories to
close critical examina-
tion. His explication of the
sexual symbolism in the
writing of Melville, al-
though certainly not u-
nique per se, is a milestone
in the discussion of Mel-
ville’s science fiction. His
preface to each author also
includes relevant biograph-
ical material and informa-
tion about the philosophi-
cal and psychological
characters of the authors.
Oddly, in the midst of all
this scholarship, there is no
bibliography. And this is
unfortunate not only for
the scholar, but for the
general reader as well. The
stories Franklin has chosen
whet the reader’s appetite
for more of the same from
the same era. But story
sources are cited only by
author and title, and with
such limited information
they would be difficult for
the average reader to lo-
cate. In addition, in his sec-
tions of prefatory com-

ment, Franklin offers nu-
merous tantalizing titles
and descriptions of works
by a great variety of
nineteenth-century au-
thors. While limitations of
space obviously preclude
the inclusion of these selec-
tions, bibliographical in
formation would make
them more readily avail-
able to the reader who,
through reading this ex-
tremely informative and
entertaining volume, has
decided to read further.
On the whole, Franklin
has selected and edited a re-
markably complete cross-

section of nineteenth-

century American science
fiction. His comments are
insightful and thought-
provoking. And the persua-
siveness of his argument
that science fiction is in the
mainstream of American lit-
erature is enough alone to
make Future Perfect an
essential work for any seri-
ous reader of the genre. As
Franklin puts it, America is

an especially fertile ground
for science fiction, “because
it is a nation that originated
in conquest by alien beings
who voyaged here from
another world.”

Sherlock
Holmes teaches
€conomics

MARSHALLE.
SCHWARTZ

Murder at the Margin, by
Marshall Jevons. Thomas
Horton and Daughters, 168
pp., $7.95.

MILTON FRIEDMAN AS
the hero of a detective novel?
Well, after murder mysteries
featuring a priest (G.K.
Chesterton’s Father Brown),
a rabbi (Harry Kemmel-
man’s Rabbi David Small),
an orchid-raising gourmet
(Rex Stout’s Nero Wolfe),
and a spinster (Agatha

Christie’s Miss Marple), why

not: an economics professor ?

The concept becomes
even more delightful for a
libertarian when you discov-
er that the hero is a true be-
liever in the free market—he
even makes a special visit to
a public market during his
Virgin Islands vacation just
“to observe firsthand the
market behavior” We are
presented with concise dis-
cussions of such esoterica as
Say’s Law, arbitrage, and the
economic explanation of the
Prisoner’s Dilemma. And, as
expected, the professor
solves both murdersthrough
the application of basic prin-
ciples of economic behavior.

Top all this off with the
fact that Professor Henry
Spearman of Harvard is
even a physical duplicate of
Milton Friedman of Chicago
and you can’t doubt that
author Marshall Jevons has
come up with a marvelous
idea.

It’s just too bad Jevons the
mystery writer isn’t even half
as good as Jevons the econ-
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omist (past or present).
Yes, Murder at the Margin

- hassomelovely touches, like

Spearman’s economic defi-
nition of love as “interdepen-
dent utility functions” And
the author has chosen an ex-
otic tropical setting for his
book which he seems to
know as well as we know our
bedrooms. The trouble is
that Jevons seems to know
alot more about St. Thomas
and about economics than
about what makes a detec-
tive novel work: people and
plot. As a result, the back-
ground is almost over-
drawn, too detailed, while
the characters—with only
the partial exception of
Spearman himself—are
barely one-dimensional cari-
catures. And the plot suffers
from two major defects:
First, although sufficient
clues are strewn among the
red herrings to give a keen
observer a chance to figure
out who did it, we are given
not a clue to the motive until
after the murderers are re-
vealed. Second, any con-
noisseur of detective-
adventure tales cringes at
cop-outs whereby the hero is
saved through an act of na-

.ture. What makes it almost

treasonous in this instance is
that the agent that delivers
Spearman from death at the
hands of one of the murder-
ers is a collectivist horde—
an army of red ants!

Jevons populates his tale
with heavy-handed stereo-
types: an egotistic, arch-
conservative Supreme Court
justice from the Midwest; a
ramrod, spit-and-polish, re-
tired general; a pair of mili-
tant black nationalists; the
usual semi-competent local
cop; a young, know-it-all
heir who continually makes
an ass of himself; and a pop
theologian, also from Har-
vard, expostulating grandly
on his theories of “contex-
tual morality.”

If you take Murder at the
Margin not as a detective
novel, but as an offbeat in-
troduction to laissez-faire
economics, the book does
have something to offer. To

a libertarian, it has to be
gratifying to read a passage
like the following one in a
work offiction: »

The thought struck Spear-
man that the proverbial visitor
from Mars, if told that our
world was divided into two
kinds of economies, unplanned
and centrally planned, would
doubtlesshave thought the Cruz
Bay dock represented remark-
able planning. Every item
seemed to be matched with
someone who wanted it. And
yet the neat meshing of wants

with goods was brought about
entirely through the operation
of what Adam Smith had
dubbed that “simple and ob-
vious system of natural liberty.”
It was one of the paradoxes of
economic theory, and, Spear-
man believed, one of its greatest
discoveries, that the most order-
ly economies were the least
planned.

Unfortunately, Jevons’s
analysis of people does not
display such clarity. .

One final note: The only
blurb on the dust jacket

. comes from economist Paul

Samuelson, who observes,
“At last a new kind of mas-
termind—a national ‘homo-
economicus’ and libertar-
ian. If Henry Spearman had
not existed, God would have
had to invent him. Marshall
Jevons did, to his readers’
benefit” Evidently, Samuel-
son’s analysis of detective
fiction is on a par with his
economic analysis.

Marshall Schwartz is a freelance
journalist in San Francisco.
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On View

“Ships” up—
“Rings”watered
down

CHUCK WALSH

AN ARGUMENT, HOW-
ever flimsy, can probably be
made in favor of animation
astheideal form for peddling
a political point of view at
the movies. Polemicizing is
somehow more tolerable to
most when mouthed by the
likes of Elmer Fudd or Daffy
Duck. The satirical genius of
Jonathan Swift wasmade ac-
ceptable to a much larger
publicby animated hordes of
miniscule Lilliputians climb-
ing all over poor Gulliver.
Disney’s Bambi may have
been the film that got such a
hammerlock on the psyches
of pre-pubescent environ-
mentalists that it ultimately
spawned the Sierra Clubs of
the world. Many have ar-
gued that Lewis Carroll’s
Alice and her hallucinogenic
adventures in Wonderland,
once they appeared on the
screen, had a profound influ-
ence on the nation’s youth,
even contributing to traffic
in “dangerous drugs. If so,
then most of today’s FAA
and CABregulations can un-
questionably be traced to the
erratic flight patterns of
Dumbo. And anyone so
dense as to miss the conspic-
uous parallel between Water-
gate and Pinocchio is due for
a_cartoon feature refresher
course: The Three Little Pigs
made a strong statement in
favor of the “work ethic”;
Tramp and his Lady made a
pitch for egalitarianism;
Papa Bear was a confirmed
fascist; Snow White and
Cinderellawere sexists; . . . .
and all’s up to date, if not
“well’”, with the world.

The above inventory of
absolute nonsense, seems,
unfortunately, to have some
subscribers, and this eager-

-ness on the part of animated

THE LIBERTARIAN REVIEW

movie audiences to con
themselves, may, in part, ex-
plain the current renaissance

of animation in films, and

the coincidental, but not ac-
cidental, release of two of

them, almost simultaneously.

The evolution has been an
odd one. Uncomplicated an-
imated features were once
created to entertain kids
(and adults with equally un-
complicated tastes). But as
animation grew progressive-
ly more expensive to pro-
duce, its audience grew
smaller; and eventually ani-
mated features virtually dis-
appeared from the screen.
Then anew generationredis-
covered the old stuff, yanked
it out of the archives and re-
released it. “Get stoned and
see Fantasia” practically be-
came a rallying cry. All the
spastic little animals and
dwarves were exhumed, and
their escapades were en-
dowed with new meaning.
Suddenly there was again a
market for tiny, prancing
fantasy figures. If movie go-
ers were prepared to fall in

Gollum cpld by the power of the Ring in The Lord of the Rings.

love with 30 year old Disney
pictures, and to bestow on
them a social significance
they were never meant to
possess, then there were
bound to be aspiring new
film animators hovering in
the wings, readyto crank out
batches of contemporary,
colorful, and often “off-
color)” animated facsimiles
laden with the kind of super-
ficial social commentary
that seemed to be so much in
demand. Ralph Bakshi got
the trend rolling about 6
years ago with the first of his
“X” and “R” rated Fritz the
Cat series, and now he has,
at last, worked his way to
the “big-time” with a high-
budget spectacular—an epic
version of selected segments
from J.R.R. Tolkien’s classic
trilogy, The Lord Of The
Rings.

Bakshi has, for the first
time, been forced to finally
deal with source material
which actually has some-
thing to say, but he and his
collaborators apparently be-
came so engrossed in pio-

neering revolutionary new
animation technology, com-
bining live-action and art
work, that they lost sight of
their objectives. (Actually
the technology itself is not
revolutionary, but at least
forty years old; what Bakshi
pioneersisitsuse. Heuses his
old techniques more elabo-
rately and more extensively
than ever before, and the re-
sult is a motion picture un-
like any which has preceded
it.) In Lord Of The Rings we
are bewildered by flashy
sight and sound and left in a
state of confusion.

And this is unfortunate,
because Tolkien’s original
story, though complex in the
number of characters and
the intricacies of its plot, is
essentially simple: The world
of MiddleEarth enjoys peace
and liberty until an evil des-
pot named Sauron arises in
the East and re-establishes
his kingdom in the land of
Mordor. an almost uninhab-
itable waste ringed by volca-
noes. The only thing which

_prevents Sauron from ex-

tending his dominion over
all of Middle Earth is the
absence from his realm of the
Ring of Power, which he lost
during an earlier war with
the forces of good. Through
a complicated chain of cir-
cumstances, this Ring comes
into the possession of Frodo
Baggins, a Hobbit (which
means, roughly, a little man
with furry feet who livesin a
hole in the ground) from a
part of Middle Earth called
the Shire (which strongly re-
sembles a sentimental, pas-
toral portrait of England).
Frodo sets out, with a band
of companions—hobbits,
elves, dwarves, men, and a
wizard named Gandalf—to
save Middle Earth. by de-
stroying the Ring in the only
way possible: by returning it
tothevolcanicfirein which it
was originally forged. Saur-

on, of course, seeks to abort

this mission. He dispatches
his agents—orcs, Black Rid-
ers, and an evil wizard
named Saruman—to inter-
cept Frodo and his friends
and retrieve the Ring.
Tolkien stretched this sto-
ry over three hefty volumes
(four if you count The Hob-
bit, whose story is retold in
four pages of the prologue to
the first volume of The Lord
of the Rings). Bakshi calls his
animated adaptation “PartI”
(everywhere butintheadver-
tising), but he leaves out
much from the first volume
of the trilogy, and includes
much from the second vol-
ume, like the oldest living
things in Middle Earth, the
slowmoving rootless treefolk
called the Ents. The Great
War of the Ring is recreated
on film in all its bloody maj-
esty. The Ring itself still pro-
vides mastery over all living
things, but its evil inevitably
corrupts all who attempt to
use it. The analogies which
have enthralled readers of
every political persuasion re-
main as ominous as ever, but
inthe picture, become obfus-
cated by the fancy footwork
of Bakshi’s startling anima-
tion techniques. Commen-
tary on the corruption of
power becomes secondary,

and at times vanishes entire-
ly, in a garish cinematic
“light-show.”

The filmmakers do man-
age at times to inspire fear
for the safety of hapless little
Frodo and his comrades. We
hope their quest will prove

“Unlike The Lord of the Rings, Watership Down survives beautifully the transition from printed page

to film”
successful, and that the
magic ring with the spell will
be returned to the fire from
whence it came. We root for
the spunky little fellows
who are pursued by all man-
ner of diabolical forces try-

ing to “do them in” It’s ex-
actly the kind of menace

Ralph Bakshi is best at creat-
ing. But even in the original
novel form, Lord of the
Rings wasn’t the easiest sto-
ry to follow. Now, on the
screen, the Tolkien adven-

" tures in Middle Earth have

been transformed into a

convoluted, disjointed, in-

comprehensible mish-mosh.
The movie, while technical-
ly impressive, is, sadly, de-
void of all the whimsy,
charm and character that
has, for decades, endeared
the “Fellowship” tales to
millions of readers.

The other anthropomor-
phic fiction to make its way
to the screen for the holidays
is far and away the better of
the two. Like Lord of the
Rings, Richard Adams’s al-
legorical tale of migrating

bunny rabbits, Watership
Down, chronicles an epic
journey. But, unlike Rings,
Watership survives beauti-
fully the transition from
printed page to film.

Less dramatic in scope
and visual razzle-dazzle

Watership Down has the

good sense to concentrate
on fundamentals such as

character development, sto-
ry line, structure, talented
voices to speak the roles—
all those things that, ideally,

go unnoticed, but ifhandled

properly, do what is most
important: sustain an audi-
ence’s interest. And, if there
happens to be (as there is in
this case) the collateral ad-
vantage of making us think,
then so much the better.

Should anyone past the
age of 12 be unfamiliar with
Watership Down, the story
is another simple one, about
a warren of British rabbits
driven from their cozy holes
in the ground by the en-
croachment of man and his
bulldozing onslaught of
housing developments. Wa-
tership is a tale of flight,
dignity, violence and seren-
ity—at once pastoral and
frightening.

And the odyssey of Ad-
ams’s bunnies gets its points
across, all of them “Progress
and survival are constantly

in conflict” That’s one of
them. “Independence and
‘The Free Spirit’, by defini-
tion, demand courage and
acts of heroism to endure”
That’s another. Watership
Downpreachesa philosophy
of survival, not so much of

the “fittest”, as of the

“noblest”.
Thereisamarvelousirony

to this holiday season box-

“office battle of the anima-

tors. The Lord Of The Rings
strives hardest and succeeds
only in visually overwhelm-
ing its viewers. Watership
Down gently tells its story,
and not only succeeds, but
inspires. The powerful im-
agery of Lord Of The Rings
on the screen is humbled by
the simple enthusiasm, sin-
cerity and lovability of those
furry little creatures from
Watership Down.

In this animated contest of
the Hobbits versus the rab-

_bits, the rabbits definitely

habit. d

Chuck Walsh is film critic for
KHJ-TV and KABC Radio in
Los Angeles. His ten years in
Hollywood have also included
stints as film and theatre critic
for KNBC-TV and KFWB Ra-
dio, and freelance assignments
as film critic and film industry
commentator for a number of
periodicals, including Los Ange-
les magazine and Variety.
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BOOKS

READ THE HOTTEST
BOOK IN THE TAX RE-

VOLT MOVEMENT. The.

Biggest Con: How the. Govern-
ment is Fleecing You, by Irwin
Schiff. “A blockbuster”—John
Chamberlain. Send $6.45 to
Freedom Books, P.O. Box
5303-A, Hamden, CT 06518.

SURVIVAL/COMBAT/
Self-Defense / Wilderness Liv-
ing/ Guerrilla Warfare . . .
Books/Manuals . . . Catalog
$1.00 . . . Ken Hale (LR-100),
McDonald, Ohio 44437.

PAUL GOODMAN'S political,,
psychological and literary es-
says. $11.95 each, hardbound;
or $32 for the set of 3. From
Bellows Distribution, P.O. Box
782, Rochester, MN 55901.

UNTIL NOW, NO AUTHOR
HAS DARED TO CHAL-
LENGE THIS ASPECT OF
YOUR SELF-DESTRUCTIVE
BELIEFS. Dr. Walter Block
demonstrates how you pay a
burdensome economic and
emotional price by not defend-
ing such victims as the pimp,
prostitute, drug pusher, slan-
derer, slumlord, profiteer, loan
shark and scab. Now his book,
“Defending the Undefendable,”
has itself become a victim. Al-
though this intellectual adven-
ture has received rave reviews
from Hayek, Szasz, Hazlitt,

Rothbard, Hospers, Nozick,
and MacBride, it has been vir-
tually banned by the nation’s
bookstores as too controver-
sial. So order your hardcover
copy directly from the publish-
er. $9.95. 3 week money-back
guarantee. Or send for free bro-
chure. Fleet Press, P.O. Box 21,
Brooklyn, N.Y. 11235.

LIBERTARIAN
ANNOUNCEMENTS

LIBERTARIANS AND IM-
MORTALISTS! I desperately
need ALL your personal and
group assistance for financial
assistance for Liberation of
$10,000 to meet this need. Ap-
preciate Small and Large Dona-
tions, Tax Deductible if de-
sired. Send to: R. Rene Johnson

c/o Mr. B. Nangle Atty., 226 -

So. Meramec-Suite 204, Clay-
ton, Mo. 63105.

THOUGHT FOR TODAY—
Man is least himself when he
talks in his own person. Give
him a mask and he will tell the
truth.—Oscar Wilde.

DEMONSTRATIONS TO BE
HELD AT 50 Federal Reserve
Branches by libertarian and
religious libertarian coalition
on Dec. 23rd, (FR’s B-day). For

_information and instructions,

send one dollar to: Stephen Tao
El-Maleh, P.O. Box 777,
Cooper Station P.O., New York
City, New York 10003.

MONTREAL WILL HOST
the largest libertarian conven-
tion ever held in Canadian his-
tory this February (Washing-

“ton’s birthday weekend). Tour

of Montreal included. Inquire
today. Le Parti Libertaire du
Quebec, Box 146, Brossard,
Quebec.

"BUSINESS

OPPORTUNITIES

UNLIMITED HOME EARN-
INGS—Addressing envelopes.
Rush 25¢ and stamped, ad-
dressed envelope to EJ. Diehl,
Box 504, Glen Ellyn, IL 60137.

BUSINESS OPPORTUNITY.
HIGH POTENTIAL EARN-
INGS, stuffing envelopes—
details—Stamped addressed en-

velopes. Fortini’s, P. O. Box:

604, Glen Ellyn, IL 60137.

AUTO DAMAGE APPRAIS-
ER: New York or Boston areas;
college; no experience; honest,
energetic, mechanically inclin-
ed with capacity for detail. In-
centive compensation 10K-25K
first year. Send resume:

.DUNN, 12415 Euclid Avenue,

Cleveland, Ohio 44106.

GET THE EDUCATION JOB
you want! Teachers, ad-
ministrators write for school,
college openings USA and

. abroad. “Instant Alert” notifies

you of openings in your field.
Instant Alert-R, 15 Orchard
Street, Wellesley Hills,
Massachusetts 02181. !

$5.95; leading placement
sources USA $3.95; abroad
$4.95. EISR, Box 662, New-
ton, Massachusetts 02162.

» PERIODICALS
- PHILOLOGOS—Private
newsletter of libertarian com-
mentary and satirical specula-

tion. Sample $.50, 12 issues
$5.00. OEHILR2, Box 2586,
Tallahassee, FL 32304.

THE VINEYARD: Weekly
publication of the American
Orthodox, a true Christian Lib-
ertarian viewpoint. $1.00 for a
sample copy. $10.00 for the
year. P.O. Box 618, Lake
Worth, FL 33460.

MOVEMENT OF THE LIB-
ERTARIAN LEFT. For most
radical activists. Introductory
pamphlet ard sample newslet-
ter, STRATEGY, for $1. Order
from New Libertarian Enter-
prises, Box 1748, Long Beach,
CA 90801.

LIVE AND LET LIVE is our
religious doctrine and the name
of our newsletter. Free sample
issues available. Write Church
of Eternal Life & Liberty, Box
622, Southfield, MI 48037.

ROCKY MOUNTAIN EM-
PLOYMENT NEWSLET-
TER!! Colorado, Idaho, Mon-
tana, Wyoming! Free details . . .
Intermountain-4D, 3506,
Birch, Cheyenne, Wyoming
82001. .

GOLD, CURRENCIES,
STOCKS. Do you know the
best time to buy/sell? Sample
issue $1. Balkan Investment Re-
port, Suite 1801, 51 Monroe
St., Rockville MD 20805.
Mention LR -for subscription
discount.

'ARE YOU FROM DIXIE?

Read the Southern Libertarian
Messenger, Box 1245, Flor-
ence, SC 29503. $3/yr.

TEACHER-ADMINISTRA-
TOR: There are good teaching,
administrative jobs available.

Current school, college open-
ings list USA, $5.95; abroad

NOTES FROM THE UN-
DERGROUND is the free-for-
all journal of the Underground
Seminar, containing book re-
views, articles, and discussions
on anarchist/libertarian phil-
osophy. Edited by Mike Dunn.
Off the beaten path, anti party-
line, argumentative and explor-
atory. (Also lighthearted!) Soft-

DECEMBER 1978

49



=] HE

LIBERTARIAN REVIEW:
THE BREADTH AND DEPTH
AND EXCITEMENT OF THE.
DYNAMIC LIBERTARIAN
MOVEMENT IS YOURS FOR
ONLY $100 A MONTH

Colloquies with captains of the tax
revolt..insights into America’s inter-
ventionist foreign policy...profiles
of people who are leading the
fight for freedom...new perspec-
tives on familiar questions
about civil liberties and
economic intervention.

PLUS: The damndest
collection of table-
thumping, gut-
grabbing, polemical
libertarian editor-
lals you ever

"""""

read in any
magazine!
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[0 3 Years ($30) Charge card no.
[J Payment enclosed City State Zip

[J Charge me Expiration date
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