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THE ‘“mania of saving worlds,”
wrote Thomas Carlyle, “is itself
a piece of the Eighteenth Century

with its windy sentimentalism.
Let us not follow it too far. For
the saving of the world I will trust
confidently to the Maker of the
world ; and look a little to my own
saving, which I am more compe-
tent to!”1

As individuals we are not, in
any realistic sense, as much a
neighbor to the English clerk in
Fleet Street, or to the Russian
worker in Dnepropetrovsk, or to
the Chinese peasant in Yunnan as
we are to Mr. and Mrs. John Doe
across the way, We all live in the
world, but we do not live for the
world at large except in a way
which is meaningless for all prac-
tical purposes. “They have had a

1 “The Hero as Man of Letters” in
Heroes and Hero Worshkip (Boston,
1902), 203.
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peace meeting here” in Concord,
Henry D. Thoreau wrote to Ralph
Waldo Emerson who was in Eng-
land in November 1847, “and
some men, Deacon Brown at the
head, have signed a long pledge,
swearing that they will ‘treat all
mankind as brothers henceforth.’
I think I shall wait and see how
they treat me first.”

Each of us lives in a community
which has, to be sure, round-the-
world relationships, but which, at
the same time has a hard core of
community relationships trans-
cending in importance those of
any other area. The challenge to
successful living on the Main
Streets of America is greater and
even more exhilarating than is the
call to “Greenland’s icy moun-
tains” or “India’s coral strand.”
In each individual conscience is
found the only true basis for uni-
versality.

“To be of one’s own region, of
one’s corner of the earth,” writes

3
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the Brazilian sociologist, Gilberto
Freyre, “is to be more of a per-
son, a living creature, closer to
reality. One must belong to one’s
own house in order to belong more
intensely to humanity.”? Like
Antaeus of old we renew our
strength every time we touch our
own earth. We will find our best
inspiration in our own reality.
Did not Washington, Jefferson,
Franklin, Lincoln as they worked
and lived in the service of their
nation perform also a service to
mankind in general? In this sense
they can truly be called cosmo-
politan patriots, whose fame en-
dures precisely because they were,
first of all, patriots. Universal
values can have meaning for us all
only within the framework of our
own national realities. The more
intensely we live our American
beliefs the more fully we enrich
the human race.

In international relations volun-
taryism or the free consent of peo-
ples, growing out of the genius
and efforts of each nation, must
remain our principal reliance. Qur
dictates are resented by foreign
peoples, for many of those peo-
ples have traditions and cultures
long antedating ours and they like
their own ways. Our creed of lib-
erty does not authorize us ever to

2 Gilberto Freyre, Regido e Tradicio
(Rio de Janeiro, 1941), 20.
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say to another people: “We know
what is good for you better than

you yourself know, and we are go-

ing to make you do it.” Too many
people think they know what is
good for other people. To assume
all wisdom and all justice is to fall
into a fatal delusion of univer-
sality, if not indeed divinity. It
was Hamlet’s tragedy that he be-
lieved that because the time was
“out of joint” he “was born to set
it right.” Our peccavimus must,
therefore, include the greatest of
2ll sins, blasphemy, or making
ourselves equal with God. Justice
Oliver Wendell Holmes once said
that the first lesson of philosophy
is to learn that one is not God.

The Political Dilemma

Our persistent political dilemma
arises from the fact that while we
assume in our political philosophy
that only the people can say,
through their ballots, what is good
for them they expect their leaders
to tell them what is good for them
and to get it for them. The ideo-
logical battle between John Stuart
Mill and Karl Marx still goes on,
projected with vital meaning into
our present age. It is a conflict

between those who hold that gov-

ernment should do only what in-
dividuals themselves lack the
means to do and those who de-
mand that government assume a
positive role in promoting indi-
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vidual welfare; between those who
would enlarge the area of individ-
ual initiative and freedom and
those who would circumsecribe it
with legislative and official limita-
tions; between those who regard
society as only a changing complex
of individual citizens and those who
consider it as an organic specimen
to be systematized and directed;
between those who would keep
open the book of life containing
the pages of the past and those
who would writé a brand new
book starting with the pat formu-
las of a narrow science. In this
conflict the old liberalism of the
free man in society will be -de-
stroyed by the new positivism un-
less we do something about it.
What we all desire is to get
some of the advantages of con-
scious social management without
sacrificing our individual freedom.
Our most difficult problem as so-
cial beings is to derive from so-
ciety the constant aid that we
need without accepting its yoke.
What we really want is the fullest
possible individualism consistent
with the putative benefits of col-
lectivism. The individual action
which is most highly esteemed and
which is most satisfying over the
years is not utterly free individ-
ualistic abandon but rather indi-
vidual enterprise which is socially
motivated. We desire a balanced
combination of responsible indi-
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vidual action on the one hand and
responsible social action on the
other. But we must exert constant
vigilance to ensure first the
achievement and then the mainte-
nance of this essential balance be-
tween the individualistic-anarchist
impulse on the one hand and the
collectivist-socialist impulse on the
other. The emphasis must be
placed not upon equality but upon
the harmony of unequal classes
and individuals. This is the syn-
thesis which we desire. This is
the reconciliation between the old
liberalism and the new. “The in-
dividual,” -Reinhold Niebuhr has
acknowledged, ‘“‘cannot find his
fulfillment outside of the commu-
nity; but he also cannot find
fulfillment completely within
society.”3

Voluntary Cooperation

Social action taken. primarily
for the purpose of creating favor-
able conditions for individual de-
velopment, if undertaken co-
operatively, is not inconsistent
with the fullest individual free-
dom. In just such endeavors men
may reach their highest sense of
accomplishment and feel their
greatest glow of satisfaction. By
voluntary, cooperative action the
American pioneers raised their
homes in new wildernesses and

3 Reinhold Niebuhr, The Irony of
American History (New York, 1952), 62.
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organized joint stock companies
without direction by government.
By concerted group activity a peo-
ple not only may harden their own
fiber and character but may en-
rich themselves by their own ef-
forts, literally raising themselves
by their own bootstraps. All the
people in a society acting together
can do many constructive and
wholesome acts which single in-
dividuals cannot do. But the value
of every cooperative effort, every
institution, every governmental
policy must be judged by its ef-
fect upon individuals. If it is not
conducive to individual growth it
must be abandoned, for the aim
of society must be not society but
the individual. The objective that
must be kept steadily in mind is
to increase the range of oppor-
tunities open to each individual in
society and to create the kind of
conditions which will predispose
him to make moral choices as be-
tween the largest possible number
of available opportunities. '

The Great Danger of Ascribing Moral
Atiributes to Government

Great danger comes from as-
cribing moral attributes and
therefore moral duties to govern-
ment. For government is not
moral, though a state may make
.itself a champion of moral causes
and may claim moral power for
political purposes. The proper

January

function of government is to enact
and enforce legal justice as be-
tween man and man, not to estab-
lish changed economic and social
relations between them. When it
tries to do the latter it finds itself
lacking in legal criteria for action.
Statutory enactments may ade-
quately define legal justice, but
they cannot define social justice.
When a government undertakes to
be the fountainhead of social jus-
tice it makes itself responsible
not simply for the legal or orderly
operation of society but also for
the moral conduct of individuals
in society. As the number of citi-
zens who act illegally is much
smaller than the number who act
immorally, the state which claims
gocial justice functions must en-
large not only its obligations but
also its coercive authority. Love
and charity are primarily indi-
vidual responsibilities. They can-
not be practiced or enforced by
society as a whole. Social justice
is a paradox and social love is
meaningless. What kind of social
action can possibly be taken which
will assure to all citizens freedom
from want and freedom from
fear? And would not such action
also necessarily have to assure
them freedom from desire and
ambition, freedom from adventur-
ing, and freedom from risk?

We can be certain that no so-
cial action can be justified in the
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long run if it causes individuals
to lose their integrity and char-
acter. The indispensable thing is
the preservation of personal mo-
rale, the élan vital or inner drive
of individuals, the right of each
individual to be a person. What is
needed is a reassertion of egoism,
a new ringing, hands-clenched af-
firmation by each individual that
“I am I. T am a unique human be-
ing. I want to live my life, and I
am not willing to be suffocated
even by those who wish me well
and say that they intend to do me
good.” As Ayn Rand is pointing
out, it is a psychological impossi-
bility to live someone else’s life.
If people do not live their own
lives, nobody will live at all. If
life, as Coleridge defined it, is
“the principle of individuation”
then fusion, coalition, alliance,
and merger which destroys variety
and suppresses individualism is
death.t Whatever builds up indi-
vidual virtue, therefore, is so-
cially good; whatever tears it down
is socially evil. Whatever increases
human worth increases the
strength of our society; whatever
reduces it weakens us all.

The maintenance of the proper
balance between individualism and
collectivism requires that state in-
tervention should only supplement

4 Samuel Taylor Coleridge, quoted in

Joseph Needham, Time, The Refreshing
River (London, 1943), 187.
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individual requirements in char-
acter and degree. When it does
more, the state starts down the
road toward totalitarianism. What
is acceptable social conduct for an
individual must be determined
largely by the individual himself,
except in cases which have been
deemed to be of overriding social
concern ever since the Mosaic code.

Man Inclined Toward Goodness

This conception agsumes that an
impulse toward good citizenship is
the natural condition of mankind.
If it were not so, government and
social life generally would be im-
possible. To nurture this condition
but not to smother it is the true
function of government. Govern-
mental action should be limited
merely to attempts to remove the
more formidable barriers to the
achievement of this goodness, with-
out, however, forgetting that the
individual struggle for goodness,
is, by divine law, a necessary part
of the process. Our assumption that
we can eliminate tragedy from hu-
man life is an impious conceit, for
tragedy is embedded in the very
processes of history. The ancient
Greeks, who perhaps attained the
finest adjustment to life of any peo-
ple in the world’s history, accepted
tragedy and tried to sublimate it
into something constructive. “The
final wisdom of life,” says Niebuhr,
“requires, not the annulment of
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incongruity but the achievement of
serenity within and above it.”’?

Only the travailing soul experi-
ences great spiritual revelations
and produces great works of art.
The most beautiful lines in a hu-
man face are the lines etched there
by struggle. Unless the chrysalis
of the butterfly is allowed to strug-
gle out of its cocoon it does not de-
velop the wing strength necessary
to fly. If the stone in the arch of
great cathedrals is not made to
bear its full share of structural
stress, it will crumble away — not
from strain but from lack of strain.
Opposition must not be underval-
ued as a stimulus to action. “To
overcome difficulties,” wrote Scho-
penhauer, ““is to experience the full
delight of existence.” The destiny
of humanity, it appears, is to ad-
vance through personal struggle.
Nothing is more certain than that
in the divine. scheme of things
each individual must endure the
consequences of his own wrong-
doing, misjudgments, and short-
comings.

The Values Individuals Hold

We must believe that the final
judgment on our handling of the
problems of our times will be ex-
pressed in terms of individual val-
ues. The passion for the preserva-
tion of those values is ineradicable
in every human being. Even mod-

5 Reinhold Niebuhr, op. cit., 62-63.
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ern war, which represents the
height of collectivist effort, must
still be “sold” to the people under
the guise of promoting individual
liberty. The first desideratum for
an ordered universe is to establish
order within each individual self.
This point was made many centur-
ies ago by the Chinese philosopher
Confucius, as follows:

The ancients who wished to illus-
trate illustrious virtue throughout
the kingdom first ordered well their
own states. ‘

Wishing to order well their own
states, they first regulated their
families.

Wishing to regulate their families,
they first cultivated their persons.

Wishing to cultivate their persons,
they first rectified their hearts.

Wishing to rectify their hearts,
they first sought to be sincere in their
thoughts.

Wishing to be sincere in their
thoughts, they first extended to the
utmost their knowledge.

Such extension of knowledge lay in
the investigation of things.

Things being investigated, knowl-
edge became complete.

Their knowledge being complete,
their thoughts were sincere.

Their thoughts being sincere, their
hearts were then rectified.

Their hearts being rectified, their
persons were cultivated.

Their persons being cultivated, their
families were regulated.

Their families being regulated,
their states were rightly governed.
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Their states being rightly governed,
The whole kingdom was made tran-
quil and happy.®

The question that constantly
haunts each one of us, despite.all
the hapless confusion and obscur-
antism with which it has been sur-
rounded, is “How shall I live up to
the best in my own nature?” This
is intensely personal. Each one
must begin with himself, through
a repentance and rebirth which
will establish a new and right re-
lationship between himself on the
one hand and God and his fellow
men on the other. Only such an
effort of individual wills can re-
store the sanity and relieve the hy-
pertension of our years. The essen-
tial problem is the problem of sin
in the world, and no one has ever
found a mechanistic answer to
that, When a durable answer ig
found it will have to be found in
each human heart. We perceive that
the rules that govern our mastery
of the physical world are of little
avail in spiritual matters, Our ma-
terial wealth is accompanied by
gpiritual poverty. We realize that
“the infinite perfectibility of man”
of which Thomas Jefferson spoke
is not attainable by our methods.
It is our spiritual deficiencies which
predispose us to failure and fright.

6 James Legge, The Chinese Classics,
5 vols.,, (Hong Kong University Press,
Hong Kong, 1960), 1, 357-359.
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The human adventure is not a
really human adventure unless it
is viewed as also a divine adven-
ture. The founders of the Ameri-
can government wisely warned that
the durability of the new nation
would depend upon individual vir-
tue. Whether to make that our goal
or not is the decision on which our
future hinges.

Faith in Freedom

We must place our faith in the
excellence of free institutions and
their destiny to survive. The So-
viets have preached so dogmati-
cally the inevitable triumph of
Communism that they have con-
trived to draw the design of his-
tory over to their side. We need
a counter-faith in the inevitable
triumph of freedom. We need to
remind ourselves that everything
truly evil will in time disclose and
punish itself. It is the function of
evil to destroy itself. Otherwise
we would not be living in a moral
universe, a universe which makes
sense. Collectivist pressures tomake
the American system over in a for-
eign image muffle our voices when
we try to speak out for human
freedom. A society in which the
government is supreme over its
citizens is not a free society. A
governmentally managed economy
is not a free economy. A state
which is the master and not the
agent of its citizens is a total state.
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To the extent to which we subordi-
nate ourselves to foreign influences
or limit the freedom of individual
citizens beyond traditional bounds
the authority of our national ex-
ample is limited. It behooves in-
dividuals, therefore, so to order
their lives as to conform to the
framework of history within
which they live and move, confi-
dent that this framework is di-
vinely implanted within it.

We can do so only when we make
sure that the present lives in har-
mony with the past. If we can ac-

Nature’s Way

January

complish this result we can be op-
timistic about the future, for, in
the words of Professor William
Ernest Hocking, “no man who
knows reality as purposeful, and
history as therefore significant,
can have a right to ultimate doubt,
nor to ultimate fear, nor to ulti-
mate condemnation.”” Freedom
should not be impatient, for she is
immortal.

7 William Ernest Hocking, Strength of
Men and Nations: A Message to the
U.S.A. vis a vis the U.S.S.R., (Harper

and Brothers, Publishers, New York,
1959), 8.

SENTIMENTAL MEN AND WOMEN, observing the weaknesses of the
human race, hope to spare their fellow-beings pain and suffering
by relieving them of personal responsibility.

Thus we get our uplift movements, our paternalism, our coddling

This man will not save money for his old age; therefore, we

IDEAS ON  of the shiftless, the thriftless, the unfit.
o on will not sav
shall do his saving for him.
LIBERTY

Another man will not learn a trade; therefore, we shall protect

him against the consequences by unemployment insurance. A
third man refuses to conserve his health; therefore, we shall pay
him a weekly dole in time of sickness.

That is not nature’s way. Nature would compel us to suffer the
consequences of our acts. Nature puts the responsibility on the

individual.

I do not argue for less sympathy and kindness. I merely urge
the necessity of responsibility.

From The William Feather Magazine, October, 1972



WHILE SERVING as a missionary in
Africa, I received a letter from a
fellow minister in which he stated,
“We have a responsibility for the
welfare of all men.” I am sure that
the author of this statement is a
pious Christian who has a genuine
concern for helping the poor in
Africa and in the United States.
Yet the philosophy behind such a
statement is hostile to the Chris-
tian ethic. If generally applied, it
would destroy Christianity and re-
duce the world to abject poverty.
A more careful scrutiny of this
cliche will reveal that it would
destroy the very welfare it aims
to promote. Yet to challenge such
a pious-sounding statement imme-

The Rev. Mr. Mahaffy served for twenty-
three years as a missionary of the Orthodox
Presbyterian Church in Ethiopia and is pre-
sently serving as a home mission pastor north
of Chicago.

A ERCULEAN

FRANCIS E. MAHAFFY

diately categorizes the challenger
as lacking in Christian love. One
writer described those who oppose
the coercive redistribution of the
Welfare State as a “bunch of cold-
hearted rascals.”

Nevertheless, I emphatically
deny that I am responsible for the
welfare of all men. Nor is the min-
ister who made this assertion. Nor
is anyone. Such a task is impossi-
ble of fulfillment. A scrutiny of
the meaning of this all-too-popular
cliche is very much in order.

Had my friend said, “I have a
respongibility for the welfare of
all men,” I might have considered
him irrational and utterly unreal-
istic. Had he sought to fulfill this
responsibility as an individual, he
might amuse himself in the effort,
with few adverse effects except on
himself and his family.

11
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But when he said “we,” he was
seeking to rest this herculean task
on my shoulder and implying that,
were I a devout Christian, I would
naturally assume my responsi-
bility. If all men are our responsi-
bility, the task obviously must be
a collective one with the we broad-
ened to include all in our society
acting through their representa-
tives in the state. This can not be
accomplished apart from legal co-
ercion. The author of a recent
book clearly indicates this when
he writes:

But when people will not give volun-
tarily, is it wrong to make sure that
they at least produce the external
fruits of Christian love, even if this
means legal enforcement? Is the
freedom of people to give or not to
give more important than the des-
perate needs of other human be-
ings? ...

The Christian himself must remain
uncommitted to any human system,
holding himself free to move where
God leads him at a given time and
under a given set of conditions. . ..
The free enterprise system is best
suited for an individualistic society
where high value is placed on ma-
terial gains; the socialistic system
is best suited for a large, strongly
interacting society where it is essen-
tial to retain some human values.!

1 Richard H. Bube, The Human Quest
(Waco, Texas: Word Book Publishers,
1971) pp. 223-4, 236.
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This popular cliche seeks to fix
responsibility for universal wel-
fare. Responsibility, however, in-
volves a higher authority to whom
we must give an account. A child
is responsible to his parents. Par-
ents are not responsible to their
children, but responsible to God
for the care of their children. We
have a responsibility to those in
authority over us to obey the laws
and not to interfere with the free-
dom of our neighbor. We do not
have a responsibility to other peo-
ple as such. If we did, they would
have a just claim to our wealth,
our care, or for whatever our re-
sponsibility involved. This is a
popular concept but not a Chris-
tian one. For the Christian, charity
and help must spring from love to
God and must be voluntary in na-
ture to be true charity.

Armed Hitchhikers

Sometime after I received the
above-mentioned letter, I was on
the way to preach in a distant
African village when stopped by
fifteen armed villagers who wanted
a ride. When I declined because
of lack of room and began to drive
on, a gun was leveled at my head.
Though my righteous indignation
(a clerical expression for anger)
was aroused, my respect for the
power of the rifle impelled me to
stop, to compromise my former re-
fusal, and to “voluntarily” offer
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rides to two of the villagers. When
ten of them squeezed into my
Volkswagon Combi along with my
other passengers, I refused to
grant that I had a responsibility
for the welfare (transportation to
the next village in this case) of
all ten. Keeping my eye on the
many rifles to make sure none
threatened me from behind, I was
prepared to resist this claim upon
my property. I won a partial moral
victory when, after a protracted
discussion, all but two of them
backed out. (The added adrenalin
put some extra punch into my ser-
mon that morning.)

Shortly thereafter a boy from a
neighboring village came to our
house with a few eggs to sell. He
looked ill. Upon inquiry we learned
that the family of ten children
with their parents were on their
last bag of grain, reduced to one
scant meal of coarse bread per day.
We purchased a sack of grain and
took it to the family as a gift to
help tide them over until harvest.
But we did not have a responsi-
bility to the hungry family, nor
did they have any claim on our
charity. Our responsibility we
deemed only as one to God to help
the neighbor we meet in his need.
This, while a much-needed Chris-
tian activity, is something far re-
moved from the concept of a uni-
versal responsibility for all men.

My friend failed to define what

A HERCULEAN TASK 13

“he meant by the welfare of all.

Just how well is each to fare? A
good daily wage for common labor
in the area in which we worked
was about forty cents. Should our
effort at assuming responsibility
for all begin with increasing the
increment of those in our employ
or in giving aid to the vast ma-
jority who lived on far less in-
come? It is easy to state -a pious
cliche; it is quite another thing to
put it into practice. Even if all the
wealth of the world were evenly
divided, I am told, each individual
would receive something like $50 —
the outer limit of fulfilling this re-
sponsibility to all. The attempt to
fulfill this ‘“responsibility” for
universal welfare would necessi-
tate complete collectivization. But
as numerous economists have dem-
onstrated, the result of collectivi-
zation is always an increase in
general poverty, never an increase
in the welfare of all.z

Love Thy Neighbor

None of us is responsible for the
welfare of all men. This demand
is not only impossible to meet but
also would destroy the very wel-
fare it proposes to promote.

We do, however, have a respon-
sibility to our Creator which in- .

2 See Ludwig Von Mises, Secialism,
¥. Hayek, Road to Serfdom, and H.
Hazlitt, Economics in One Lesson for
examples.
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cludes a proper relationship with
our fellow man. This, first of all,
involves a refusal to interfere with
his freedom. The Apostle Paul
summarized this obligation clearly :

Love worketh no ill to his neighbor:
therefore love is the fulfilling of the
law. Romans 13:10.

We are responsible for obedi-
ence to the commands of God
which forbid murder and all coer-
cion, theft whether.individually or
the ‘“legal plunder” of the collec-
tive, dishonesty in our dealings
with him, and even coveting that
which belongs to him. It involves
also the positive demand of volun-
tarily lending a helping hand to
the neighbor we meet in special

To Help a Neighbor

January

need. One of the most effective
ways of helping is to. show him by
example and precept that in this
world the only way to improve-
ment in welfare is by assuming
our responsibility before God in
refraining from coercive activity
except to restrain violence, in us-
ing and improving our God-given
minds and abilities, and by peace-
ful exchange of the fruit of our
labor with others. Accepting a re-
sponsibility for the welfare of all
men is a task that even a Hercules
could not perform. Let us rather
accept the limited responsibility
which God has given to us and
not seek to lay upon our own.and
the shoulders of others an unbear-
able burden. ®

WHAT POSSIBLE MOTIVE can a man have for wanting to put the
responsibility of social welfare on the willing shoulders of the

IDEAS ON
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bureaucrats in Washington? How much is needed? Who can say
where poverty stops and plenty begins? Where can government
get what it gives but from the people? How can it take it but by

the use of force? How can it avoid taking more and giving less?
We do not escape the problems of our needy neighbors by putting
these problems at the door of the legislators in Washington. We
only compound what must eventually return to us for solution.

GLENN PEARSON
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Education

It was found that all his property . . . was represented by
valueless shares in bubble companies.

WE CAN CREATE an entertaining
kind of excitement in the class-
room talking about the great gov-
ernment-financed swindles of his-
tory: the Mississippi Bubble of
Louis XIV and the South Seas
Company of George I. We hold
students’ interest as we tell about
the larcenous grabbing of rail-
road subsidies by California’s Big
Four. We can join with students
to denounce the government part-
nerships which puffed up a utili-
ties balloon for Samuel Insull and
financed the invisible storage
tanks of Billie Sol Estes. “The art
of government,” Voltaire said,
“consists in taking as much money
as possible from one class of citi-
zens to give to the other.” We sup-
port that, ingofar as it does not
touch our own enterprise.

Mr. Colvard teaches at Clairemont High
School in San Diego.

Thackeray: Vanity Fair

In or outside the classroom we
teachers ignore the bureaucratic
beams which are in our own eyes.
As an integral part of a govern-
ment bureaucracy, we excuse our
Federal dependency and even en-
hance the role of government’s in-
tervention in our schools. The
National Education Association,
in the true spirit of Parkinson’s
Law, actively lobbies for a cabinet
post — Secretary of Education. We
blandly ignore the widespread tax-
payers’ votes which have turned
down educators’ bond proposals
election after election. We might
consider the possibility that their
votes are expressions of ‘“no-con-
fidence” in our programs and that
American taxpayers may believe
that they have been conned into
investing in America’s fastest
growing bubble company — public
education.
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In favoring our security over
freedom and the equality of mass
performance over individual ex-
cellence, we are systematically un-
dermining the fundamental con-
cept of a free market economy. The
thrust of our policies has been to
place the public school systems
among the liabilities rather than
among the assets of the wealth of
the nation. A fair question might
be this: Should public education
be allowed to go the way of the
stage coach and canal boat? Henry
Hazlitt noted: “It is just as neces-
sary to the health of a dynamic
economy that dying industries be
allowed to die as that growing in-
dustries be allowed to grow.” A
case could be made for rendering
out what is valueless in educating
the nation’s youth.

Premises Stated

To paraphrase Leonard Read,
the Freeman reader has a right to
know my biases. Certainly I favor
education. Long years of class-
room teaching in public schools
have whitened my hair, thickened
the lenses in my bifocals, and
rounded my shoulders. I am proud
of my work and I have a solid re-
spect for the great majority of my
co-workers. I can not objectively
appraise the superintendents, as-
sociates and assistants in my busi-
ness. They keep their own counsel.
Nor can I speak for the educa-
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tional directors, specialists and
consultants. They seem to meet
and confer with others at their
hierarchical level. Meanwhile, in
the classrooms across the nation
we teachers and our students are
trying to do the best we can with
what we have. We don’t do what
we do well enough, however. The
most charitable thing that can be
said for us is that we are in con-
flict and are confused about our
purpose and our far goals. A
harsher indictment would be that
we are effectively conditioning our
students for purposeless living in
a valueless society.

Students are not given freedom
in our structured programming to
exercise the principle of choice, to
grow toward maturity in value
judgment. The late Abraham H.
Maslow wrote that education of
youth, if it has purpose beyond
the custodial, must be concerned
with man’s final values:

. . . Questions: What is the good
life? What is the good man? The
good woman? What is the good so-
ciety and what is my relation to it?
What are my obligations to society?
What is best for my children? What
is justice? Truth? Virtue? What is
my relation to nature, to death, to
aging, to pain, to illness? What is
my responsibility to my brothers?
Who are my brothers? What shall I
be loyal to? What must I be ready
to die for?
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We have encouraged our youth to
“do it if it feels good.” We have
avoided fixed values. It would seem
that our primary aim has become
bigness. We expand our programs
wildly to maintain our position in
claiming financial and legislative
support from an expanding gov-
ernment.

An old folk song runs through
my brain. It begins with, “There
was an old lady who swallowed a
fly, T don’t know why she swal-
lowed the fly. . ..” To get rid of
the fly she, according to the song,
swallowed in turn a spider to swal-
fow the fly, a bird, a cat, a dog, a
cow, and then, a horse. The song
ends abruptly with, “she’s dead, of
course.” As teachers we note ap-
prehensively that mushrooming
problems in public education have
progressed far beyond the “fly”
stage, and we fear we are ap-
proaching the year of the “horse”.
An uncomfortable feeling prevails
that successive decades of Ameri-
can educators have jumped down
the pedagogic gullet in search of
an illusive fly which is becoming
more and more enveloped in the
hierarchical bowels of birds and
cats and other misplaced instruc-
tional innovations. Even among
educators we need to place a limit
on gullibility.

Thomas Paine wrote these lines
in The American Crisis No. 1, De-
cember 23, 1776:
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. .. What we obtain too cheap, we
esteem too lightly; tis dearness only
that gives everything its value.
Heaven knows how to put a proper
price upon its goods; and it would
be strange indeed, if so celestial an
article as FREEDOM should not be
highly rated.

Old-Fashioned

Recently Professors William
Ebenstein and Edward Mill pub-
lished American Government in
the Twentieth Century. Dr. Eben-
stein has lived under two extremes
of socialism, the Nazi control of
the means of production and the
Communist ownership. His is a
profound gratitude to America.
His text’s chapter, “Democracy
and the Free-Market Economy” -
reflects his feeling. I asked 