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I ntroduction

In the two decades since this essay was writtentajor social trends | analyzed have accelerated,
seemingly at an exponential rate. The flight awmaymf socialism and central planning begun in
Yugoslavia has stunningly succeeded over the efsr@alist bloc” of Eastern Europe, and there is
now at least rhetorical allegiance to the idearofgbization and a free-market economy. More and
more, Marxism has become confined to the acadediitse United States and Western Europe,
comfortably ensconced as parasites upon their ategbieconomies. But even among academics,
there is almost nothing left of the triumphalist iiam of the 1930s and 40s, with their boasts of
the economic efficiency and superiority of soctalcentral planning. Instead, even the most
dedicated Marxists now pay lip-service to the nsitgsof some sort of “market,” however
restricted by government.

l. New areas of Inequality and Oppression

But this does not mean that the struggle over &gelnism is over. Far from it. On the contrary,
after the New Left of the late 1960s and early i@d been discredited by its bizarre turn to
violence, it took the advice of its liberal eldensd “joined the system.” New Leftists launched a
successful Gramscian “long march through the umstihs,” and by becoming lawyers and
academics?particularly in the humanities, philogppnd the “soft” social sciences?they have
managed to acquire hegemony over our culture. §ethiemselves defeated and routed on the
strictly economic front ( in contrast to the OldfiLef the 1930s, Marxian economics and the labor
theory of value was never the New Left's strong)stine Left turned to the allegedly moral high
ground of egalitarianism. And, as they did so, theyed increasingly to what was suggested in the
last paragraph of my essay: de-emphasizing olddasd economic egalitarianism in favor of
stamping out broader aspects of human variety. rGddalitarianism stressed making income or
wealth equal; but, as Helmut Schoeck brilliantlglized, the logic of their argument was to stamp
out in the name of “fairness,” all instances of lamrdiversity and therefore implicit or explicit
superiority of some persons over others. In shemyy of the superiority of others is to be
institutionalized, and all possible sources of suchenvy eradicated.

In his book orEnvy, Helmut Schoeck analyzed a chilling dystopian hawethe British writer, L.P.
Hartley. In his workFacial Justice published in 1960, Hartley, extrapolating frone #ittitudes he
saw in British life after World War I, opens bytimg that after the Third World War, “Justice had
made great strides.” Economic Justice, Social deistnd other forms of justice had been achieved,
but there were still areas of life to conquer. artgular, Facial Justicehad not yet been attained,
since pretty girls had an unfair advantage ovey ogkes. Hence, under the direction of the Ministry
of Face Equality, all Alpha (pretty) girls and &lamma (ugly) girls were forced to undergo
operations at the “Equalization (Faces) Centreasall to attain Beta (pleasantly average) faces.
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Coincidentally, in 1961, Kurt Vonnegut publishedpighy and even more bitterly satirical short
story depicting a comprehensively egalitarian dgcieven more thoroughgoing than Hartley’s.
Vonnegut’s “Harrison Bergeron” begins:



The year was 2081, and everybody was finally eduiz¢y weren’'t only equal before God

and the law. They were equal every which way. Ngbeds smarter than anybody else.
Nobody was better looking than anybody else. Nobwds stronger or quicker than

anybody else. All this equality was due to the RB12t12th, and 213th Amendments to the
Constitution, and to the unceasing vigilance ofnégieof the United States Handicapper
General.

The “handicapping” worked partly as follows:

Hazel had a perfectly average intelligence, whicdam she couldn’t think about anything
except in short bursts. And George, while his ligehce was way above normal, had a little
mental handicap radio in his ear. He was requiselhl to wear it at all times. It was tuned
to a government transmitter. Every twenty minutes@ the transmitter would send out
some sharp noise to keep people like George frtamgaunfair advantage of their brains.
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This sort of egalitarian emphasis on non-economégjiialities has proliferated and intensified in
the decades since these men penned their seenexaggerated Orwellian dystopias. In academic
and literary circles “Political Correctness” is nanforced with an increasingly iron hand; and the
key to being Politically Correct is never, ever,dny area, to make judgments of difference or
superiority. Thus, we find that a Smith College dhaut from the Office of Student Affairs lists ten
different kinds of “oppression” allegedly inflictedy making judgments about people. They
include: “heterosexism,” defined as “oppression” thbse with non-heterosexual orientations,
which include “not acknowledging their existencafhd “ableism,” defined as oppression of the
“differently abled” [known in less enlightened dags “disabled” or “handicapped’], by the
“temporarily able.” Particularly relevant to ourdvdystopian writers is “ageism,” oppression of the
young and the old by youngish and middle-aged adald “lookism” (or “looksism”), defined as
the “construction of a standard of beauty/attratess.” “Oppression” is also supposed to consist,
not only of discriminating in some way against tmattractive, but even in noticing the difference.
Perhaps the most chilling recently created categotpgism” or “logo-centric,” the tyranny of the
knowledgeable and articulate. A set of “feminigh@arship guidelines” sponsored by the state of
New Jersey for its college campuses attacks knaeledhd scientific inquirper seas a male “rape

of nature.” It charges: “mind was male. Nature ¥esale, and knowledge was created as an act of
aggression?a passive nature had to be interrogateththed, penetrated, and compelled by man to
reveal her secrets[3]

“Oppression” is of course broadly defined so asindict the very existence of possible
superiority?and therefore an occasion for envy?ig eealm. The dominant literary theory of
deconstructionism fiercely argues that there candistandards to judge one literary “text” superior
to another. At a recent conference, when one palitscience professor referred correctly to
Czeslaw Milosz’s booR he Captive Mindas a “classic,” another female professor declératithe
very word classic “makes me feel oppressdd]The clear implication is that any reference to
someone else’s superior product may engender rasahtand envy in the rank-and-file, and that
catering to these “feelings of oppression” musthgecentral focus of scholarship and criticism.

The whole point of academia and other researchtutiens has always been an untrammelled
search for truth. This ideal has now been challérayal superseded by catering to the “sensitive”
feelings of the politically correct. This emphasissubjective feelings rather than truth is evident

the current furor over the teaching of the distisbad Berkeley anthropologist, Vincent Sarich.



Sarich’s examination of genetic influences on Hatiferences in achievement was denounced by a
fellow faculty member as “attempting to destroy fledf-esteem of black students in the clags.”

II. Group Quotas

Indeed, one radical change since the writing of #ssay has been the rapid and accelerating
transformation of old-fashioned egalitarianism, ethivanted to make every individual equal, into
group-egalitarianism on behalf of groups that afécially designated as “oppressed.” In
employment, positions, and status generally, ogpekgroups are supposed to be guaranteed their
guotal share of the well-paid or prestigious posii (No one seems to be agitating for quotal
representation in the ranks of ditch-diggers.)dtfnoticed this trend in a paper written one year
after the present essay at a symposium on The &ana Consequences of Egalitarian Ideology.
There | reacted strongly to the quotal represeriator designated groups insisted upon by the
McGovern movement at the 1972 Democratic Convenilitese victorious Democrats insisted that
groups such as women, youth, blacks and Chicardbsafian below their quotal proportion of the
population as elected delegates to previous comrentthis had to be rectified by the Democratic
Party overriding the choices of their members arsisting upon due quotal representation of these
allegedly oppressed groups. | noted the partiadiacy of the claim that youths aged 18-25 had
been grievously “under-represented” in the pastl smlulged in what would now be called a
“politically inappropriate” reductio ad absurduniy suggesting an immediate correction to the
heinous and chronic under-representation of five~yed “men and women[6]

And yet, only two years before that convention,thapform of quotal appeal had met with proper
scorn and ridicule from left-liberals. When one Bfesident Nixon's failed Supreme Court
nominees was derided as being “mediocre,” Senabond® Hruska (R., Neb.) wondered why the
mediocre folk of America did not deserve “repreaéinh” on the highest Court. Liberal critics

mockingly charged the Senator with engaging in sppgeading. The self-same charge, levelled
against denouncers of “logism” would drive suchicsifrom public life. But times, and standards
of Political Correctness, have changed.

It is difficult, indeed, to parody or satirize a wement which seems to be a living self-parody, and
which can bring about such deplorable results. Thue eminent American historians, Bernard
Bailyn and Stephan Thernstrom, were literally forde abandon their course at Harvard on the
history of American race relations, because of absitharges of “racism” levelled by a few
students, charges that were treated with utmosiussress by everyone concerned. Of particular
interest here was the charge against Bailyn’s eoors race relations in the colonial era. The
student “grievance” against Bailyn is that he headrfrom the diary of a southern planter without
giving “equal time” to the memaoirs of a slave. Te tcomplainants, this practice clearly amounted
to a “covert defense of slavery.” Bailyn had patiigexplained during the offending lecture that no
diaries, journals or letters by slaves in thatlead ever been found. But to these students, Bailyn
had clearly failed to understand the problem: “Siitovas impossible to give equal representation
to the slaves, Bailyn ought to have dispensed thgtplanter’s diary altogether.7]

Spokesmen for group quotas in behalf of the “opeés (labelled for public relations purposes
with the positive-sounding phrase “affirmative aat) generally claim that a quota system is the
furthest thing from their minds: that all they waspositive action to increase representatiornef t
favored groups. They are either being flagrantsindjenuous or else fail to understand elementary
arithmetic. If Oppressed Grouf is to have its “representation” increased fromy, & to 20
percent, thersomegroup or combination of groups is going to haveirthiotal representation
reduced by 12 percent. The hidden, or sometimesabidden, agenda, of course, is that the



quotal declines are supposed to occur in the ravfkslesignated Oppressor Groups, who
presumably deserve their fate.

[ll. Who Are the “Oppressed”?

In this regime of group egalitarianism, it becorpesticularly important to take one’s place in the
ranks of the Oppressed rather than the Oppresatrs, thenare the Oppressed? It is difficult to
determine, since new groups of oppressed are luksegvered all the time. One almost longs for
the good old days of classic Marxism, when theres vmly one “oppressed class’?the
proletariat?and one or at most a very few classegppressors: the capitalists or bourgeois, plus
sometimes the “feudal landlords” or perhaps thet eturgeoisie. But now, as the ranks of the
oppressed and therefore the groups specially pged by society and the State keep multiplying,
and the ranks of the oppressors keep dwindlingptbblem of income and wealth egalitarianism
reappears and is redoubled. For more and greatietiga of groups are continually being added to
the parasitic burden weighing upon an ever-dwirdlsupply of oppressors. And since it is
obviously worth everyone’s while to leave the rartsthe oppressors and move over to the
oppressed, pressure groups will increasingly suteeedoing so?so long as this dysfunctional
ideology continues to flourish. Specifically, achigy the label of Officially Oppressed entitles one
to share in an endless flow of benefits?in montus, and prestige?from the hapless Oppressors,
who are made to feel guilty forevermore, even ay tire forced to sustain and expand the endless
flow. It is not surprising that attaining oppresssthtus takes a great deal of pressure and
organization. As Joseph Sobran wittily puts it:tékes a lot of clout to be a victim.” Eventualify,
trends continue the result must be the twin de#&tpapasite and host alike, and an end to any
flourishing economy or civilization.

There are virtually an infinite number of groups“diasses” in society: the class of people named
Smith, the class of men over 6 feet tall, the clafdsald people, and so on. Which of these groups
may find themselves among the “oppressed™? Who kffolvis easy to invent a new oppressed
group. | might come up with a study, for examplem@nstrating that the class of people named
“Doe” have an average income or wealth or statu®tdhan that of other names. | could then coin
a hypothesis that people named Doe have beenrdisated against because their names “John
Doe” and “Jane Doe” have been “stereotyped” asces®al with faceless anonymity, and Presto,
we have one more group who is able to leave thddmaed ranks of the oppressors and join the
happy ranks of the oppressed.

A political theorist friend of mine thought he cdutoin a satiric Oppressed Group: short people,
who suffer from heightism. | informed him that hasiseriously anticipated two decades ago, again
demonstrating the impossibility of parodying thareat ideology. | noted in an article almost
twenty years ago, written shortly after this esghgf Professor Saul D. Feldman, a sociologist at
Case-Western Reserve, and himself a distinguished, $1ad at last brought science to bear on the
age-old oppression of the shorts by the talls. rRald reported that out of recent University of
Pittsburgh graduating seniors, those 6’2" and taleeived an average starting salary 12.4 percent
higher than graduates under 6 feet, and that aetiagkprofessor at Eastern Michigan University
had quizzed 140 business recruiters about thefieqgreces between two hypothetical, equally
gualified applicants for the job of salesman. Oh¢he hypothetical salesmen was to be 6’1", the
other 5’5”. The recruiters answered as follows: @fcent expressed the politically correct no
preference; one percent would hire the short madh;n® less than 72 percent would hire the tallie.

In addition to this clear-cut oppression of tallgeo shorts, Feldman pointed out that women
notoriously prefer tall over short men. He mightvéagointed out, too, that Alan Ladd could only
play the romantic lead in movies produced by bidgd#ellywood moguls by standing on a hidden



box, and that even the great character actor Sy@megnstreet was invariably shot upward from a
low-placed camera to make him appear much talker tie was. [The Hollywood studio heads were
generally short themselves, but were betrayingr thleort comrades by pandering to the pro-tall
culture.] Feldman also perceptively pointed to améi-short prejudice that pervades our language:
in such phrases as people being “short-sightedt-shanged, short-circuited, and short in cash.”
He added that among the two major party candidateRresident, the taller is almost invariably

elected[8]

| went on in my article to call for a short libeat movement to end short oppression, and asked:
where are the short corporation leaders, the stamkers, the short Senators and Presiddais,?
[10] I asked for short pride, short institutes, shastdry courses, short quotas everywhere, and for
shorts to stop internalizing the age-old propagaofdaur tall culture that shorts are genetically or
culturally inferior. (Look at Napoleon!) Short pdeparise! You have nothing to lose but your
elevator shoes. | ended by assuring the tallies wieawerenot anti-tall, and that we welcome
progressive, guilt-ridden talls as pro-short symizatrs and auxiliaries in our movement. If my own
consciousness had been sufficiently raised atittie, § would have of course added a demand that
the talls compensate the shorts for umpteen thougaars of tall tyranny.

V. The Romantics and Primitivism

Turning from the topic of the oppressed, my owrnwad the Romantics, certainly jaundiced twenty
years ago, is far more hostile today. For | hawaned from such sources as Leszek Kolakowski
and particularly the great literary critic M. H. dams, of the devotion of the Romantics, Hegelians,
and of Marxism to what might be called “reabsonptibeology.” This view stemmed from the
third-century Egyptian Platonist, Plotinus, seepintp Christian Platonism and from then on
constituting a heretical and mystical undergroumdMestern thought. Briefly, these thinkers saw
Creation not as a wonderfully benevolent overfldwzod’s goodness, but as an essentially evil act
that sundered the blessed pre-Creation unity ofcibieective entities God, Man and Nature,
bringing about tragic and inevitable “alienationi Man. However, Creation, the outgrowth of
God’s deficiencies, is redeemable in one sensenhiss an inevitable “dialectical” process by
which pre-Creation gives rise to its opposite,¢heent world. But eventually history is destined t
end in a mighty “reabsorption” of these three aillee entities, though at a much higher level of
development for both God and Man. In addition teeotfproblems with this view, the contrast with
orthodox Christianity should be clear. Whereas hrigianity, the individual person is made in
God’'s image and the salvation of each individualofs supreme importance, the allegedly
benevolent reabsorptionist escape from metaphyaieatation occurs only at the end of history
and only for the collective species Man, each imlial disappearing into the species-organism.

[11]

As for primitivism, later anthropological researbhs strengthened the view of this essay that
primitive tribes, and pre-modern cultures generailgre marked, not by communism ?? la Engels
and Polanyi, but by private property rights, masketnd monetary exchange. The work of the
economist Bruce Benson has patrticularly highlightesl point.[12]

V. The Division of Labor
| have come to realize, since writing this essdt tI overweighted the contributions and

importance of Adam Smith on the division of labénd to my surprise, | did not sufficiently
appreciate the contributions of Ludwig von Mises.



Despite the enormous emphasis on specializatiorttendivision of labor in th&Vealth of
Nations much of Smith’s discussion was misplaced andeadihg. In the first place, he
placed undue importance on the division of lalwghin a factory (the famous pin-factory
example), and scarcely considered the far more iitapbdivision of labor among various
industries and occupations. Secondly, there isntiechievous contradiction between the
discussions in Book | and Book V in theealth of Nationsin Book I, the division of labor
is hailed as responsible for civilization as wedleconomic growth, and is also praised as
expanding the alertness and intelligence of theujadipn. But in Book V the division of
labor is condemned as leading to the intellectual enoral degeneration of the same
population, and to the loss of their “intellectualpcial, and martial virtues.” These
complaints about the division of labor as well asilar themes in Smith’s close friend
Adam Ferguson, strongly influenced the griping dbtalienation” in Marx and later
socialist writers[13]

But of greater fundamental importance was Smitlbandonment of the tradition since Jean
Buridan and the Scholastics that emphasized that garties always undertook an exchange
because each expected to gain from the transadtiazontrast to this emphasis on specialization
and exchange as a result of conscious human decBioith shifted the focus from mutual benefit
to an alleged irrational and innate “propensitytriteck, barter, and exchange,” as if human beings
were lemmings determined by forces external tortbein chosen purposes. As Edwin Cannan
pointed out long ago, Smith took this tack becauseejected the idea of innate differences in
human talents and abilities, differences which wonhturally lead people to seek out different
specialized occupationgl4] Smith instead took an egalitarian-environmentatiesition, still
dominant today in neo-classical economics, holdingt all men are uniform and equal, and
therefore that differences in labor or occupatioas only be theesult rather than a cause of the
system of division of labor. Moreover, Smith inatafed the corollary tradition that differences in
wage rates among this uniform population can oeflect differences in the cost of trainirj@5] ,

[16]

In contrast, the recent work of Professor Josepdrisahas illuminated the profound contributions
of Ludwig von Mises’s emphasis on the division abdr as the “essence of society” and the
“fundamental social phenomenon.” For Mises, asdtevin the essay, the division of labor stems
from the diversity and inequality of human beingsl @f nature. Salerno, in addition, brings out
with unparalleled clarity that for Mises the diwsiof labor is a conscious choice of mutual gain
and economic development. The process of socidligon therefore becomes “the development of
the division of labor,” and this allows Mises tdeeto the world-wide division of labor as a vital
“social organism” or becumené Mises also points out that division of labords the heart of
biological organisms, and “the fundamental prireipf all forms of life.” The difference of the
“social organism” is that, in contrast to biolodicaganisms, “reason and will are the originating
and sustaining form of the organic coalescenceéré@iore, for Mises “human society is thus
spiritual and teleological,” the “product of thougdnd will.” It therefore becomes of the utmost
importance for people to understand the signifieanc maintaining and expanding tbecumene
that consists of the free market and voluntary huesechanges, and to realize that breaching and
crippling that market andecumenean only have disastrous consequences for therhuaca[17]

In the standard account, writers and social theoase supposed to mellow and moderate their
views as they get older. (Two glorious exceptiomghis rule are such very different libertarian
figures as Lysander Spooner and Lord Acton.) Logkiack over the two decades since writing this
essay, it is clear that my views, on the contréwgye radicalized and polarized even further. As
unlikely as it would have seemed twenty years dg@am even more hostile to socialism,
egalitarianism, and Romanticism, far more criticithe British classical and modern neo-classical



tradition, and even more appreciative of Mises'sagrinsights than ever before. Indeed, for
someone who thought that he had absorbed all oé$4isvork many years ago, it is a constant
source of surprise how rereading Mises continugea@wide a source of fresh insights and of new
ways of looking at seemingly trite situations. Thikenomenon, in which many of us have
experience, bears testimony to the remarkable tyuadid richness of Mises’s thought. Although he
died almost two decades ago, Ludwig von Mises remanore truly alive than most of our
conventionally wise contemporaries.

Murray N. Rothbard
Las Vegas, Nevada
February, 1991
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If men were like ants, there would be no intereshiiman freedom. If individual men, like ants,
were uniform, interchangeable, devoid of speciicspnality traits of their own, then who would
care whether they were free or not? Who, indeedjdvecare if they lived or died? The glory of the
human race is the uniqueness of each individualfdbt that every person, though similar in many
ways to others, possesses a completely individuagesbnality of his own. It is the fact of each
person’s uniqueness?the fact that no two peopldeavholly interchangeable?that makes each and
every man irreplaceable and that makes us carehethbe lives or dies, whether he is happy or
oppressed. And, finally, it is the fact that theseque personalities need freedom for their full
development that constitutes one of the major asgusfor a free society.

Perhaps a world exists somewhere where intelligrimgs are fully formed in some sort of
externally determined cages, with no need for im@klearning or choices by the individual beings
themselves. But man is necessarily in a differanagon. Individual human beings are not born or
fashioned with fully formed knowledge, values, goar personalities; they must each form their
own values and goals, develop their personalitied,learn about themselves and the world around
them. Every man must have freedom, must have tbpesto form, test, and act upon his own
choices, for any sort of development of his owrspeality to take place. He must, in short, be free
in order that he may be fully human. In a sensendhie most frozen and totalitarian civilizations
and societies have allowed at least a modicum @bpescor individual choice and development.
Even the most monolithic of despotisms have haalltav at least a bit of “space” for freedom of
choice, if only within the interstices of societales. The freer the society, of course, the less h
been the interference with individual actions, #melgreater the scope for the development of each
individual. The freer the society, then, the great#l be the variety and the diversity among men,
for the more fully developed will be every man’siquely individual personality. On the other
hand, the more despotic the society, the moreicgstrs on the freedom of the individual, the more
uniformity there will be among men and the less dhersity, and the less developed will be the
unique personality of each and every man. In agomod sense, then, a despotic society prevents its
members from being fully humaji]

If freedom is a necessary condition for the fuNelepment of the individual, it is by no means the
only requirement. Society itself must be sufficigriteveloped. No one, for example, can become a
creative physicist on a desert island or in a gimisociety. For, as an economy grows, the range
of choice open to the producer and to the consyrmeeds to multiply greatly2]Furthermore,
only a society with a standard of living considéyatigher than subsistence can afford to devote
much of its resources to improving knowledge andéweloping a myriad of goods and services
above the level of brute subsistence. But theranisther reason that full development of the
creative powers of each individual cannot occua iprimitive or undeveloped society, and that is
the necessity for a wide-ranging division of labor.

No one can fully develop his powers in any dirattivithout engaging irspecialization The
primitive tribesman or peasant, bound to an endlesad of different tasks in order to maintain
himself, could have no time or resources availaéblpursue any particular interest to the full. He
had no room to specialize, to develop whateved fle¢ was best at or in which he was most
interested. Two hundred years ago, Adam Smith pdiout that the developing division of labor is
a key to the advance of any economy above the prwsitive level. A necessary condition for any
sort of developed economy, the division of laboal&o requisite to the development of any sort of
civilized society. The philosopher, the scientikg builder, the merchant?none could develop these
skills or functions if he had had no scope for sgemtion. Furthermore, no individual who does
not live in a society enjoying a wide range of digh of labor can possibly employ his powers to
the fullest. He cannot concentrate his powersfield or discipline and advance that discipline and



his own mental faculties. Without the opportunity dpecialize in whatever he can do best, no
person can develop his powers to the full; no ntfaen, could be fully human.

While a continuing and advancing division of laimneeded for a developed economy and society,
the extent of such development at any given tirmétdi the degree of specialization that any given
economy can have. There is, therefore, no roomafghysicist or a computer engineer on a
primitive island; these skills would be prematurghim the context of that existing economy. As
Adam Smith put it, “the division of labor is limdeby the extent of the market.” Economic and
social development is therefore a mutually reinfuycprocess: the development of the market
permits a wider division of labor, which in turnadres of further extension of the markéi.

If the scope of the market and the extent of thesitin of labor are mutually reinforcing, so toe@ar
the division of labor and the diversity of indivaunterests and abilities among men. For justas a
ever greater division of labor is needed to givk $gope to the abilities and powers of each
individual, so does the existence of that verysion depend upon the innate diversity of men. For
there would be no scope at all for a division oboa if every person were uniform and
interchangeable. (A further condition of the emenge of a division of labor is the variety of
natural resources; specific land areas on the aagthlso not interchangeable.) Furthermore, ihsoo
became evident in the history of man that the ntagkenomy based on a division of labor was
profoundly cooperative and that such division enormously multiplied greductivity and hence
the wealth of every person participating in theistyc The economist Ludwig von Mises put the
matter very clearly:

Historically division of labor originates in two d&s of nature: the inequality of human
abilities and the variety of the external conditoof human life on the earth. These two
facts are really one: the diversity of Nature, whitoes not repeat itself but creates the
universe in infinite, inexhaustible variety....

These two conditions ... are indeed such as altodstce the division of labor on mankind.
Old and young, men and women cooperate by makimpgoppate use of their various
abilities. Here also is the germ of the geographdoasion of labor; man goes to the hunt
and woman to the spring to fetch water. Had thengtth and abilities of all individuals and
the external conditions of production been everyehegual the idea of division of labor
could never have arisen ... No social life couldenarisen among men of equal natural
capacity in a world which was geographically unmfior.

Once labor has been divided, the division itselreises a differentiating influence. The
fact that labor is divided makes possible furtheltication of individual talent and thus
cooperation becomes more and more productive. Thraooperation men are able to
achieve what would have been beyond them as indagd..

The greater productivity of work under the divisioihlabor is a unifying influence. It leads
men to regard each other as comrades in a joinggle for welfare, rather than as
competitors in a struggle for existengé.

Freedom, then, is needed for the development ahttieidual, and such development also depends
upon the extent of the division of labor and thegheof the standard of living. The developed
economy makes room for, and encourages, an enolyngugater specialization and flowering of
the powers of the individual than can a primitive®omy, and the greater the degree of such
development, the greater the scope for each inaéwid

If freedom and the growth of the market are eaghoitant for the development of each individual
and, therefore, to the flowering of diversity amdlividual differences, then so is there a casual
connection between freedom and economic growth.itF@ precisely freedom, the absence or



limitation of interpersonal restrictions or intadace, that sets the stage for economic growth and
hence of the market economy and the developedidalivisf labor. The Industrial Revolution and
the corollary and consequent economic growth of\ifest were a product of its relative freedom
for enterprise, for invention and innovation, foolility and the advancement of labor. Compared
to societies in other times and places, eighteanthnineteenth century Western Europe and the
United States were marked by a far greater socidl economic freedom?a freedom to move,
invest, work, and produce?secure from much haragsraad interference by government.
Compared to the role of government elsewhere, ate m these centuries in the West was
remarkably minimal[5]

By allowing full scope for investment, mobility, &h division of labor, creativity, and
entrepreneurship, the free economy thereby crélagesonditions for rapid economic development.
It is freedom and the free market, as Adam SmithH p&nted out, that develop the “wealth of
nations.” Thus, freedom leads to economic developmand both of these conditions in turn
multiply individual development and the unfoldin§ the powers of the individual man. In two
crucial ways, then, freedom is the root; only treefman can be fully individuated and, therefore,
can be fully human.

If freedom leads to a widening division of labondathe full scope of individual development, it
leads also to a growing population. For just asdivesion of labor is limited by the extent of the
market, so is total population limited by total guation. One of the striking facts about the
Industrial Revolution has been not only a great nisthe standard of living for everyone, but also
the viability of such ample living standards for @mormously larger population. The land area of
North America was able to support only a millionsorindians five hundred years ago, and that at a
barely subsistence level. Even if we wished to iglate the division of labor, we could not do so
without literally wiping out the vast majority dfi¢ current world population.

We conclude that freedom and its concomitant, tieemng division of labor, are vital for the
flowering of each individual, as well as the litesurvival of the vast bulk of the world’s
population. It must give us great concern, themt thver the past two centuries mighty social
movements have sprung up which have been dedicateteir heart, to the stamping out of all
human differences, of all individuality.

It has become apparent in recent years, for exarti@éethe heart of the complex social philosophy
of Marxism does not lie, as it seemed to in the0BE9&nd 40s, in Marxian economic doctrines: in
the labor theory of value, in the familiar propo$ai socialist state ownership of the means of
production, and in the central planning of the @roy and society. The economic theories and
programs of Marxism are, to use a Marxian term,alyeihe elaborate “super-structure” erected on
the inner core of Marxian aspiration. Consequentigny Marxists have, in recent decades, been
willing to abandon the labor theory of value anéreeentralized socialist planning, as the Marxian
economic theory has been increasingly abandonethangoractice of socialist planning shown to be
unworkable. Similarly, the Marxists of the “New I'ein the United States and abroad have been
willing to jettison socialist economic theory andagtice. What they havaot been willing to
abandon is the philosophic heart of the Marxiamliéleot socialism or socialist planning, concerned
anyway with what is supposed to be a temporarygé&staf development, budtommunismtself. It

is the communist ideal, the ultimate goal of Mamxjghat excites the contemporary Marxist, that
engages his most fervent passions. The New Lefkistanas no use for Soviet Russia because the
Soviets have clearly relegated the communist itbeetie remotest possible future. The New Letftist
admires Che Guevara, Fidel Castro, Mao Tse-Tung swwiply because of their role as



revolutionaries and guerrilla leaders, but moreabse of their repeated attempts to leap into
communism as rapidly as possildi&.

Karl Marx was vague and cloudy in describing thenownist ideal, let alone the specific path for
attaining it. But one essential feature is the ieatbn of the division of labor. Contrary to cunte
belief, Marx’s now popular concept of “alienatiohad little to do with a psychological sense of
apartness or discontent. The heart of the concapttie individual's “alienation” from the product
of labor. A worker, for example, works in a stealln©bviously, he himself will consume little or
none of the steel he produces; he earns the vahis product in the shape of a money-commaodity,
and then he happily uses that money to buy whateyehooses from the products of other people.
Thus, A produces steeB eggs,C shoes, etc., and then each exchanges them fougisodf the
others through the use of money. To Marx this phesmwn of the market and the division of labor
was a radical evil, for it meant that no one consdrany otis ownproduct. The steelworker thus
became “alienated” from his steel, the shoemalken fnis shoes, etc.

The proper response to this “problem,” it seemsny is: “So what?” Why should anyone care
about this sort of “alienation?” Surely the farm&tpemaker, and steelworker are very happy to sell
their product and exchange it for whatever prodtivty desire; deprive them of this “alienation”
and they would be most unhappy, as well as dyingfstarvation. For if the farmer were not
allowed to produce more wheat or eggs than he hiineasumes, or the shoemaker more shoes
than he can wear, or the steelworker more stealhleacan use, it is clear that the great bulk ef th
population would rapidly starve and the rest baiced to a primitive subsistence, with life “nasty,
brutish, and short[7]But to Marx this condition was the evil result aflividualism and capitalism
and had to be eradicated.

Furthermore, Marx was completely ignorant of thet that each participant in the division of labor
cooperates through the market economy, exchangingdch other’s products and increasing the
productivity and living standards of everyone. Taark] and differencesbetween men and,
therefore, any specialization in the division didg, is a “contradiction,” and the communist gaal i
to replace that “contradiction” with harmony amoath This means that to the Marxist any
individual differences, any diversity among mene dcontradictions” to be stamped out and
replaced by the uniformity of the antheap. Friddrtngels maintained that the emergence of the
division of labor shattered the alleged classlemsnbny and uniformity of primitive society, and
was responsible for the cleavage of society inftasgie and conflicting classes. Hence, for Marx
and Engels, the division of labor must be eradtateorder to abolish class conflict and to usimer i
the ideal harmony of the “classless society,” thaety of total uniformity[8]

Thus, Marx foresees his communist deal only “after enslaving subordination of individuals
under division of labor, and therewith also theitaesis between mental and physical labor, has
vanished.”[9]To Marx the ideal communist society is one wherg,Paofessor Gray puts it,
“everyone must do everything.” According to MarxXTihe German Ideology

In communist society, where nobody has one exausphere of activity but each can
become accomplished in any branch he wishes, gaegulates the general production and
thus makes it possible for me to do one thing toalay another tomorrow, to hunt in the
morning, fish in the afternoon, rear cattle in €wening, criticize after dinner, just as | have
a mind, without ever becoming hunter, fishermaep$ierd or critic[10]

And the Marxist, August Bebel, consistently applilbis$ dilettantish notion to the role of women:



At one moment a practical worker in some indush s in the next hour educator, teacher,
nurse; in the third part of the day she exercisgsesart or cultivates a science; and in the
fourth part she fulfills some administrative furocti[11]

The concept of theommunein socialist thought takes on its central impocemprecisely as a
means of eradicating individual differences. In@ just that the commune owns all the means of
production among its members. Crucial to the comahugteal is that every man takes on every
function, either all at once or in rapid rotati@bviously, the commune has to subsist on no more
than a primitive level, with only a few common taskor this ideal to be achieved. Hence the New
Left commune, where every person is supposed te takns equally at every task; again,
specialization is eradicated, and no one can dpvhkis powers to the full. Hence the current
admiration for Cuba, which has attempted to stfessral” rather than economic incentives in
production, and which has established communeshensie of Pines. Hence the admiration of
Mao, who has attempted to establish uniform urbash miral communes, and who recently sent
several million students into permanent exile itb@ frontier agricultural areas, in order to
eliminate the “contradiction between intellectuatigphysical labor.712] Indeed, at the heart of the
split between Russia and China is Russia’s virlb@ndonment of the communist ideal in the face
of China’s “fundamentalist” devotion to the origiraeed. The shared devotion to the commune
also accounts for the similarities between the Naift, the Utopian socialists of the nineteenth
century, [13] and the communist anarchists, a wing of anarchisat has always shared the
communal ideal with the Marxistgl4]

The communist would deny that his ideal society M@auppress the personality of every man. On
the contrary, freed from the confines of the disisof labor, each person would fully devekpof

his powers in every direction. Every man would biyfrounded in all spheres of life and work. As
Engels put it in hisAnti-D?hring communism would give “each individual the oppaity to
develop and exercise all his faculties, physical exental, in all direction ..[15] And Lenin wrote

in 1920 of the “abolition of the division of lab@mong people ... the education, schooling and
training of people withan all-round developmerdand an all-round training, peopleable to do
everything Communism is marching and must march towardgba, andwill reach it....” [16]

This absurd ideal of the man “able to do everythisgnly viable if (a) everyone does everything
very badly, or (b) there are only a very few things do, or (c) everyone is miraculously
transformed into a superman. Professor Mises apitgs that the ideal communist man is the
dilettante, the man who knows a little of everythand does nothing well. For how can he develop
any of his powers and faculties if he is preventedrfrdeveloping any one of them to any sustained
extent? As Mises says of Bebel’s Utopia,

Art and science are relegated to leisure hourshigwway, thinks Bebel, the society of the

future “will possess scientists and artists of lalhds in countless numbers.” These,

according to their several inclinations, will puestheir studies and their arts in their spare
time.... All mental work he regards as mere dilgitan.... But nevertheless we must inquire
whether under these conditions the mind would be tbcreate that freedom without which

it cannot exist.

Obviously all artistic and scientific work which mands time, travel, technical education
and great material expenditure, would be quiteobtiie question[17]

Every person’s time and energy on the earth aressecily limited; hence, in order to develmy
of his faculties to the full, he must specializel moncentrate on some rather than others. As Gray
writes,



That each individual should have the opportunityde¥elopingall his faculties, physical
and mental, inall directions, is a dream which will cheer the visiomy of the simple-
minded, oblivious of the restrictions imposed bg ttarrow limits of human life. For life is
a series of acts of choice, and each choice featame time a renunciation....

Even the inhabitant of Engels’ future fairyland Mnihve to decide sooner or later whether
he wishes to be Archbishop of Canterbury or Firsa $ord, whether he should seek to
excel as a violinist or as a pugilist, whether hewd elect to know all about Chinese
literature or about the hidden pages in the lifehefmackerel.18]

Of course, only way to resolve this dilemma isantésize that the New Communist Man will be a
superman. The Marxist, Karl Kautsky, asserted thahe future society “a new type of man will
arise ... a superman ... an exalted man.” LeorsKygprophesied that under communism.

. man will become incomparably stronger, wisarerf. His body more harmonious, his
movements more rhythmical, his voice more musicalhe human average will rise to the
level of an Aristotle, a Goethe, a Marx. Above thether heights new peaks will arifE9]

In recent years, communists have intensified te#arts to end the division of labor and reduce all
individuals to uniformity. Fidel Castro’s attempits “build Communism” in the Isle of Pines, and
Mao Tse-Tung’s Cultural Revolution, have been edhaeminiature by the American New Left in
numerous attempts to form hippies communes ande@te organizational “collectives” in which
everyone does everything without benefit of spesibn.[20] In contrast, Yugoslavia has been
the quiet despair of the communist movement by mpvapidly in the opposite direction?toward
every-increasing freedom, individuality, and frearket operations?and has proved influential in
leading the other “communist” countries of Eastétmope (notably, Hungary and Czechoslovakia)
in the same directiorfi21]

One way of gauging the extent of “harmonious” depetent of all of the individual's powers in
the absence of specialization is to consider wbiaiadly happened during primitive or preindustrial
eras. And, indeed, many socialists and other opgsnef the Industrial Revolution exalt the
primitive and preindustrial periods as a golden aigearmony, community, and social belonging?a
peaceful and happy society destroyed by the demedap of individualism, the Industrial
Revolution, and the market economy. In their exialtaof the primitive and the preindustrial, the
socialists were perfectly anticipated by the rearies of the Romantic movement, those men who
longed to roll back the tide of progress, indivililsra, and industry, and return to the supposed
golden age of the preindustrial era. The New Lliefparticular, also emphasizes a condemnation of
technology and the division of labor, as well ateaire to “return to the earth” and an exaltatibn o
the commune and the “tribe.” As John W. Aldridgeceptively points out, the current New Left
virtually constitutes a generational tribe that iexe all the characteristics of a uniform and
interchangeable herd, with little or no individiyadmong its memberf22]

Similarly, the early nineteenth century German tieaary, Adam M?ller, denounced the

... vicious tendency to divide labor in all bransh& private industry...[The] division of
labor in large cities or industrial or mining proges cuts up man, the completely free man,
into wheels, rollers, spokes, shafts, etc., formeshim an utterly one-sided scope in the
already one-sided field of the provisioning of @megle want..[23]



The leading French conservatives of the early eagmh century, Bonald and de Maistre, who
idealized the feudal order, denounced the disraptig individualism of the pre-existing social
order and social cohesiofik4] The contemporary French reactionary, Jacques,EiulThe
Technological Societya book much in favor on the New Left, condemnsr“dehumanized
factories, our unsatisfied senses ... our estraagefrom nature.” In the Middle Ages, in contrast,
claims Ellul, “Man sought open spaces ... the foiyi of moving about ... of not constantly
colliding with other people.[25] In the meanwhile, on the socialist side, the enundhistorian
Karl Polanyi’'s influentialThe Great Transformatiomakes this thesis of the disruption of a
previous social harmony by individualism, the markeonomy, and the division of labor the
central theme of the book.

For its part, the worship of the primitive is a ilcg) extension of the worship of the preindustrial.
This worship by modern sophisticated intellectualsges from Rousseau’s “noble savage” and the
lionizing of that creature by the Romantic movemeilt the way to the adoration of the Black
Panthers by white intellectual26] Whatever other pathology the worship of the piweiteflects,

a basic part of it is a deep-seated hatred of iddal diversity. Obviously, the more primitive and
the less civilized a society, the less diverse amviduated it can 7] Also part of this
primitivism reflects a hatred for the intellect aitd works, since the flowering of reason and
intellection leads to diversity and inequality nélividual achievement.

For the individual to advance and develop, reasmhthe intellect must bactive it must embody
the individual’s mind working upon and transformitige materials of reality. From the time of
Aristotle, the classical philosophy presented manoaly fulfilling himself, his nature, and his
personality through purposive action upon the wadltlds from such rational and purposive action
that the works of civilization have developed. lontrast, the Romantic movement has always
exalted the passivity of the child who, necessaghorant and immature, only reacts passively to
his environment rather than acts to change it. T@ngency to exalt passivity and the young, and to
denigrate intellect, has reached its present emiemiin the New Left, which worships both youth
per seand a passive attitude of ignorant and purpossjasstaneity. The passivity of the New Letft,
its wish to live simply and in “harmony” with “thearth” and the alleged rhythms of nature, harks
back completely to the Rousseauist Romantic movengke the Romantic movement, it is a
conscious rejection of civilization and differenéid men on behalf of the primitive, the ignorant,
the herd-like “tribe.728]

If reason, purpose, and action are to be spurhed, Wwhat replace them in the Romantic pantheon
are unanalyzed, spontaneous “feelings.” And sirtee range of feelings is relatively small
compared to intellectual achievements, and in a$g ¢s not objectively known to another person,
the emphasis on feelings is another way to irordoedrsity and inequality among individuals.

Irving Babbitt, a keen critic of Romanticism, wratbout the Romantic movement:

The whole movement is filled with the praise ofagance and of those who still enjoy its
inappreciable advantages - the savage, the peasdrgbove all the child. The Rousseauist
may indeed be said to have discovered the poetchittthood... but at what would seem at
times a rather heavy sacrifice of rationality. Ratthan consent to have the bloom taken off
things by analysis one should, as Coleridge talsink backio the devout state of childlike
wonder. However, to grow ethically is not to sirdchk but to struggle painfully forward. To
affirm the contrary is to proclaim one’s inabilitg mature ... [The Romantic] is ready to
assert that what comes to the child spontaneosigyiperior to the deliberate moral effort of
the mature man. The speeches of all the sageaaading to Maeterlinck, outweighed by
the unconscious wisdom of the passing chi28]



Another perceptive critique of Romanticism and ptivism was written by Ludwig von Mises. He
notes that “the whole tribe of romantics” have demed specialization and the division of labor.
“For them the man of the past who developed hisggewharmoniously’ is the ideal: an ideal
which alas no longer inspires our degenerate algey fecommend retrogression in the division of
labor...” with the socialists surpassing theirdaellRomantics in this regarfB0] But are primitives

or preindustrial men privileged to develop themsslfreely and harmoniously? Mises answers:

It is futile to look for the harmoniously developethn at the outset of economic evolution.
The almost self-sufficient economic subject as wewk him in the solitary peasant of
remote valleys shows none of that noble, harmonaeselopment of body, mind, and
feeling which the romantics ascribe to him. Cialibn is a product of leisure and the peace
of mind that only the division of labor can makesgible. Nothing is more false than to
assume that man first appeared in history withralependent individuality and that only
during the evolution [of society]... did he lose his spiritual independence. All history,
evidence and observation of the lives of primipeoples is directly contrary to this view.
Primitive man lacks all individuality in our sensewo South Sea Islanders resemble each
other far more closely than two twentieth-centupntioners. Personality was not bestowed
upon man at the outset. It has been acquired indhese of evolution of societj81]

Or we may note Charles Silberman’s critique of JasqEllul’'s rhapsodies on the “traditional
rhythms of life and nature” lived by preindustrrabn, as compared to “dehumanized factories ...
our estrangement from nature.” Silberman asks:

But with what shall we contrast this dehumanizedla® The beautiful, harmonious life
being lived by, say, the Chinese or Vietnamese gsgasoman, who works in the fields
close to nature, for twelve hours a day?roughlyabeditions under which the great bulk
women (and men) have worked ... through all of huristory? For this is the condition
that Ellul idealizes.

And, as for Ellul's paean to the Middle Ages asiganobile, spacious, and uncrowded:

This would have been startling news to the medipealsant, who lived with his wife and
children, other relatives, and probably animalsvaf in a one-room thatched cottage. And
even for the nobility, was there really more positypof “moving about” in the Middle
Ages, when travel was by foot or hoof, than todalgen steelworkers spend sabbaticals in

Europe?32]

The savage is supposed not only to be “noble” mat supremely happy. From the Rousseauans to
what Erich Fromm has called “the infantile ParatliseNorman O. Brown and Herbert Marcuse,
the Romantics have extolled the happiness yieldgdhe spontaneous and the childlike. To
Aristotle and the classic philosophers, happineasagting in accordance with man’s unique and
rational nature. To Marcuse, any purposive, ratiantion is by definition “repressive,” to which he
contrasts the “liberated” state of spontaneous.phsyde from the universal destitution that the
proposed abolition of work would bring, the reswlbuld be a profoundinhappiness, for no
individual would be able to fulfill himself, his dividuality would largely disappear, for in a world
of “polymorphous” play everyone would be virtuadlijke.

If we consider the supposed happiness of primitiag, we must also consider that his life was, in
the famous phrase of Hobbes, “nasty, brutish, dmit$ There were few medical aids against
disease; there were none against famine, for iroddwcut off from interregional markets and
barely above subsistence any check to the local $opply will decimate the population. Fulfilling



the dreams of Romantics, the primitive tribe isaggive creature of its given environment and has
no means for acting to overcome and transformende, when the local food supply within an area
is depleted, the “happy-go-lucky” tribe dies masse

Furthermore, we must realize that the primitiveeaa world which he cannot understand, since he
has not engaged in much of a rational, scientifiguiry into its workings.We know what a
thunderstorm is, and therefore take rational messagainst it; but the savage does not know, and
therefore surmises that the God of Thunder is dagdd with him and must be propitiated with
sacrifices and votive offerings. Since the savaggednly a limited concept of a world knit together
by natural law (a concept which employs reason sciénce), he believes that the world is
governed by a host of capricious spirits and demeash of which can only be propitiated by ritual
or magic, and by a priest-craft of witch doctorsow$pecialize in their propitiatior{33] The
renaissance of astrology and similar mystic cremushe New Left marks a reversion to such
primitive forms of magic. So fearful is the savage,bound is he by irrational taboo and by the
custom of his tribe, that he cannot develop hisviddality.

If tribal custom crippled and repressed the devalmt of each individual, then so too did the
various caste systems and networks of restrictiwhcmercion in preindustrial societies that forced
everyone to follow the hereditary footsteps of flaither’'s occupation. Each child knew from birth
that he was doomed to tread where his ancestorgybiae before him, regardless of ability or
inclination to the contrary. The “social harmonythie “sense of belonging,” supplied by
mercantilism, by the guilds, or by the caste sysi@ovided such contentment that its members left
the throes of the system when given an opportu@tyen the freedom to choose, the tribesmen
abandon the bosom of their tribe to come to therfréatomistic” cities looking for jobs and
opportunity. It is curious, in fact, that those Ramtics who yearn to restore the mythical golden age
of caste and status refuse to allow each indivithefreedom to choose between market on the one
hand, or caste and tribal commune on the otheariably, the new golden age has to be imposed
by coercion.

Is it, indeed, a coincidence that the natives ofleweloped countries, when given a chance,
invariably abandon their “folk culture” on behalf Western ways, living standards, and “Coca-
Colaization?” Within a few years, for example, ffeople of Japan were delighted to abandon their
centuries-old traditional culture and folkways, andnh to the material achievements and market
economy of the West. Primitive tribes, too, givechance, are eager to differentiate and develop a
market economy, to shed their stagnant “harmonyd eeplace their magic by knowledge of
discovered law. The eminent anthropologist, BramisMalinowski, pointed out that primitives are
magic only to cover those areas of nature of whiely are ignorant; in those areas where they have
come to understand the natural processes at waticris, quite sensibly, not employ¢84]

A patrticularly striking example of the eager deyefent of a pervasive market economy among
primitive tribesmen is the largely unheralded cat&Vest Africa.[35] And Bernard Siegel has
pointed out that when, as among the Penajacheluateihala, a primitive society becomes large
and technologically and societally complex, a madanomy inevitably accompanies this growth,
replete with specialization, competition, cash pases, demand and supply, prices and costs, etc.

[36]

There is thus ample evidence that even primitileestmen themselves are not fond of their
primitivism and take the earliest opportunity tacase from it; the main stronghold of love for
primitivism seems to rest among the decidedly nomiive Romantic intellectuals.



Another primitivistic institution that has been lleai by many social scientists is the system of the
“extended family,” a harmony and status supposeditured by the individualistic “nuclear
family” of the modern West. Yet the extended fansij)stem has been responsible for crippling the
creative and productive individual as well as repigg economic development. Thus, West African
development has been impeded by the extended faomilgept that, if one man prospers, he is duty
bound to share this bounty with a host of relatitlegs draining off the reward for his productivity
and crippling his incentive to succeed, while emaging the relatives to live idly on the family
dole. And neither do the productive members ofttliee seem very happy about this supposedly
harmonious societal bond. Professor Bauer poirtt$hai

... many admit in private discussion that they driéeese extensive obligations ... The fear of
the obligations of the family system is partly respible for the widespread use of textiles
and trinkets as outlets for savings, in preferetacenore productive forms of investment

which are more likely to attract the attention elftives.

And many Africans distrust banks, “fearing thatythmay disclose the size of their accounts to
members of their families. They, therefore, preéekeep their savings under the fireplace or buried
in the ground.[37]

In fact, the primitive community, far from beingpgmy, harmonious, and idyllic, is much more
likely to be ridden by mutual suspicion and envytled more successful or better-favored, an envy
SO pervasive as to cripple, by the fear of its gmes, all personal or general economic development.
The German sociologist Helmut Schoeck, in his irtgoadrrecent work orenvy, cites numerous
studies of this pervasive crippling effect. Thue #mthropologist Clyde Kluckhohn found among
the Navaho the absence of any concept of “persraless” or “personal achievement”; and such
success was automatically attributed to exploitatd others, and, therefore, the more prosperous
Navaho Indian feels himself under constant socia@sgure to give his money away. Allan
Holmberg found that the Siriono Indian of Boliviate alone at night because, if he eats by day, a
crowd gathers around him to stare in envious haftfée result among the Siriono is that, in
reaction to this pervasive pressure, no one wilimarily share food with anybody. Sol Tax found
that envy and fear of envy in “a small communityend all neighbors watch and where all are
neighbors” accounted for the unprogressiveness,stb@ness of change toward a productive
economy among the Indians of Guatemala. And whenba of Pueblo Indians showed the
beginnings of specialization and the division dfdg the envy of their fellow tribesmen impelled
them to take measures to end this process, ingyglirysical destruction of the property of those
who seemed in any way better off than their fellows

Oscar Lewis discovered an extremely pervasive ééahe envy of others in a Mexican Indian
village, a fear producing intense secretivenesat&\rews:

The man who speaks little, keeps his affairs toseify and maintains some distance
between himself and others has less chance ofirgeabemies or of being criticized or
envied. A man does not generally discuss his gdlabsiy or sell or take a trip38]

Professor Schoeck comments:

... it is difficult to envisage what it means ftweteconomic and technical development of a
community when, almost automatically and as a maft@rinciple, the future dimension is
banned from human intercourse and conversationnwheannot even be discussed.
Ubiquitous envy, fear of it and those who harboritts off such people from any kind of



communal action directed towards the future ...sMliving, all preparation and planning for
the future can be undertaken only by socially fragtad, secretive beind89]

Furthermore, in this Mexican village no one willmaor tell anyone else of imminent danger to the
other’s property; there is no sense of human seolalarity whatsoever.

Among the Indians of Aritama in Colombia, the ReleDolmatoffs reported:

Every individual lives in constant fear of the najiaggression of others, and the general
social atmosphere in the village is one of mutumpgion, of latent danger, and hidden
hostility, which pervade every aspect of life. Thest immediate reason for magical
aggression is envy. Anything that might be intetguleas a personal advantage over others is
envied: good health, economic assets, good phyapatarance, popularity, a harmonious
family life, a new dress. All these and other aspenply prestige, and with it power and
authority over others. Aggressive magic is, theefintended to prevent or to destroy this
power and to act as a leveling forp&]

The Reichel-Dolmatoffs also noted that if one memddea group in Aritama should work faster or
better than his fellows, his place of work is markéth a cross before he arrives the next morning,
and his envious colleagues pray to God to makentbi® able worker slow and tired.

Finally, Watson and Samora found that the majosardor the failure of a group of lower-class
Spanish-speaking citizens of a mountain townshigomthern Colorado to rise into parity with the
upper-class Anglo community, was the bitter envyhef Spanish group toward any of their number
who managed to rise upward. Anyone who works hig waward is regarded as a man “who has
sold himself to the Anglos,” “who has climbed oe thacks of his people[41]

The anthropologist Eric Wolf has even coined thentéinstitutionalized envy” to describe such
pervasive institutions, including the practice dadr of black magic in these primitive societies.
[42] Schoeck notes:

Institutionalized envy. or the ubiquitous fear of it, means that thieréittle possibility of
individual economic advancement and no contact wiéhoutside world through which the
community might hope to progress. No one daretowvsanything that might lead people to
think he was better off. Innovations are unlikegricultural methods remain traditional
and primitive, to the detriment of the whole vikagecause every deviation from previous
practice comes up against the limitations set lwy gd 3]

And Schoeck aptly concludes:

There is nothing to be seen here of the close camiynwhich allegedly exists among
primitive peoples in pre-affluent times?the poorgrjs held, the greater the sense of
community. Sociological theory would have avoidednm errors if those phenomena had
been properly observed and evaluated a centuryTdgomyth of a golden age, when social
harmony prevailed because each man had abouttlasa the next one, the warm and
generous community spirit of simple societies, waeed for the most part just a myth, and
social scientists should have known better thaiaghbion out of it a set of utopian standards
with which to criticize their own societiegl4]

In sum, Ludwig von Mises’s strictures against Rotitggm do not seem to be overdrawn:



Romanticism is man’s revolt against reason, as alagainst the condition under which
nature has compelled him to live. The romantic idagdreamer; he easily manages in
imagination to disregard the laws of logic and maturhe thinking and rationally acting
man tries to rid himself of the discomfort of unsféd wants by economic action and work;
he produces in order to improve his position. Thmantic ... imagines the pleasures of
success but he does nothing to achieve them hersmaemove the obstacles; he merely
removes them in imagination ... He hates work, eoon and reason.
The romantic takes all the gifts of a social cialion for granted and desires, in addition,
everything fine and beautiful that, as he thinksfaht times and creatures had or have to offer.
Surrounded by the comforts of European town lifddmgs to be an Indian rajah, bedouin, corsair,
or troubadour. But he sees only that portion oséhpeople’s lives which seems pleasant to him ...
The perilous nature of their existence, the contpar@overty of their circumstances, their miseries
and their toil - these things his imagination taltyf overlooks: all is transfigured by a rosy gleam
Compared with this dream ideal, reality appears and shallow. There are obstacles to overcome
which do not exist in the dream... Here there iskwo do, ceaselessly, assiduously... Here one
must plough and sow if one wishes to reap. The miimadoes not choose to admit all this.
Obstinate as a child, he refuses to recognizeatntdcks and jeers; he despises and loathes the
bourgeois[45]

The Romantic, or primitivist, attitude was alsoll@ntly criticized by the Spanish philosopher,
Ortega y Gasset:

... it is possible to have peoples who are perdgrpamitive ... those who have remained in
the motionless, frozen twilight, which never pragges towards midday.

This is what happens in the world which is mereuNatBut it does not happen in the world
of civilization which is ours. Civilization is ndjust there,” it is not self-supporting. It is
artificial.... If you want to make use of the adtages of civilization, but are not prepared to
concern yourself with the upholding of civilizati®you are done. In a trice you find yourself
left without civilization ... The primitive foresappears in its native state ... The jungle is
always primitive and, vice versa, everything prinatis mere jungle46]

Ortega adds that the type of man he sees risitigetéore, the modern “mass-man,” “believes that
the civilization into which he was born and which makes use of, is as spontaneous and self-
producing as Nature....” But the mass-man, the-hwad, is also characterized by his desire to
stamp out those individuals who differ from the ;1@3he mass ... does not wish to share life with
those who are not of it. It has a deadly hatredllahat is not itself[47]

V.

The Left, of course, does not couch its demanderms of stamping out diversity; what it seeks to
achieve sounds semantically far more pleaszguiality It is in the name of equality that the Left
seeks all manner of measures, from progressivéioaxia the ultimate stage of communism.

But what, philosophicallyis “equality?” The term must not be left unanalyzed accepted at face
value. Let us take three entities:B, andC. A, B, andC are said to be “equal” to each other (i.e.,
A=B=C) if a particular characteristic is found in which theee entities are uniform or identical. In
short, here are three individual ménB, andC. Each may be similar in some respects but difteren
in others. If each of them is precisely 5’10 indid, they are theequalto each othein height It
follows from our discussion of the concept of egyahatA, B, andC can becompletely‘equal” to
each other only if they are identical or uniformaih characteristics?in short, if all of them are, like



the same size of nut or bolt, completely intercleainde. We see, then, that the ideal of human
equalitycan onlyimply total uniformity and the utter stamping aitindividuality.

It is high time, then, for those who cherish fremgdndividuality, the division of labor, and
economic prosperity and survival, to stop concedimggsupposed nobility of the ideal of equality.
Too often have “conservatives” conceded the idé&dgoiality only to cavil at its “impracticality.”
Philosophically, there can be no divorce betwee&omh and practice. Egalitarian measures do not
“work” because they violate the basic nature of nadrwhat it means for the individual man to be
truly human. The call of “equality” is a siren sotigit can only mean the destruction of all that we
cherish as being human.

It is ironic that the term, “equality,” brings ifavorable connotation to us from a past usage that
was radically different. For the concept of “equdliachieved its widespread popularity during the
classical liberal movements of the eighteenth agntwhen it meantnot uniformity of status or
income, but freedom for each and every man, witlexgeption. In short, “equality” in those days
meant the liberation and individualist concept wif fiberty for all persons. Thus, the biochemist
Roger Williams correctly points out that the “fremd equal’ phrase in the Declaration of
Independence was an unfortunate paraphrase otex b&itement contained in the Virginia Bill of
Rights... all men are by nature equally free ardkpendent.” In other words, men candopially
free without beinguniform” [48]

This libertarian credo was formulated with partasutogency by Herbert Spencer in his “Law of
Equal Liberty” as the suggested fundamental coteso$ocial philosophy:

....man’s happiness can be obtained only by theceseeof his faculties....But the fulfillment
of this duty necessarily presupposes freedom abracMan cannot exercise his faculties
without certain scope. He must have liberty to gd 8o come, to see, to feel, to speak, to
work; to get food, raiment, shelter, and to provide each and all the needs of his
nature...To exercise his faculties he must havertybto do all that his faculties actually
impel him to do....Therefore, he hasight to that liberty. This, however, is not the riglit o
one but all. All are endowed with faculties. Alleabound to ... [exercise] them. All,
therefore, must be free to do those things in wkhehexercise of them consists. That is, all
must have rights to liberty of action.

And hence there necessarily arises a limitatiom.ifmen have like claims to that freedom
which is needful for the exercise of their faciudtighen must the freedom of each be
bounded by the similar freedom of all....Wherefaearrive at the general proposition, that
every man may claim the fullest liberty to exercisie faculties compatible with the
possession of like liberty by every other mig@]

Thus, only the specific of equality biberty - the older view of human equality - is compatibieh

the basic nature of man. Equality adndition would reduce humanity to an antheap existence.
Fortunately, the individuated nature of man, alliedhe geographical diversity on the earth, makes
the ideal of total equality unattainable. But aroremous amount of damage - the crippling of
individuality, as well as economic and social destion - could be generated in the attempt.

Let us turn from equality to the concept of inedgyakthe condition that exists when every man is
not identical to every other in all characteristidsislevident that inequality flows inevitably out o
specialization and the division of labor. Therefadree economy will lead not only to diversity of
occupation, with one man a baker, another an aetdhird a civil engineer, etc., but specific
inequalities will also emerge in monetary income andtatus and scope of control within each
occupation. Each person will, in the free-marketrneeny, tend to earn a monetary income equal to



the value placed upon his productive contributionsatisfying the desires and demands of the
consumers. In economic terminology each man wiltlt®® earn an income equal to his “marginal
productivity,” to his particular productivity in 8sfying consumer demands. Clearly, in a world of
developed individual diversity, some men will bermantelligent, others more alert and farsighted,
than the remainder of the population. Still othensanwhile, will be more interested in those areas
reaping greater monetary gain; those who succeedmil@tatting of crude oil will reap greater
monetary rewards than those who remain in secatfabs.

Many intellectuals are wont to denounce the “umiass” of the market in granting a far higher
monetary income to a movie star than, say, a seaaker, in that way rewarding “material” far
more than “spiritual” and “material,” it strikes ernhat if the social worker’'s alleged “goodness”
indeed resides in her “spirituality,” then it isrely inappropriate and inconsistent to demand that
she receive more of the “material” amenities (mQnay a visthe movie star. In the free society,
those who are capable of providing goods and seswuicat the consumers value and are willing to
purchase, will receive precisely what the consunaeeswilling to spend. Those who persist in
entering lower-priced occupations, either becahsy prefer the work or because they are not
sufficiently capable in the higher-paid fields, caarcely complain when they earn a lower salary.

If, then, inequality of income is the inevitable corollary séédom, then so too is inequality of
control. Inany organization, whether it be a business firm, agédor a bridge club, there will
always be a minority of people who will rise to ghesition of leaders and others who will remain
as followers in the rank and file. Robert Michelscdvered this as one of the great laws of
sociology, “The Iron Law of Oligarchy.” In everyganized activity, no matter the sphere, a small
number will become the “oligarchical” leaders ahd bthers will follow.

In the market economy, the leaders, being more ymtoge in satisfying the consumers, will
inevitably earn more money than the rank and ¥Ngthin other organizations, the difference will
only be that of control. But, in either case, apiand interest will select those who rise to the. t
The best and most dedicated steel producer wdl tosthe leadership of the steel corporation; the
ablest and most energetic will tend to rise to éeslip in the local bridge club; and so on.

This process of ability and dedication findingaten level works best and most smoothly, it is true,
in institutions such as business firms in the miagkenomy. For here every firm places itself under
the discipline of monetary profits and income edrhg selling a suitable product to the consumers.
If managers or workers fall down on the job, a lo§grofits provides a very rapid signal that
something is wrong and that these producers musetirtifeeir ways. In non-market organizations,
where profit does not provide a test of efficienitys far easier for other qualities extraneouhi®
actual activity to play a role in selecting the niems of the oligarchy. Thus, a local bridge club
may select its leaders, not only for ability andlidation to the activities of the club, but also fo
extraneous racial or physical characteristics prefeby the membership. This situation is far less
likely where monetary losses will be incurred bglgting to such external factors.

We need only look around us at every human actiertyrganization, large or small, political,
economic, philanthropic, or recreational, to seeuhiversality of the Iron Law of Oligarchy. Take
a bridge club of fitty members and, regardlessegfl formalities, half-a-dozen or so will really be
running the show. Michels, in fact, discovered btmn Law by observing the rigid, bureaucratic,
oligarchic rule that pervaded the Social Democrpéidies in Europe in the late nineteenth century,
even though these parties were supposedly dedicatglality and the abolition of the division of
labor.[50] And it is precisely the obviously frozen inequalif income and power, and the rule by
oligarchy, that has totally disillusioned the edfyateeking New Left in the Soviet Union. No one
lionizes Brezhnev or Kosygin.



It is the egalitarian attempt by the New Left taagse the Iron Law of inequality and oligarchy that
accounts for its desperate efforts to end eliteldeship within its own organizations. (Certainly
there has been no indication of any disappearahite gower elite in oft-heralded Cuba or China.)
The early drive toward egalitarianism in the NewftLemerged in the concept of “participatory
democracy.” Instead of the members of an orgamizatiecting an elite leadership, so the theory
ran, each person would participate equally in fithe organization’s decision-making. It was, by
the way, probably thisenseof direct and intense participation by each indiinal that accounted for
the heady enthusiasm of the masses in the very siades of the revolutionary regimes in Soviet
Russia and Cuba?an enthusiasm that quickly wan#eeasevitable oligarchy began to take control
and mass participation to die.

While the would-be participatory democrats have enkelen criticisms of bureaucratic rule in our
society, the concept itself, when applied, runsdigpagainst the Iron Law. Thus, anyone who has
sat through sessions of any organization engageghiticipatory democracy knows the intense
boredom and inefficiency that develop rapidly. Hoeach person must participate equally in all
decisions, the time devoted to decision-making nbesbme almost endless, and the processes of
the organizatiorbecomdlife itself for the participants. This is one difet reasons why many New
Left organizations quickly begin to insist thatith@embers live in communes and dedicate their
entire lives to the organization?in effect, to neetigeir lives with the organization. For if theylyr

live and pursue participatory democracy, they camllly do anything else. But despite this attempt
to salvage the concept, the inevitable gross icieficy and aggravated boredom ensure that all but
the most intensely dedicated will abandon the aegdion. In short, if it can work at all,
participatory democracy can work only in groupgisg that they are, in effect, the “leaders” shorn
of their following.

We conclude that, to succeed, any organization mushtually fall into the hands of specialized
“professionals,” of a minority of persons dedicatedts tasks and able to carry them out. Oddly
enough, it was Lenin who, despite his lip servizaghte ultimate ideal of egalitarian communism,
recognized that a revolution, too, in order to s&ct; must be led by a minority, a “vanguard,” of
dedicated professionals.

It is the intense egalitarian drive of the New Li#fat accounts, furthermore, for its curious theory
of education?a theory that has made such an ensrrimopact on the contemporary student
movement in American universities in recent yedise theory holds that, in contrast to “old-
fashioned” concepts of education, the teacher kmawsiorethan any of his students. All, then, are
“‘equal” in condition; one is no better in any setisan any other. Since only an imbecile would
actually proclaim that the student knows as muatuakhe content of any given discipline as his
professor, this claim of equality is sustained kguang for the abolition of content in the classmo
This content, asserts the New Left, is “irrelevatat’the student and hence not a proper part of the
educational process. The only proper subject ferctassroom is not a body of truths, not assigned
readings or topics, but open-ended, free-floatiagigpatory discussion of the student’s feelings,
since only his feelings are truly “relevant” to thieident. And since the lecture method implies, of
course, that the lecturing professor knows more tha students to whom he imparts knowledge,
the lecture too must go. Such is the caricatufeddcation” propounded by the New Left.

One question that this doctrine calls to mind, and that the New Left has never really answered,
of course, isvhy the students should then be in college to begth.WWhy couldn’t they just as
well achieve these open-ended discussions of thelings at home or at the neighborhood candy
store? Indeed, on this educational theory, thedd® such has no particular functionbécomes

in effect, the local candy store, and it, too, nesrgvith life itself. But then, again, why have a



school at all? And why, in fact, should the studgmay tuition and the faculty receive a salary for
their nonexistent services? If all are truly equdly is the faculty alone paid?

In any case, the emphasis on feelings rather thdanal content in courses again insures an
egalitarian school; or rather, the school as sualy disappear, but the “courses” would surely be
egalitarian, for if only “feelings” are to be diszsed, then surely everyone’s feelings are
approximately “equal”’ to everyone else’s. Oncewalleason, intellect, and achievement full sway,
and the demon of inequality will quickly raise litgly head.

If, then, the natural inequality of ability and iaferest among men must make elites inevitable, the
only sensible course is to abandon the chimeragofley and accept the universal necessity of
leaders and followers. The task of the libertaridre person dedicated to the idea of the free
society, is not to inveigh against elites whiclkelithe need for freedom, flow directly from the
nature of man. The goal of the libertarian is ratfeeestablish a free society, a society in which
each man is free to find his best level. In sudhnea society, everyone will be “equal” only in
liberty, while diverse and unequal in all otherpredts. In this society the elites, like everyorsegel
will be free to rise to their best level. In Jeffenian terminology, we will discover “natural
aristocracies” who will rise to prominence and keathip in every field. The point is to allow the
rise of these natural aristocracies, but not the afi “artificial aristocracies”?those who rule by
means of coercion. The artificial aristocrats, tberciveoligarchs, are the men who rise to power
by invading the liberties of their fellowmen, bynyeng them their freedom. On the contrary, the
natural aristocrats live in freedom and harmonyhwifteir fellows, and rise by exercising their
individuality and their highest abilities in thergiee of their fellows, either in an organizationky
producing efficiently for the consumers. In fadte tcoercive oligarchs invariably rise to power by
suppressing the natural elites, along with othem;ttee two kinds of leadership are antithetical.

Let us take a hypothetical example of a possibge @ such conflict between different kinds of
elites. A large group of people voluntarily engaggrofessional football, selling their services to
an eager consuming public. Quickly rising to the i®a natural elite of the best?the most able and
dedicated?football players, coaches, and organtfetise game. Here we have an example of the
rise of a natural elite in a free society. Thew, power elite in control of the government deciihes

its wisdom that all professional athletics, andeegly football, are evil. The government then
decrees that pro football is outlawed and ordeesy®ne to take part instead in a local eurythmics
club as a mass-participatory substitute. Here tibers of the government are clearly a coercive
oligarchy, an “artificial elite,” using force topeess a voluntary or natural elite (as well asrdst

of the population).

The libertarian view of freedom, government, indivality, envy, and coerciweersusnatural elites
has never been put more concisely or with greaerevthan by H. L. Mencken:

All government, in its essence, is a conspiracyregdhe superior man: its one permanent
object is to oppress him and cripple him. If itdvéstocratic in organization, then it seeks to
protect the man who is superior only in law agathstman who is superior in fact; if it be
democratic, then it seeks to protect the man whofésior in every way against both. One
of its primary functions is to regiment men by #®rto make them as much alike as possible
and as dependent upon one another as possiblkearichsout and combat originality among
men. All it can see in an original idea is potdnthange, and hence an invasion of its
prerogatives. The most dangerous man to any goernis the man who is able to think
things out for himself, without regard to the priéing superstitions and tabod$.1]



Similarly, the libertarian writer Albert Jay Noclaw in the political conflicts between Left and
Right “simply a tussle between two groups of massyone large and poor, the other small and
rich ... The object of the tussle was the mategains accruing from control of the State’s
machinery. It is easier to seize wealth (from thedpcers) than to produce it; and as long as the
State makes the seizure of wealth a matter ofilegghprivilege, so long will the squabble for that

privilege go on.752]

Helmut Schoeck’€€nvy makes a powerful case for the view that the modegaditarian drive for
socialism and similar doctrines is a pandering ngyeof the different and the unequal, but the
socialist attempt to eliminate envy through egehi@ism can never hope to succeed. For there will
always be personal differences, such as looksitygllealth, and good or bad fortune, which no
egalitarian program, however rigorous, can stantpand on which envy will be able to fasten its
concerns.
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