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Mr. Black’s attack on historian
David Muzzey for saying that "the
red hand of communism was like-
wise at work in Cuba where dicta-
tor Castro" went in for confiscat-
ing American property is hoity-
toity nitpicking. For Castro is a
communist, as Mr. Black very
well knows. ~

AMERICA’S POLITICAL DI-
LEMMA by Gottfried Dietze (Bal-
timore: The Johns Hopkins Press,
1968), 298 pp., $7.95.

Reviewed by Edmund A. Opitz

THIS BOOK is an analysis of the
theory of Popular Sovereignty as
this idea has worked itself out in
the American experience since
1789. It takes a somber view of
these events, arguing that the de-
velopment has been away from the
libertarian ideals of the framers
of the Constitution toward a do-
mestic policy which transgresses
individual liberties and a foreign
policy which pursues a will-o’-the-
wisp at a cost which is enormous
-however measured. This is a
scholar’s book, closely reasoned and
well documented; but its thesis
will displease many in the aca-
demic community because it re-
fuses obeisance to the shibboleth
of "democracy." The serious stu-
dent of public affairs, however,

will find this book helpful as he
surveys the present mess and won-
ders how we got this way.

Professor Dietze aligns himself
with that scholarly opinion which
maintains that the American Rev-
olution was not a revolution in
the strict sense. "It did not over-
turn a legitimate order," he writes,
"but restored the rule of law and
its protection of the individual
against the machinations of hu-
man lawmakers whose acts, while
often legal, were not legitimate."
There would not be a monarchy
in the United States; sanction for
the exercise of rule would be the
consent of the people-but with
constitutional safeguards. "The
democratic principle of popular
participation in government," he
writes, "was to guarantee the lib-
eral principle of the protection of
the individual from the govern-
ment. Popular government was
considered a means for the pro-
tection of the individual under a
Constitution embodying a rule of
law which had been cherished for
centuries. The American Revolu-
tion was in the mainstream of the
constitutionalist development of
the common law."

In this nicely balanced equation,
liberalism .acted as a counter-
balance to democracy; liberalism
assured a protected private do-
main for persons, while democracy
put political office within reach of
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all and gave the masses a place
at the polling booth. But circum-
stances conspired to make democ-
racy attempt the work of liberal-
ism, and already in the 1830’s
Tocqueville warned of the emer-
gence of "democratic despotism."
The warning was not heeded.

Some background might be help-
ft~l: Many men lust after power,
hence the divine right of kings
idea which came in with the Ren-
aissance. James I of England liked
the divine right idea, for it placed
him above the law. James was not
accountable to any man, for his
authority was bestowed directly
on James by God himself. These
notions did not go unchal:.enged,
even in James’ day, and the fa-
mous confrontation with Coke is
well remembered.

But today, any power seeker or
would-be dictator who claimed his
right to rule was authoriT~ed by
God would be thought mz.d; to-
day’s dictators claim to derive
their authority from The :People.
This century is the age of Totali-
tarian Democracy, to borro’~¢ J.L.
Talmon’s phrase. Democratic the-
ory has worked out its answer to
the perennial question: Who shall
Rule? And, boiled down, Jemoc-
racy’s answer is: The :People.
Sovereignty is tho~ght to reside
in The People; and once this an-
swer comes to be accepted without
qualification, some people do things

to other people in the name of The
People which no people would have
done or suffered under any mon-
arch.

These dreadful consequences oc-
cur whenever the idea of Popular
Sovereignty crowds the most im-
portant of all political questions
off the boards. This fundamental
question has to do with the nature,
scope, and functions of govern-
ment. As the question was phrased
by Whig and Classical Liberal the-
orists it ran: What shall be the
extent of rule? Those who pon-
dered this qt~estion elaborated the
body of doctrine known as liberal-
ism- in the old sense. To be a
liberal, then, meant to subscribe
to such ideas as limited govern-
ment, constitutionalism, the rule
of law-in order that each in-
dividual might have sufficien~
latitude to pursue his personal
goals without arbitrary interfer-
ence from either government or
other individuals. Along with its
emphasis on individual liberty,
liberalism emphasized a man’s
right to his earnings and his sav-
ings, that is to say, his right to
his property.

Once a people embraces the
philosophy of classical liberalism,
they have accepted an answer to
the question: What shall be the
extent of rule? They then face the
question of choosing personnel to
hold public office (Who shall rule?)
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and, given the temper of the eight-
eenth and nineteenth centuries,
the answer was bound to be that
offered by democratic theory: Let
the masses participate in the po-
litical process. Thus, liberal democ-
racy, or the Federal republic, whose
features are laid down in the Con-
stitution and defended in The Fed-
eralist. We had it all, once upon a
time, in these States. What hap-
pened to it, and where did it come
a cropper? Turn back now to Pro-
fessor Dietze’s admirable book.

The theory of Popular Sover-
eignty had no place in it for civil
war; habituated to thinking in
terms of large abstractions, it
could not imagine how The People
could revolt against itself! But
the American Civil War, a multi-
dimensioned tragedy, was thrust
upon us; and Professor Dietze re-
opens the academic debate that
rages around Lincoln’s handling
of power. Lincoln did act outside
the Constitution, and it might be
argued that the means were justi-
fied by the ends, so perilous were
the exigencies of the occasion. But
the occasion passed, whereas the
precedents remained, resulting in
a growing national unitary state
and a greatly strengthened execu-
tive. In the postwar period there
was governmental intervention in
the areas of price control, wages
and hours legislation, rate regula-
tion, and restrictions on the free-

dom of contract. "By the end of
the nineteenth century," Dietze
writes, "there was a general
awareness that free property and
free enterprise were in for serious
challenges."

America’s glacial drift away
from its original institutions and
ideals was obscured up until World
War I because of the growing ad-
miration abroad for America’s ex-
panding wealth and po~ver. But as
liberalism declined, the strength-
ened lever of the central govern-
ment came to be regarded as there
to be used by this faction or that
for their partisan and personal
ends, first on the domestic scene,
then anywhere. In the original
constitutional plan, domestic and
foreign policy were the two faces
of one coin. The government was
not to try to regulate the peaceful
actions of citizens; and in relation
to other nations, America was com-
mitted to a policy of neutrality and
noninterference with the internal
affairs of other peoples. "The Fed-
eralist," writes Professor Dietze,
"proposes a foreign policy in the
long-range national interest, a
policy which corresponds to an in-
ternal policy favoring free gov-
ernment and the long-range public
interest." From the days of the
French Revolution on, popular pas-
sions in America reverberated oc-
casionally to democratic move-
ments abroad, but they did not
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sway the makers of foreign policy
who were guided by "constitu-
tional reason." The shift from
neutralism to internationalism oc-
curred around the turn of the cen-
tury, but it was the moralisms of
Woodrow Wilson which finally
opened the floodgates. Hardheaded
considerations of national interest
make for peace, but they do not
convey the same emotional impact
as statements about "national in-
tegrity," "human rights," and a
"world safe for democracy." We
abandoned rationality as the guid-
ing principle of our foreign policy,
as domestically we had accepted
its correlative, majoritariaa de-
mocracy. Those who manage and
further domestic affairs in tlhe in-
terests of the Great Society will
also manage foreign affairs; and
because these men vibrate in sym-
pathy with their like numbers in
other nations where these trends
are more advanced, our foreign
policy has lost its head-~o to
speak- and makes less and less
sense as the years go by. Pro-
fessor Dietze says it better:

Since the democratization cf for-
eign policy makers in a large meas-
ure was brought about by a move-
ment which favored social legi~;lation
over laissez faire, "liberalism" over
liberalism, absolute majority rule
over free government, there was also
a good chance that the substance of
foreign policy would change. This

could mean that just as foreign pol-
icy previously favored liberalism,
now it could favor foreign systems
and movements that were akin to
the programs of the Progressives,
the New Freedom, the New Deal and
the New Frontier. Since these pro-
grams emphasized social rather than
property rights, "civil" rather than
civil rights, national power rather
than federalism, a concentration of
power in the political branches of
government rather than the separa-
tion of powers, foreign policy could
well come to favor similar trends
abroad. It could even become capti-
vated by foreign movements that
went further to the left, such as so-
cialism and Communism.

No one can survey the record of
the past generation and argue
that the United States has pur-
sued a foreign policy geared to
hardheaded reasons of national
interest. Rather, with will numbed,
we have witlessly stumbled into
one bloody situation after an-
other, losing prestige abroad and
spreading dissension at home.

What are the prospects? Can
we go beyond the present dilem-
ma? History is made by men
and men are moved by ideas.
When a significant number of peo-
ple, like Professor Dietze, come to
identify the wrong ideas which
have generated the present mud-
dle, and discard them for sound
ideas, they’ll make a different his-
tory. ~
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We’re well aware that no self-respecting reader of THE FREEMAN
wants to give up his copy, even after he’s read it several times. Yet
there’s always a temptation to share a good idea with a friend.

Why not give him this copy when you’ve read it? (If inconvenient
to hand it to him, just use the mailing arrangement on the outside
back cover.)

As for the gap in your file, you’ll doubtless want to order the
bound volumes of THE FREEMAN with the annual index when it’s
available at the end of the year.

As for your friend, if he’s interested, he can use the form below
to get his own future issues.

So, be generous, and share your FREEMAN with some friend
who shows an interest in the do-it-yourself personal study and
practice of freedom.

NOTE: Any interested indi-
vidual is added to FEE’s
mailing list for the asking.
No one is solicited for funds.
FEE is financed by such con-
tributions as individuals,
companies, and foundations
choose to make, on their
own initiative,

THE FOUNDATION FOR ECONOMIC EDUCATION
IRVlNGTON-ON-HUDSON, NEW YORK 10533

Please add my name to receive THE FREEMAN,
64-page monthly study journal of free market, pri-
vate property, limited government ideas and ideals;
plus NOTES FROM FEE, a 4-pager devoted to liber-
tarian methods, issued every other month.

Send a resume of FEE’s activities, setting forth
aims and methods, including a list of Officers and
Trustees.

(Please print)
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