not rely on a self-critical posture as the
means of achieving progress.

VIOLENCE—THE MARXIAN
FORCE IN HISTORY

Wesson states that ‘“Marx stood for
violence’” and that ‘‘Stalin was not mad
but a quite successful dictator liberated
by Marxism-Leninism from moral preju-
dices.” Since many in our universi.ie; will
find his statements provocative, I would
like to explain why he is correct.

According to Marx, morality is only a
mask for class interest. Thus, for
Marxists, good will cannot be an effective
force in history. Since each class acts in its
own class interest, there is no humanistic
basis upon which to unite classes and
cultivate effective reforms. If there are as
many specific moralities as there are class
interests, what mediates between morali-
ties? Marx answers that the mediator is
violence. Lenin explicitly developed this
doctrine of violence. According to Lenin,
“the scientific concept of dictatorship
means neither more nor less than un-
limited power, resting directly on force,
not limited by anything, not restricted by
any laws, nor any absolute rules. Nothing
else but that.”

Lenin’s doctrine of violence was widely
acknowledged by the Communist Party.
For example, in 1928 Grigori Pyatokov,
later a victim of the doctrine, recognized
and approved it: “According to Lenin the
Communist Party is based on the
principle of coercion which doesn’t
recognize any limitations or inhibitions.
And the central idea of this principle of
boundless coercion is not coercion by
itself but the absence of any limitation
whatsoever—moral, political, and even
physical.” Marx’s reasoning, which leaves
violence as the mediator between classes,
leads logically to violence as the mediator
between the Party and the people
(Leninism) and even further to violence as
the mediator between the Party and its
members (Stalinism).

Wesson is at his best when writing
about Third World Marxism. One finds
here none of the unwarranted respect that
is usually heaped lavishly upon brutal
States whose single elite consists of those
who rule. Wesson states, truthfully, that
“radical leaders of the developing world
need only cite what they learned in
American or British universities.” He
could have added: French, German,
Italian, Canadian, Dutch, Swedish, and
so forth. Khieu Samphan, the Cambodian
Communist leader, comes immediately to
mind. He learned his Marxism at the Sor-
bonne, where his thesis stressed social
purification at any cost. No doubt he
made an A. This is what the West's
universities turn loose on humanity.

Wesson says that Marxism is “an

accessory of the authoritarianism which
seems unavoidable in the third world.” I
think it is more. It is the only rationale for
minority rule that is acceptable both to
the West and to the Soviet Union. The
only minority rule in Africa to which the
U.S. government has objected is white
minority rule. ,

If Wesson intends an academic career,

I hope he has tenure. Since he is so forth-
right, he may as well have attributed the
success of the Leninist theory of imperial-
ism to the mask it provides indigenous
rulers for the ruthless exploitation of their
own people.

In a brief passage Wesson makes a
point that has been on my own mind ever
since I discussed it with Michael Polanyi

The Cultural Contradictions
of Capitalism

By Daniel Bell
New York: Basic Books. 1975. 301 pp. $12.95

This work brings together numerous articles by Harvard sociologist
Daniel Bell, who is a prominent figure within the so-calied neo-
conservative group of American intellectuals. The essays are dense, to
say the ledst, and they convey a breadth of knowledge and familiarity
with intellectual history that could scare the most erudite among us.

The essence of Bell’s message is that the classical liberal era pro-
duced too much confidence in man’s inevitable progress and
stressed our pleasure-seeking, self-centered inclinations far out of
proper proportion. The current faith in Marxism is but a mild exten-
sion of this classical liberal, secular faith. {Incidentally, it is not only
Marxists, but such liberals as John Stuart Mill and Herbert Spencer,
who believe in inevitable progress.) And classical liberalism, Bell
complains, like other secular creeds, simply has no room for a con-
sideration of values. The value-free stance is inherent in the liberal
approach, be it individualist or collectivist.

Bell illustrates these tendencies in modern society with hundreds
of quotations. But he essentially just pleads his case. He never gives
the critics the slightest chance; he never considers interpretations of
his sources that might lead to conclusions different from his own.
Bell does not argue his case but claims that history demonstrates it
beyond reasonable doubt.

And what solution does he offer? For, needless to say, Bell
regards both classical and modern liberalism quite mistaken. He
finds the very idea of a secular analysis of human affairs wholly
unsatisfactory, considering the reductionist, hedonist frame of refer-
ence destructive to some of the best ideas of liberalism, including
political liberty itself.

Bell offers us religion. Joining such notable conservatives as
Ernest van den Haag, Walter Berns, William F. Buckley, Jr., and
Peter L. Berger, Bell believes that religion needs to be resurrected;
then a sense of virtue will develop in our midst and will effectively
counter the reductionist tendencies and give us a chance for spiritual
recovery.

Pace Bell and his cohorts, however, religion does not have a
chance. Nor does it any longer differentiate them from the Marxists.
Religion is at heart a view of the world that takes reality to be funda-
mentally mysterious, inaccessible to human understanding—now or
ever. But with people no longer in slavery to a ruling elite, or at least
no longer accepting this as the norm, they want answers, not fairy
tales. And with the Marxists changing their historical materialist
pseudoscience into just another utopian faith, Bell & co. will simply
echo the collectivists, who are already taking us to hell in a hand-
basket, with or without theology.

It never occurs to Bell and his colleagues that the secular frame-
work need not be wedded to materialism, reductionism, or the value-
free approach. Granted, many secular systems are, but that is not
decisive. The needed spiritual recovery is available from a careful
investigation of nature and human nature.

—Tibor R. fMachan
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years ago. People today think of Nazism
and Communism as opposites, and it may
startle them to learn that that is not how
these doctrines were perceived by people
at that time. Wesson is correct when he
says that ‘““Nazism appealed to many of
the same declasses as Communism, and
in the years of its rise it was easy to pass
from one to the other.” This, I believe,
underlines my point that the success of
Marxism is explained in terms outside
itself. Doctrines of violence have been
successful in the 20th century because
they provide the ideal outlet for
secularized moral fervor in a skeptical
age.

UNDERSTANDING MARX

Michael Harrington illustrates many of
Wesson’s points, such as, “Rights in
Marxism are for abstract classes, not real
people.” And, although suitably muted to
be acceptable to chic liberals, Harrington
stands in Marx’s tradition of “violent and
self-righteous polemics, the purpose of
which was not to illustrate an issue but to’
destroy an adversary.”

Why shouldn’t libertarians learn from
Harrington’s rhetoric and from Wesson’s
observation that ‘“‘any group which per-
ceives its welfare or self-respect abused or
threatened can express discontent in
Marxist terms’’? Libertarians have much

to gain from a *“Marxist” theory of the
exploitation of the productive by the
State, just as the political imagination of
the Republic of South Africa should be
schooled by the People’s Republic of the
Congo, which, as Wesson notes, ‘“‘uses a
full set of symbols of socialist revolution,
including a flag patterned after the Soviet
model, but depends economically on
French assistance.”

Harrington’s book is, in places, a more
serious work than I expected it to be. He
seems to understand better than most
academics Marx’s concept of a com-
modity and its pivotal role in Marx’s
analysis of capitalism. He agrees with
Wesson that Marxism lends itself to the
purposes of new elites, although he is
quick to relieve Marx of any responsibility
for Marxism’s being “‘a perfect ideology
for dynamic bureaucracies that are going
to save the workers from themselves.”” He
excuses Marx by claiming that “‘these
elites were not, to be sure, the products of
Marx’s thought, or even of his erroneous
version of it.”

Harrington’s book needed a severe and
good editor to impose some disciplineona
mind that is prone to contradiction and
untenable positions. How, for example, if
Marx misstated Marxism, as Harrington
claims, can Harrington claim to have dis-
covered the authentic Marx, as he does?
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At best, he can only claim an authentic
Harringtonism. There are two interesting
questions here. How can Marx, if he did
not understand his own work and his own
method, have any authority to convey?
And why does Harrington so desparately
want this authority? ‘I hope to introduce
aliving presence into the late-twentieth—
and even the twenty-first—century,”
writes Harrington. “Let me call him ‘the
new Karl Marx.”” But the question is
unavoidable to the reader: Why not call
him Michael Harrington? Perhaps what
is operating here is the old psychological
ploy of giving the primitive instincts of
hatred and aggression a sophisticated,
independent, and moral form. Gods and
bibles have often been used as a rationale
for shedding blood.

CAPITALISM’S DEMISE

Harrington’s book is a curious mixture
of orthodox Marxism, revisionist Marx-
ism, Harringtonism, and personal opin-
ion (some perceptive, some silly) about
policy debates and political events of the
past ten years. He is particularly exercised
by Nathan Glazer and Daniel Patrick
Moynihan. The book also offers a
commentary on more Marxist writers
than the reader will have heard about.

Harrington’s thesis is that “capitalism
has collectivized its contradictions but not
abolished them.” He sees the welfare state
as ‘‘the temporary salvation of the system,
but also the portent of its end.” Capital-
ism will self-destruct, he says, because it is
opposed to the redistribution of wealth.
“The successor to capitalism will be col-
lectivist, of course. That has already been
settled.” He is happy that we will be col-
lectivized, even though he only gives us
one chance in three of a humane collectiv-
ity. The other possibilities are the totali-
tarian and the authoritarian.

The main concern for Harrington is
that capitalism is finished, sooner or later.
It is a subsidiary question whether we all
end up in the Gulag. He is so outraged
about capitalism that he criticizes it from
contradictory standpoinis. It is not
possible to be a Keynesian and a Marxist
at the same time, but Harrington
is—because he can attack existing society
from the standpoint of both. After insist-
ing that economic crisis is the inevitable
result of capitalism, he then condemns
the recent depression as ‘‘cruel and
unnecessary.”” Economists will join logi-
cians in tearing out their hair. He suggests
that on net balance we subsidize the
commercially inefficient, not realizing
that this is impossible in real terms. But
his economics is no worse than the re-
markably stupid congressional study,
which he cites, that concluded that to give
away real income abroad is good business
because it helps hold up the level of



demand in the U.S. domestic economy.
Harrington, like Marx and American
liberals, stands in the Enlightenment
tradition that things will get better as
existing society is consciously overturned
(either at once through revolution or
gradually through reform). The act of
faith does not explain why things will not
get worse. Why, then, do they choose to
believe that things will get better as a
result of overturning existing society? My
answer is that if one believes that change
does not mean progress, one does not have
a moral guise for the hatred and aggres-
sion that have been channeled against
existing society that results from a secu-
larized morality. When morality was secu-
larized, moral fervor was rechanneled
from seeking individual salvation to
seeking the moral perfection of society.
Thus,.aggression flows naturally against
all existing (imperfect) social arrange-
ments. Harrington, like Marx himself, is
merely a slave of the Enlightenment. His
class consciousness is that of a philos-
ophe, a descendant of Rousseau, the
product of no mode of production. In
Michael Polanyi’s words, ‘“‘Here is moral
fury attacking all that is of good repute:
all accepted manners, custom, and law.”
In an atavistic act of good will, a
20th-century act of folly, I say in Harring-
ton’s defense that relatively few intelligent

and sensitive minds have escaped falling
into this syndrome. And many of the few
who fight the battle for liberty today are
people who have pulled themselves out of
this syndrome. Perhaps Harrington also
will one day abandon the fight against
and join the fight forliberty.

DEFENDING LIBERTY
In the meantime, libertarians could
become more serious. Many regard liber-

There is an inconsistency
in our intellectual founda-
tions that produced
Marxism and its success.

ty a natural state. It is not. Liberty is an
achievement, fought for by those who
believed in it. If libertarians are not pre-
pared to kill and die in defense of liberty,
they should be prepared to lose it. That is
the clearest message that Harrington’s
book conveys to libertarians. That Marx-
ists will kill and die to take away liberty is
the clearest message of Wesson’s book.

In thinking over these books, I am left
with the provocative thought that the net
social product of a class of intellectuals is

negative. The general welfare would in-
crease if this class were paid not to write
and speak. The products of intellectuals
are social problems, which they discover
and market to earn their living. Without
this class to stir up discontent, envy, and
hatred, people might go about their
business of cultivating their own gardens,
of earning their incomes, tending to their
families, and being civil to one another.
Government would certainly be smaller.
Wesson would probably agree with this
thought. It would go against Harrington’s
grain, but if not even Marx understood
Marxism, what defense of intellectuals
can Harrington offer?

Intellectuals generate enormous social
costs by socializing personal problems.
Just as in the case of pollution, some way
must be found to internalize these costs.
Perhaps the only way is to open legal re-
course to the victims. The intellectuals
and their coterie of regulators, IRS
agents, liberal judges, parole boards, and
bleeding hearts are the true criminals of
our time. In self defense, peaceful indi-
viduals must find some way of protecting
themselves against them. (]

Dr. Roberts is the author of Marx’s
Theory of Exchange, Alienation, and
Crisis and Alienation and the Soviet
Economy.

Have You Seen...

.. .REASON’s very first Book Review Issue?

G I IR ANTT MY T s
R R A

MARCH 1974

market.

It features Murray Rothbard reviewing John T. Flynn’s classicAs We Go
Marching and Albert Jay Nock’s Our Enemy the State, John Hospers
critiquing Harry Browne’s How I Found Freedom in an Unfree World
and praising Richard Taylor’s Freedom, Anarchy and the Law, Eric
Mack’s critique of David Friedman’s The Machinery of Freedom, Ralph
Raico’s delight in Thomas Szasz’s The Second Sin and The Age of
Madness, and William Stoddard onJohn Raw!l’s A Theory of Justice. Also
included: Jeff Riggenbach debunking the “modern literature is a sewer”
school, and Michael Helm explaining how to break into the textbook

$1.00

Please send me copies of the
March 1974 issue of REASON. My

check or money order for $ is
enclosed. (Payment must accompany
order.)

Name
Address

City/State/Zip

Mail to:

Back Issue Dept.
REASON Magazine

Box 40105

Santa Barbara, CA 93103

NOVEMBER 1977/REASON 35



1977 TOTAL INVESTING FORUM

The philosophy and spirit to profit in today’s investment world

sponsored by
THE ECONOMIC EDUCATION AND RESEARCH FORUM

NOVEMBER 4, 5, and 6 in LOS ANGELES
CENTURY PLAZA HOTEL

The Economic Education and Research Forum presents its second investment forum for 1977. The Forum highlights elements of successful in-
vestment ~zcisions and specific recommendations for profitable investing in the coming months. The speakers will give their analysis of current
economic trends based upon their experience in today’s investment world. Beginning with the basic understanding of economics, these investment
professionals will offer their insights into the problems of today’s economy and how you can profit from intelligent investing.

The Forum will be held Friday, Saturday, and Sunday at the luxury CENTURY PLAZA HOTEL.: the only hotel in the U.S. to be awarded the Five-
Star rating every year since opening. On Friday, November 4, the Forum opens with a welcoming presentation, gourmet buffet and sponsored bar.
Saturday will include lectures and question and answer sessions concluding with a banquet Saturday night. After Sunday’s brunch, the Forum will
continue with specific investment recommendations for profit making in today’s economic environment. Forum registrants will receive courtesy
packets of investment material from some of America's foremost investment advisory services.

TOPICS

INTEREST RATES
NATURAL RESOURCES
CONTRARY OPINION
STOCK OPTIONS

UNDERSTANDING ECONOMICS
BOND MARKETS

COMMODITY FUTURES AND OPTIONS
CHARTING and TECHNICAL ANALYSIS

REAL ESTATE
CAPITAL MARKETS
MONEY MARKETS
FOREIGN CURRENCIES

THE STOCK MARKET
NUMISMATIC COINS

GOLD, SILVER, & PLATINUM
HOW TO SAVE ON TAXES

JAMES CURTIS, editor of STRATEGY
MEMO and president of the San Francisco
Investment Corporation. Manager of in-
vestment funds and stock market advisor.
Mr. Curtis is an expert on primary and in-
termediate stock market trends. Deter-
mines bullish or bearish trend indicating
how investors can profit in every stock
market phase.

JAMES FRASER, nationally renowned
expert in contrary opinion, newsletter and
book publisher, and magazine columnist.
Mr. Fraser publishes the CONTRARY
INVESTOR and the FRASER OPINION
LETTER in addition to the reprinting of
investment classics. His biweekly column
will soon appear in U.S. NEWS AND
WORLD REPORT.

DR. FREDRIC GOODMAN, President ot
EVM Analysts and Secretary of EVM
Investment Advisers. A highly regarded
option specialist using sophisiticated
market timing indices based on computer
models. Dr. Goodman conducted
research and taught at UCLA for over 10
years.

EDWIN F. HARGITT, internationally
known investment advisor. A partner of
Dunn & Hargitt, publisher of newsletters
on stocks, options, commodities, and one
of the leading research and portfolio
counselling firms specializing in
computerized investment management. A
speaker at investment seminars
worldwide, Mr. Hargitt is also manager of
one of the largest offshore commodity
funds, the Dunn & Hargitt Pooled
Commodity Account.

PARTICIPANTS

ALEXANDER P. PARIS, author of THE
COMING CREDIT COLLAPSE, Chairman
of the Economic Education and Research
Forum, and senior vice president of a
major New York Stock Exchange member
firm. Mr. Paris is in continual contact with
money managers controlling billions of
dollars.

WALTER PERSCHKE, President of
Numisco, Inc., one of the oldest and lar-
gest coin brokerages in the U.S. As editor/
publisher of the NUMISCO LETTER, he
monitors precious metals, foreign cur-
rency and rare coin markets for compre-
hensive investment critiques. Perschke
manages commodity funds and is a con-
sultant to a Swiss bank. A member of the
MidAmerica Commodity Exchange since
1969, Mr. Perschke appears weekly on the
Chicago TV program, “Ask An Expert”.

DR. SHANNON PRATT, editor of
NORTHWEST INVESTMENT REVIEW,
NORTHWEST STOCK REVIEW; INSIDER
INDICATOR. A syndicated newspaper
columnist on northwest investment. Dr.
Pratt has been a guest editorialist for
FORTUNE AND BUSINESS WEEK. He is
an expert on the relation between insider
trading and stock prices.

DR. MURRAY ROTHBARD, leading
American proponent of Austrian (free
market) economics, author of many
books including WHAT GOVERNMENT
HAS DONE TO OUR MONEY, AMERI-
CA’S GREAT DEPRESSION, and MAN,
ECONOMY AND STATE. After serving as

an economic consultant to a major presi-
dential candidate, Dr. Rothbard is now
conducting research on public policy
questions in economic planning at San
Francisco's CATO Institute.

JAMES SIBBET, leading expert at trading
gold and silver. Publisher of LET'S TALK
SILVER AND GOLD. One of the nation’s
leading interpreters of technical analysis,
Sibbet has developed many theories
about open interest, demand indexes, buy
and selt charting, etc., all of which make
profitable commodity futures and stock
market trading almost an easy game.

JEROME F. SMITH is an economist,
founder of the Economic Research Coun-
selors of Vancouver B.C., editor of
WORLD MARKET PERSPECTIVE, and
author of SILVER PROFITS IN THE 70'S.
Mr. Smith has spoken before a variety of
audiences about money, inflation and
silver.

RICHARD W. SUTER, internationaily
known financial economist. Editor of the
world-wide circulated economic commo-
dity newsletter NATIONAL HARD ASSET
REPORTER. Contributing editor to IN-
FLATION SURVIVAL LETTER and a Di-
rector of the Economic Education and
Research Forum. Mr. Suter has been a fea-
tured speaker at investment conferences
throughout the world and oversees invest-
ment of substantial capital in the commo-
dity futures market.
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REGISTRATION INFORMATION

Forum registration, including all lectures, question and answer ses-
sions, receptions and gourmet dining as outlined in this brochure
areinciuded in the Forum registration fee. Registration fee is depen-
dent upon your registration date; there are substantial discounts for

early registration.

: SINGLE
Before October 1 $150
October 1 to October 31 $200
At the door $250

Forum registration, hotel, and travei expenses are deductable to

investors tor income tax purposes.

ECONOMIC EDUCATION & RESEARCH FORUM
135 S. La Salle St., Suite 2104
Chicago, Illiois 60603

(312) 736-9734

TO: ECONOMIC EDUCATION & RESEARCH FORUM
135 S. LaSalle Street, Suite 2104
Chicago, lllinois 60603

Sign me up for the 1977 TOTAL INVESTING FORUM n Los Angeles

on November 4, 5 and 6. Registration fee: $150 per person; $250 per

couple until October 1. October 1 to 31, $200 per person; $300 per
couple. At the door, $250 per person. Advance registration tickets
and complete Forum program will be mailed no later than October

(312) 736-9734
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CENTURY PLAZA HOTEL in my name for November 4 and 5 (NOT
INCLUDED IN FORUM FEE) SINGLE ROOM: $48, DOUBLE $60 per
day. (NESERVATION DEADLINE: OCTOBER 10) 198



The Brain Bank of America

By Phillip M. Boffey. With an introduction
by Ralph Nader

New York: McGraw-Hill. 1975. 312 pp.
$10.95

Reviewed by Adam V. Reed

In the mid-nineteenth century, a group of
American scientists organized a National
Academy to provide the federal govern-
ment with reliable scientific advice. Most
of the government’s operating agencies
have created their own in-house scientific
research establishments since that time,
but the National Academy of Sciences
remains the preeminent source of
authoritative scientific opinion for Con-
gress, the courts, and federal regulatory
agencies.

When scientific issues arise in regula-
tory controversies, the courts and regula-
tory boards tend to accept the reports of
the Academy as definitive. There is no
statutory obligation for them to do so, as
the Academy is a private organization, al-
beit one with a federal charter, like the
Boy Scouts and the Red Cross. The
Academy’s opinions are nevertheless sel-
dom questioned, largely because of the
enormous prestige of its members:
election to the Academy is the ultimate
accolade American scientists can bestow
on their colleagues.

The reports of experts selected by that
pantheon are seldom challenged, and
even more seldom challenged success-
fully. Even its critics refer to the National
Academy as ‘“‘the Supreme Court of
science.” And while scientific knowledge
changes much faster than legal prece-
dent, instances of an Academy report
proving to be in error and having to be
reversed are as rare as, if not rarer than,
reversed opinions from the Supreme
Court.

Tenuous arguments and

sensationalism mark this
“‘study’” of the National
Academy of Sciences.

When regulatory bureaucrats invoke
specious ‘‘scientific”’ arguments to ex-
pand their power, it often falls to the
National Academy of Sciences to point
out that the alleged rationale for more
stringent regulation is so much bunk.
With the rise of the Nader organization as
America’s leading advocate of “‘more and
better”’ regulation, it was only a matter of
time before the Academy was Raided. An
additional motive was provided by
Nader’s personal outlook on applicable
science. In the introduction to The Brain
Bank of America, Nader writes, quite
seriously, that ‘‘more often than not,
inventions work against the consumer.”
There is probably no way to disabuse
Nader of that notion short of making him
ride from Los Angeles to Washington on
horseback.

Given the views of his leader, Boffey’s-

direction is also predictable. The only

surprise, considering the amount of dirt
the Raiders usually manage to dig up, is
how little evidence Boffey found for his
arguments. There is, in this book, not one
single instance of an Academy report
being wrong in its facts. The most Boffey
can find to object to is the makeup and
financing of Academy committees.

The scientists who serve on Academy
committees work without pay. The
reasons why they are willing to do so vary;
they include such factors as the prestige of
Academy-recognized expert status; a
chance—for nonmembers—to get to
know members of the Academy and to
lobby for membership; a chance to pro-
mote one’s own views to other experts;
and, however unpopular such motivation
might be these days, a genuine desire to
do one’s share for the public good.
Nevertheless, NAS committees have ex-
penses: staff and secretarial salaries,
plane tickets, postage costs, and printing
charges add up, and somebody has to pay
them.

FACT-FINDING, NOT FACTS,
FOR SALE

Current NAS studies are paid for by
interested government agencies, indus-
trial associations, foundations, and the
like. The idea is that anyone who wants an
Academy report on record has to pay the
costs. Boffey argues that this system puts
the National Academy in a mercenary
relationship with those who pay for its
studies. The argument is that if the
Academy committees did not favor the
interests of the funding parties, no one
would be willing to pay for them. Boffey’s
evidence consists of cases in which the
interests of those who funded the studies
were served by the resulting reports.

Can one conclude, from the fact that
the results of Academy studies tend to
favor the interests of those who paid for
them, that these reports were not the best
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