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The question is often raised as to the propriety of corporate management spending stockholders' money for institutional programs such
as those conducted by the Foundation for Economic Education.
While discrimination of a high order as to what should and should
not be corporately supported is a mark of intelligent managerial action,
the use of types of organization as a means of discriminating is questionable. Probably to a large extent, this procedure is prompted by management's desire to be relieved of the almost overwhelming pressures for
financial support coming from educational institutions. By adopting a noeducational-support policy "across the board," the pains of a discriminating policy are escaped.
The Foundation for Economic Education is an educational and research
institution. It is this for the simple reason that the most important eco.nomic and social problem facing the American people today requires an
educational solution.
What is this problem? Stated bluntly, it is a growing disrespect for
private property. Stated i~ reverse, it is a growing belief that society
has a first claim on the fruits of any citizen's labor, providing society can
present the claim in a successful way politically by majority vote. If anyone or a majority can take anything any time it so desires, it can then be
said, for all practical purposes, that the aforementioned anyone or majority owns everything. For what is ownership but the right to possess? If
I can move into the home you occupy solely on the basis of my own pleasure,
that home is mine. It is not yours regardless of whether or not the deed is
in your name.
When a person owns something, he feels the necessity to control it.
And perhaps for this reason -- this feeling of an ownership of everything-we witness society organizing itself as government and controlling, willynilly, more and more of the creative activities of all citizens. The citizens'
agency of control -- organized police force, government -- only a few generations ago took 2 to 5 per cent of all earned income. Today the citizens are
using their agency of force so extensively that its spending ranges between
35 and 40 per cent of the nation's earned income. The American people are
running away from their own revolution I
The American Revolution was a set of new ideas. The Founding Americans believed:

-2Each of us has an inalienable right to life. The right-tolife concept requires the right to protect one's life and the
right to sustain that life, the sustenance of life being the
fruits of one's labor or, bluntly, one's honestly acquired
property. The right to life without these secondary and
corollary rights is utterly meaningless. To secure these
rights we will appoint ourselves an agent. It shall be the
duty of this agent to do for all of us collectively but equally
that which we have a right to do for ourselves individually.
The agent (government) shall defend our lives and our livelihoods, shall invoke a common justice, and shall keep the
records incidental thereto. It will otherwise leave us free
to pursue our own interests, whatever our interests may
be.
What was so revolutionary about these ideas? Just this: Never
before in history had any people succeeded in establishing themselves
as completely sovereign. Never before in history had any people succeeded completely in relegating the political agency of force to the
position of servant. Never before had the idea been put into practice
that the fruits of one's labor are one's own to keep, to trade, or to
give away if one so chooses. Always before in history it was the
agency of force that was sovereign. Any right to one's product, even
to one's life, was a granted right, granted to the people by the agency
of force -- by government I But the original American ideas, when put
into practice, limited the agency of force. This released the creative
and productive energies of the millions who constituted America's citizenship.
We are now running away from the ideas which have accounted for
everything peculiarly good about America. We Americans are now
letting the Old World ideas we originally ran away from replace our
peculiarly good American ideas. Not only is our agency of force without limitation -- except as political expediency suggests -- but millions
of Americans, in every walk of life -- teachers, wage earners, clergymen, captains of industry, farmers, doctors, in short, folks from all
categories -- are actually inviting the agency of force to increase its
activities. Faith in what man can accomplish if his creative energies
are free is declining. Faith in what man can accomplish if directed
by the agency of force is increasing. If there are any corporate
managers who doubt this, let them look at their own annual reports
and observe the trend in dividend-tax ratio over a period of thirty years.
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The following chart is copied from a recent annual report of an automobile
manufacturing company:
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All faiths and all actions originate with ideas. Clever political action
may beat down an occasional public housing measure, for instance. But·
if the ideas of those who lead in economic, social, and moral thinking are
disposed to social leveling by coercion, then we shall inevitably have public
housing. If the preponderant ideas of economic, social, and moral thinkers
are of the what's-thine-is-mine-if-I-want-it-kind then, in reaHty, the concept of private property is only a mirage. It does not exist in reality.
These Old World ideas of the agency of force as sovereign, these alien
ideas that society has a first claim on the product of one's labor, were not,
but now are, embraced by a vast majority of American citizens. They are
not private property ideas. They are the reverse. They are collectivist,
ownership-in-common ideas. I claim them to be bad ideas. They are bad
for the one from whom income is forcibly taken. They are bad for the one
who received the confiscated income. They are bad for the one who compels
this redistribution. *
*LeonardE. Read. Victims of Social Leveling. Irvington-on-Hudson, N. Y. :
Foundation for Economic Education, Inc., 1953.
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-'4Bad ideas can be replaced with good ideas. Conceivably, there may
come a time when no American will favor the ideas of Karl Marx. If ever
this time comes, itwm be because ideas in support of private property
will have been well enough developed to replace them. Private property
ideas are not, in our time, being presented with sufficient depth and clarity
to perform this replacement need. The proof: Belief in social leveling by
coercion continues to grow.
At this point, it would seem proper to examine into one. aspect of
management's responsibility.
True, ownership of the corporate property is with the stockholders.
The ultimate responsibility-authority fountainhead rests with these owners.
The owners, however, delegate their responsibility and authority to a
Board of Directors, and the Board, in turn, delegates its responsibility
and authority to the management.
The duties of management are manifold. The owners and Beard
members, for the most part, have said to management, in effect: "We
live in and depend upon a division-of-labor society. We have numerous
responsibilities of our own. While we attend to them, you (management)
look after this particular corporation. We leave the responsibility for its
proper conduct in your hands. That you may discharge this responsibility,
we delegate to you the appropriate authority. Run it well. "
What is meant by the implied charge, "Run it well"?
More is meant than acquiring an effective working force. More is
meant than finding sources of supply and markets for the finished products.
Indeed, more is meant than making a profit for one year. Among other
things is meant the preservation of the property. Certainly there can be
no carrying out of that charge in a society wrerein the members are losing
a respect for private property.
In short, one of the responsibilities of corporate management is the
maintenance, insofar as it is possible, of an intellectual climate in which
property can be privately held, in which the fruits of one's labor are one's
to use, to exchange, or to give away, in which the earnings of the corporation remain meaningful to the corporate participants.
The reluctance on the part of numerous managements to deal seriously
with this prime responsibility of education is symptomatic and explains why
private property and free market ideas are giving way to socialistic concepts. This is the reason, more than anything else, for the frightening
dividend-tax ratio trend shOWing up in corporate reports. To blame trese
trends on "government," unless one has seen this responsibility and met it
as best he can, is to point the finger of blame in the wrong direction.

-5There is a far greater hazard to corporations and their income from
socialistic ideas than from any other known forms of destruction. I must,
however, emphasize the point that the mere granting of funds to institutions that are doing work distinguished for intelligence and integrity -- be
they trade associations, educational institutions, or this Foundation -- is
in no wayan adequate answer to this problem. In short, this problem
requires a far more profound treatment than the mere writing of checks.
The present educational requirement on these subjects of property and
freedom goes beyond some nebulous "somebody else." Frankly, it includes
an improved understanding on the part of the officers and staff Irembers of
the educational institutions themselves (this Foundation, for instance), on
the part of management personnel, and on the part of individuals who have
a potential aptitude for understanding and communicating these types of
ideas.
It isn't that management personnel could not do what the staff members
of this Foundation do were they to devote themselves exclusively to this
type of work. But one cannot manage an enterprise and at the same time do
the laborious research, editing, writing, and studying of educational techniques incidental to a task as specialized as this.

Few, if any, corporations are in a position to set up within their own
structures integrated departments of education on the scale of this Foundation. Not only would these be costly ventures but they would, by reason
of their identity with and sponsorship by the corporations, have numerous
educational shortcomings.
The Foundation for Economic Education is a wholly independent institution not dictated to by anyone in or out of corporate activities. It is financed-"no strings attached" -- by those who believe in private property, the free
market, limited government, and the moral principles on which these institutions of freedom rest.
The Foundation's educational platform is simple enough. It is:
(a) No one will learn the freedom philosophy unless he has
the desire to do so;
(b) The desire is not yet general simply because no one is
presenting the philosophy adequately as to depth or
clarity;
(c) This deeper understanding is a personal process of
self-improvement as relating to these ideas;

-6(d) The problem is not solved by doing something to
someone else;
(e) The self-improvement process, so far as FEE's
staff is concerned, begins with ourselves;
(f) What we learn we make available to all who can be
interested in wanting such information; and,
(g) Finally, the proper method is not one of indoctrination but rather one of getting as many persons as
possible, in and out of corporations, from all walks
of life, to join with us in the search for a better
understanding of these freedom ideas.
If a corporate executive will agree, generally, with the line of reason-

ing herein set forth, then the task of selecting the institutions the corporation will assist in financing and cooperating with becomes easy. Review
the institution's published works and find answers to these questions:
Are they intelligently explanatory of private property
and free market ideas?
Do they reveal an understanding of the moral principles
on which the philosophy of freedom rests?
Are they free of disparaging references to persons,
classes, groups?
Do they avoid telling readers what they should do or how
they should think?
Can the facts presented be successfully sustained? Is the
material well written?
Is there evidence of consistency -- that is, a willingness
to examine any subject on the basis of impairment to freedom, regardless of what some financial supporters might
think?
Is the material acceptable to teachers, clergymen, writers,
and others who deal in these ideas and who have means of
communicating them?

Is there evidence that the material is being read?
Does the institution supply a prime need of our time for
literature on private property and the free market?

-7As a final check, review the institution itself and find answers to
these questions:
Is its Board of Trustees -- where the ultimate responsibility and authority rest -- composed of men of standing and of integrity, and are they devotees of the freedom
philosophy?
Are the Trustees vitally interested in the work of the institution?
Do the Trustees hold regular meetings?
Do they serve without compensation?

Does the management of the institution keep the Trustees
constantly and intimately informed of its finances?
Is the financing of the institution done on a non-pressure
basis?
A high percentage of affirmative answers to both sets of questions
would appear to be qualification for corporate support and cooperation.
Anyone interested is cordially invited to examine this Foundation
along these or other lines, and detailed information and answers to all
questions will be gladly given.
With such answers, it is hoped that management will conclude:
(a) The Foundation is disseminating the ideas which
support the personal freedom and economic climate
which this country's citizens and enterprises must
have for any true advance in personal happiness and
material prosperity.
(b) The Foundation is researching, writing, producing,
and distributing its materials at a modest cost.
(c) Few, if any, corporations could justify such an
effort or expenditure if done by them alone.
(d) The staff and directors of the Foundation are devoted
to its purposes, and;
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(e) The Foundation nurtures no dreams of expansion
other than that required by the demands of those
who request its materials.
It is clearly understood that any contribution to the Foun.dation is

voluntary with no strings attached. Since the Foundation is an educational
institution, all donations to it are deductible for income tax purposes.

