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The American people today are becoming more and more afraid of, and are running
away from, their own revolution. The American Revolution, contrary to what many
persons think, was not essentially a series of battles. The essence of the American
Revolution was a revolutionary idea. It was a revolt from the old world notion of
a sovereign state and a subjected people to a sovereign people and a servant state.
We are today running toward the very thing we originally ran away from. I would
like to take a few moments to define, if I may, the thing we are now running toward.
It is a form of authoritariansim. It has many names. One of the names is socialism.

Socialism can be simply defined as state or government ownership and control of
the means of production, or it could be defined as the communizing of the product
of all by forceo
We had an instance of this in our beginning -- on the occasion of the landing of our
Pilgrim Fathers. It made no difference how much or how little any member of the
Colony producedo That produce had to go into a common warehouse under authority,
and the proceeds of the warehouse were doled out in accordance with the authority's
idea of the need. In other words, they adopted in 1620 a practice which two centuries later was held up by Karl Marx as the ideal of the Communist Party -- "from
each according to his ability, to each according to his need."
There was a good reason, a compelling reason, why our Pilgrim Fathers gave up
that idea. The members of the Colony were starving and dying. The warehouse ran
out of provender. Governor Bradford in talking with the remaining members of the
Colony that third winter said, "Come next spring, we are going to try a new idea.
Each of you are to have what you yourselves produce." Came spring and not only
was Papa in the field, but Mama and the children were there also.
This thing we are running toward could be described as the exact opposite of the
Judeo-C hristian philosophy of charity, a voluntary, spontaneous act as distinguished
from using force to collect from some and give to others. Another way is to think
of it as political Robin Hoodism.
Robin Hood, a figment of fiction, always has been and remains popular. The reason
for this popularity is that he robbed the rich to aid the poor. NoW, if the rich came
by their properties honestly, Robin was nothing but a vandal of the first order, and
if they came by their property dishonestly, Robin was nothing but a show-off, for
had he been intelligent and truly interested in aiding those he purported to help, he
would have used his great skills to have stopped the robbers in the first place.
Those are definitions of the thing we are running toward.
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So we won't misunderstand one another at all, I will give you a few examples. As
a matter of fact, if I were to explain the expenditures of the governments in this
country -- there are 120,000 units of governments in America -- at the rate of
one million dollars per hour, which is considerably faster than I am accustomed to
spending money, I would conclude this luncheon sometime in the year 2,000.
Let me give you just an example or two of taking from some and giving to others
by force.
Our intergovernmental loan programs or give-away programs qualify for that -the Marshall Plan and point IV. Such things as government housing, rent control,
all wage and price controls, all subsidies, acreage allotments and parity prices,
all grants or subventions by the Federal government to states, cities and communities, the protective tariff, the progressive income tax, also qualify. Add TVA.
You can go on and on. Those are some examples of this thing we are running
toward.
Why are we doing it? I am not going to give what I think are all the reasons, but
I would like to suggest to you some of the excuses that are given to me as to why
friends of mine themselves don't do anything about it.
There are those who say that this is a world trend, that there isn't anything you
can do about it, that you have got to let it run its course, that you might as well
relax and enjoy yourselves. There is another group that says, "But I am very
busy. I do not have the time to do the study, the reading, the meditation required
to qualify me as an expert in this field," and then there is the third group who say,
HBut there isn't anything you can do about it as an individual."
I should like to comment on those in reverse order, and reply to the excuse that
there is nothing you can do about it as an individual by saying there is nothing at
all that you can do about it except as an individual.
To the person who says that he is too busy to give time to study, reading, meditation on this problem, I would only ask that he state his excuse accurately and
put it this way: I give reading, study, meditation on this general problem a low
priority. I give a higher priority to my business, to my bridge, to my golf, to a
thousand other things.
A person has just as much time to give to this as he wills to give to it.
To the person who says that this is historically inevitable, that there isn't anything we can do, that we might as well let it run its course, obviously I don't
believe that or it would be absurd for me to be in this work.
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I have, however, tried to find instances in history where a country has been on
this type of toboggan and reversed itself. It is pretty discouraging. I found one
example in France during the reign of Louis XVI.
Louis XVI appointed Turgot as his finance minister. Free enterprise was restored
almost overnight because Turgot removed the restrictions on trade and production
and commerce. He kicked out the queen and her court which were largely responsible for the big budget, but the queen and her court went to work on Turgot
politically and had him out of office in about eighteen months so that was not a
significant instance.
The only important one I discovered took place in England following the Napoleonic
Wars. England was a small country, perhaps eight or nine million souls. Her
economy was extremely simple as compared to ours today, but England's debt at
the time certainly was a greater debt -- was greater in relation to her resources
than ours. Restrictions on exchanges of goods and services were so great that
had it not been for the smugglers, the law breakers, many people would have gone
hungry. Added up, that is quite a mess.
Something did happen. What happened came about primarily by reason of the work
of two brilliant men, John Bright and Richard Cobden, men who understood and
were capable of explaining the philosophies which had earlier been laid down by
John Stuart Mill, Ricardo, John Locke, Adam Smith and others. They went all
about England writing and preaching about the merits of freedom of trade.
Members of parliament were concerned about the difficulties in the country. They
listened to these men, and there began the greatest reform movement in all British
history, the repeal of restrictive law -- the Poor Laws, the Corn Laws and other
things of that sort. At the time England fortunately had a Queen -- Victoria -- who
would rather sit in the corner and knit than objectively rule Englishmen, and these
Englishmen roamed all over the world, and built Empire, progress, prosperity,
built quite a nation, a trend in development that went on until about the beginning
of War I when the disease set in again.
Now, I think at this point it is necessary that we take a look at this disease, the one
we are running toward, or getting ourselves into again, the one that England went
into again about the beginning of War 1.
This disease has many popular names, but they are not too descriptive. I have
used a couple of them -- socialism and communism, but other names are Fabianism, Naziism, Fascism, the Welfare State, planned economy, state interventionism,
the New Deal, the Fair Deal, and I have some private names, I might add.
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you will see that each one has a characteristic common to all the rest, and it is
this common characteristic that is the cell in our social cancer which is the
essence of the disease. It is in the form of a belief, a rapidly growing belief.
Here is what it is:
A rapidly growing belief in the use of organized police force, namely government,
as a means to direct, control and own the creative activities of citizens within a
society.
The American revolutionary idea did not have government in that function. The
function of government according to the American revolutionary idea was to do
for all of us that which we had a moral right to do for ourselves, and the only
thing we have a moral right to do for ourselves against others is to protect ourselves against the aggression of others, in other words, to defend our own life
and livelihood. We set up the agency of government for the purpose of being our
servant, protecting all of us against the violence, fraud, misrepresentation or
predatory practices of anyone in society who might so indulge. In other words,
government was used to inhibit the destructive activities of man. The creative
activities were left to the citizens. But government is being more and more used
as a means to direct and control the creative activities of citizens.
Let me illustrate. I am so old that I can remember when if we wanted a house or
housing, we relied upon men in private enterprise. First, we relied upon the person who wanted a house, which then seemed like a good notion; two, upon the person
who wanted to construct it; and three, upon the person who wanted to loan the money
for the tools, labor and money to build it. Under that system we built more square
feet of housing per person than ever existed in any country on the face of the earth,
in all history. Yet, in spite of that remarkable accomplishment, more and more
persons are believing the only way we can have adequate housing is by using the
agenciesoffo!"ce to take from you and you and to give to the governmental authority's idea of the needy. In other words, here we are right back where we were in
the first place, the application of the Marxian ideal
from each according to his
ability, to each according to his ne d, and by force of government.
It follow that as this belief in the use of force as a means of getting things done
increases that there is a corresponding and diminishing faith in free men to get
things done. As the one grows, the other diminishes, obviously.

If that reasoning be sound, and I see no reason why it isn't, the solution of our
problem has to take a positive form, namely, a restoration of a faith in free men.
that is something much easier to admonish than to accomplish. Let me give
you an example of what I mean. If I were to go around Chicago today or any of

NOW,
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your communities and ask most of the citizens should the government deliver
the mails, I am quite sure everyone would say, "Yes." The reason they would
say,
is that the government has preempted that activity, has had a
monopoly of it for so many decades that all of the persons who are entrepreneurs
have given up any thought as to how they would do it if it were a private enterprise
opportunity.
I did a little research not long ago and discovered we deliver more pounds of milk
every morning than mail. I next made a startling discovery, namely, that milk is
more perishable than a love letter or a catalog. Third, I discovered they deliver
the milk more promptly, cheaply and efficiently than mail.
I asked myself, "Why couldn't private enterprise deliver mail? We handle freight
which is heavier, but, no, man has lost faith in himself to do this sort of thing.
Let me give you a hypothetical example that will perhaps illustrate this point even
better. Let's assume that 180 years ago, the time we began this political establishment of ours, that the Federal government had issued a decree to the effect
that all boys and girls in America were to be provided for free with shoes and
stockings from the time they were born until they became adults, that the practice
of the government being responsible for shoes and stockings had been going on for
these 180 years, and a person like Read comes along and says, "I don't believe
that shoes and stockings should be the responsibility of the Federal government.
I think that ought to be a family responsibility." I can assure you that had that
been going on, and had I said such a thing, that most persons would respond,
"But Read, you would let the poor go unshod." In this instance where we have
not done it, I am able to point out that in the countries where we are most free
and the shoes and stockings for children have been a family responsibility, they
are better shod than in the countries where they have been less free and shoes and
stockings have been a government responsibility.
This faith in free
is a very interesting thing. I am going to tell you what
mine is. It is an extraordinarily radical idea, radical in the sense that very few
persons share it.
I am going to tell it to you in one simple sentence. So hang on to your seats because it is shocking. I actually believe that you are better able to control your
creative actions than [am able to control your creative
-Sometimes when I am explaining this to my collectivist adversaries, I put it this
way. I say: No person has a moral right to control another person beyond the
defense of his own life and livelihood. If we were to assume that the persons in
this room constituted the society of America, I could get everyone here to agree
there
a person among us who has a moral right of control over anybody else
beyond the defense of his or her own life and livelihood.
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Well then, it is absurd, isn't it, to think that we could ourselves create an agency
that has rights superior to those of us who organize it. With that kind of reasoning,
I can derive my idea of what should be the scope of government. It should be used
to do for all of us equally that which we as persons have a moral right to do for
ourselves -- defend our own life and livelihood. There is a good reason for
government to perform that function. But once government goes beyond that limit,
once government assumes or has delegated to it rights which we ourselves do
not possess or government arrogates to itself controls which we have no moral
right to exercise, that government is hanging on a thesis as untenable as the divine
rights of kings theory, for if it does not get its rights from those of us who organize
it, from where then come these rights?
It is one thing to have this sort of a faith in free men. It is another thing to give

it to those who have no such faith.
I will concede this is a problem of influencing other persons, but I think we need
to understand the nature of influence lest we do more damage than good.
There is the problem of influencing persons to buy corn flakes, automobiles,
watches, soap and so forth, things that satisfy desires of the flesh. I am not interested in that today. I am interested in influence as it relates to the communication
of ideas, ideas being accomplishments of the intellect.
I think there is a different technique you use for one than the other. Let us confine
ourselves, therefore, to the problem of influencing persons as it relates to the
communication of ideas.
In this area there are two types of influence. One is the rational and the other is
the nonrationaL The nonrational devices are very influential for our collectivistic
adversaries, those who would destroy a free society. Destruction is awfully easy.
It is a different technique than creation. For instance, it took all of the history of
mankind in the field of engineering, construction, architecture, to build a shanty
like we are in here today. Yet an idiot could destroy it in a moment.
An example of a nonrational device is a slogan. The slogan: "Kill all the 1ews,':
effectively influenced a lot of people in Germany to follow a madman. Clever
clich6s and phrases fall in the category of the nonrational. "What would you do,
let them starve?" Or,
rights are above property rights." Those are
catch phrases and cliches that have effectively influenced millions of Americans
to elevate charlatans into public office.
The best example of the nonrational device that I can think of is a man with a
Messianic voice who can stand before thousands and whip them into a maniacal
frenzy, the frenzied crowd being extremely influential in destruction. But can you
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I am trying to suggest is that our task is in the creative, not the destructive area,
By creative action I mean the advancement of understanding. Of what? Of our
own philosophy, the one that is the opposite of socialism.
One of the reasons that the belief in force or socialism is growing is that there
is so little standing against it. By that I mean there are very few of us in this
country today who have an adequate understanding of our own philosophy and a
capacity to explain it with clarity. I assume that everyone of you in this room
have wide acquaintances. Yet I would be reasonably safe in saying that there isn't
a one of you who will claim that you personally know five person whom you yourself consider to be skilled, accomplished expositors of the free market, private
property, limited government philosophy.
The reason we are losing this battle is because we have this lack of understanding
of our own philosophy. There are a great number of us who can damn socialism
and inveigh against communism. We can sputter, but we cannot explain. The
problem then is one of learning, learning our own philosophy.
There are a couple of things I want to say about the learning process. The learning
process presupposes two things. Number one, a person who wishes to learn a
subject, and number two, a source from which the learning may be drawn.
Now, I will concede that we need literally tens of thousands of persons in this
country who want to know the free market, private property, limited government
philosophy because if they do not want to know how to understand it, explain it,
they won't, and all the speech making and all the pamphleteering and all the babbling will have no effect at all.
They must want to know,
What is it then that can create this needed wide-spread desire to learn? It is the
second part of the equation, source of understanding. Let me illustrate.
There was no desire some years ago, fifteen years ago, to understand nuclear
fission, but the moment that one man found out how to release atomic energy, the
moment that idea existed in the brain of a man and he communicated it at all,
there was automatically created a desire to learn on the part of tens of thousands
of persons, persons from all over the earth, persons who had an aptitude for that
particular subject, In other words, it was the source of the understanding that
created the desire to know.
Now we are getting down to the nub of the problem of how you develop this source
of understanding, You see, there are two opposed ways to go about it, One is called
selling, the masses technique, or as they put it sometimes "selling the man in the
street. "
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The presumption in this line of reasoning is that everybody else except myself
is ignorant, and all I have got to do is get somebody else to know what I know, and
ipso facto the millenium.
The other day in response to hearing this selling-the-man-in-the-street argument,
which I have heard so many times, I rushed out into the street to see what kind of
educational job it was, and who do you think I found in the street? It was Read 1
I reject this selling the masses or the man-in-the-street technique, and commend
the improvement-of-self method, developing the source.
I must tell you a story to illustrate the difference between selling the masses on
the one hand and improving source of understanding on the other hand.
I belong to a golf club composed of 250 dubs among which I am a distinguished
incompetent. Now, let us assume for the sake of this golf analogue that my object
is to get all of the members of St. Andrews to become scratch golfers. I guess
everybody in the room knows what a scratch golfer is. For rating purposes, he's
as good as one can get.
I use the selling-the-masses technique, and admonish all of my colleagues to
become scratch· golfers. I, the dub, who does not know how to be a scratch golfer
myself.
I submit that this kind of action on my part would be repellent. If I persisted in
it long enough, they would finally ask me to resign from St. Andrews.
Now, let's go about this the way I am commending we go about the problem of
advancing our philosophy. I go to work on the one person on earth over whom I
have some control in the creative sense, namely, Leonard Read. I try desperately
to become a scratch golfer myself. Let's make the extremely radical assumption
I succeed.
I submit that this kind of action on my part would be attractive, that most of my
colleagues would come to me and say, "Read, if you can do it, maybe I can do it,
but won't you please teach me?" In other words, I would have established myself
as a teacher, as a source of understanding, as the one from whom learning could
be drawn.
What we need to solve our problem are numerous persons who can qualify as
teachers of the free market, private property, limited government philosophy.
There isn't anything that you can do at all in helping out on this except that you
yourself try to so qualify. You must remember that the teacher is never selfdesignated. The teacher in every instance is designated by the student. It is you
who decide what you are going to learn from another, or put it in a more obvious
way: It is always the person with the receiving set who does the tuning in; it is
never the broadcaster1

·. . .
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I will conclude with two stories that will illustrate how this developing the source
of understanding works.
The first story began two years ago last month. I received a letter from some
staff member of the Reader's Digest who said: We are going to reprint in a
future issue of the Reader's Digest a clipping which you have published entitled,
"If Men Were Free to Try," by John Sparks. We will send Mr. Sparks $200, and
the Foundation $200.
That was all very lovely for we ask people to reprint our material even without
asking permission because we are interested in the dissemination of libertarian
ideas.
In the meantime I had a date two weeks hence with Mr. Wallace, Editor and Publisher of Reader's Digest. He said, "Read, I am delighted with this piece you have
published which we are going to reprint in the July issue of the Reader's Digest.
It is the best thing of its kind I have seen. It is the kind of stuff we want more of,"
whereupon he handed me two checks, bottom side up. I thought they were the two
$ 200 checks, but I am an extraordinarily curious person so I peeked, and the one
made out to John Sparks wasn't for $200. It was for $ 500, and the one made out
to the Foundation wasn't for $200, it was for $2,000.
I said, "Mr. wallace, maybe you would be interested in learning how this piece
which you admire so much came into being."
I told him about going to Canton, Ohio, in 1946, the year we started the Foundation,
and delivering an address to an annual banquet of home builders. There were 300
men there that night. When the affair was over at nine-thirty, two young architects came up and introduced themselves to me as Bill Dykes and Dick Lawrence.
They asked me if I had any more time, so we went over to the Canton Club and
talked for a long time..The burden of their argument was the same as I hear on
all sides. "Read, we agree with your free market, private property, limited government philosophy, but what concerns us is what are we ,going to do about all
these people who don't understand. How are we going to get it into their heads?
How are we going to organize? How will we get action?"
I said, "Bill and Dick, if you are seeking my counsel on this problem, I would have
you forget everybody else on the face of this earth. I have another kind of a project
for you to take on.
"I would like to see if you two can become skilled, accomplished expositors of our
philosophy yourselves. If you succeed, I can make you two promises. Then and
only then will you become influential in stopping this trend to socialism in America.
And, second, if you succeed, your very accomplishment will attract others to you
by reason of what you have learned."

,
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on themselves, on improving their own understanding. "You could go over this
country with a fine-toothed comb, and with difficulty could you find any pair of
young men as skilled and accomplished in our philosophy as Bill and Dick."
The second part of the promise came true. People in canton,began to learn of
their understanding. Discussion groups began to form around them, and today
there are not less than 100 young men and women in Canton who are reasonably
accomplished in this philosophy.
"Mr. Wallace," I continued, "the first person among these one hundred attracted
to Bill and Dick, was our friend, John Sparks, the one who wrote this piece. In
these eight years he has come so far and can write a piece of such fine exposition
that you, sir, stand in front of me and of your own free will -- I didn't nudge
you -- give me $ 2,000 and insist upon giving what he wrote a 15 million duplication in your Reader's Digest."
The other story is a bit different but the same in principle.
About four years ago I received a phone call from a business man in New York.
He said, "I have heard about the Foundation. Won't you come down and tell me
all about it
I lunched with Mr Jones and told him much of the same as I have told you. I told
him how we brought together statisticians, economists, researchers, philosophers,
men and women devoted to the libertarian philosophy, all of us conceding we don't
know all the answers, all of us' specializiqg in trying to understand it better, writing
our findings in books 9 pamphlets, clippings and journals, and making our works
to everyone who
them. Parenthetically, nothing would make me
happier than if everyone in this room would want to receive our material. All you
have to do is to ask for it, and it is yours. If you don't drop me a note and say you
want it, tell Miss Wolfe. I am sure she will see that we get the message. Anyway,
I explained to Mr. Jones that we sent this material to those who asked for it, and
he said, "How many asked for it?
many are on your: mailing list, Read?"
0

The answer then was about 22,000. "Ah/'fie said, "that is nothing in a country
as big as this. That is no good. I told him about the distribution of one of our
clippings which we circulate the same as books, pamphlets or journals. "But, "
-"What
I said, "that 22,000 wasn't all there was to the dissemination, Mr.
else was there?" asked he. I said, "Those persons in turn obtained from us
250,000 copies and distributed them in their own circ;les of influence."
Well, he said, "A quarter of a million isn't' anything in a country with 165 million
persons."
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asked he.
I said, "The saturday Evening Post with a circulation of four million used it as
a lead editorial. The Reader's DIgest reprinted it in their domestic and seven
foreign editions, a circulation totaling 13,700,000, as did literally hundreds of
newspapers, house organs and employee journals. Mr. Jones, it probably reached
a duplication of over 100,000,000."
As his interest became obvious I added, "But, there was one more stage of dis.
HWhat was that?"
"It's where the person who reads it in the Post or Digest takes the idea and uses
it as his own, in his own speech, his own writing." By this time Mr. Jones was
getting excited about the kind of an idea that had this take-off power.
I told him about the clipping of ours entitled, "A Lesson In Socialism," which as I
explained was distributed just the same as our other material.
It was about the Yonkers High School teacher, a teacher of economics and history,
explaining the meaning of socialism to his class. He said to his class, "Mary, you
got a grade of 95, and Jane, you got a grade of 55. I am going to take 20 points
from you Mary, and I am going to give them to you, Jane. That will give you each
75, adequate for passing. That will be applying the socialistic principle 'from
each according to his ability, to each according to his need.' NOW, said the teacher,
"lees see how this will work. You won't do any work, Mary; because you have
had your incentive removed. That is a serious operation. You, Jane, won't do any
work because you are getting something for nothing. Therefore, we have a class
that will no longer work. You can't live unless you work and produce. So, in order
to get production or work, we will have to bring in somebody with a whip or gun to
induce production. ThUS, this socialistic principle is the authorship of authoritarianism.
Said Jones, "Why,
I was at the Rotary Club in Philadelphia last week. The
speaker used that as his own
"Thank you very much Mr. Jones, you have made my point."
men, I would like to thank you for I have made my point.

Ladies and gentle-

