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WHICH SIDE ARE WE ON?
There must have been a period some centuries ago when the flat-versusround theory of the world was raging and when people were admonished to
"stand up and be counted,' and to indicate which side they were on.
It is interesting to speculate how many, if really cornered, could have
explained why they were on either side. In all probability most of them

believed, as we believe today, the world to be flat or round, not because of anything they had found out for themselves, but rather, because of somebody else's
say-soo Some were swayed by traditional arguments, ma!ly by plausibilities,
and others took the word of someone like Columbus who had had experience in
the matter and who perhaps had some right to an opinion.
That issue in the physical sciences appears settledo However, another
issue looms, this time in the social sciences. It may be, as of yesteryear, that
we should ask ourselves, "Which side are we on?" For there is some evidence
that some of us are not certaino
But, first, who is meant by "we"? In the instance of these remarks, "we"
refers to the executives of business associations and the men and women who
compose our memberships, committees and governing bodies o I suppose that
if America's Chieftain, the one whom we select to assume our responsibilities
and to attend our welfare, were asked who among all his subjects were the
most ardent "free enterprisers," he would, unhesitantly, point to this group.
As a matter of fact, were we asked that very same question we would, no doubt,
give the very same answero Yet •.•
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But, another moment before going further. If "free enterprisers" compose one side, and we are presumed to be on that side, and if a presumption
implies some doubts, it would seem in order broadly to outline both sideso
History indicates that one is the old side, the side of serfdom, and that the
other is the new side, the side of individuallibertyo
The old side is, indeed, very old. It is definitely not of such recent
vintage as "Nineteenth Century" as our neo-liberals would have it; nor is it
merely medieval. It is ancient, as ancient as the recorded word and symbolo
The old side is, in fact, precivilization, for civilization in its true sense is
the process of setting man free from men The essence of the old side is
unlimited authority -- the use of physical force by the few over the many or
by the many over the few. It is the suppression of human dignity, the restriction of personality, the negation of individual rights to life and propertyo
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tenet~re such ideas as:

It is one of the tasks of civil government to prevent

efficient businessmen from outstanding success and
to protect the less efficient against the competition
of the more efficient;
To restrict the freedom of entrepreneurs by government compulsion, or by coercion on the part of other
social powers, is an appropriate means to promote a
nation's well-beingo
Under this old- side philosophy, man is born into this life not as an
individual useful to himself and to his own development but, as Maxwell
Anderson puts it, "useful only as so many foot-pounds of energy serving
those who manage to set themselves above himo" Unlimited authority,
whether imposed by a tribal chieftain, by a feudal lord, by a do-gooder
Cromwell, by a Stalin, by a democratic majority, or by groups effecting
the Marxian ideal of "from each according to ability, to each according to
need" is, nonetheless, still unlimited authorityo In brief, it is obedience
to someone's or some group's dictates under the penalty of deatho The
political arrangement by which this authoritarianism is accomplished is
of secondary importanceo The vital issue is the deed itself. Does it make
any essential difference whether the fruits of your labor are confiscated by
a king or by a tax assessor democratically elected to office? The removal
of one's right to the product of his own labor is still the removal of one's
right to the product of his own labor, no matter how romantic the name
given the removal.
The new side is something quite different and, in terms of history,
ever so new o In the thirteenth century the Swiss gave a partial expression
to it at Rutli, as did the British at Runneymedeo Lock, Burke, Milton,
Hobbes, Ricardo, Smith, Mill, Montesquieu, and a host of others added to
the explanations of the new philosophy and now and then some lover of
freedom would utter a rebellious sentiment such as did Richard Rumbold
on the scaffold:
"I never could believe that Providence had sent a few
men into the world, ready booted and spurred to ride,
and millions ready saddled and bridled to be ridden."
It took centuries for this budding faith to bloom -- in the era of our

great, great grandfathers -- mighty recent as time is reckoned o
What are the essential characteristics of this new philosophy? . They
are quite simple: Each individual has an inalienable right to life, liberty
and the pursuit of happiness. It follows that if a person has the right to life,
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he has a right to protect that lifeo But it is evident that if ea.ch person,were
to protect himself with a tomahawk or tommygun that soon the neatest scalpers
or the straightest shooters would have the rest of us under their power.
What to do? Appoint an agent. Give this agent a monopoly of coercion, in
effect, turn over all individual tomahawks and tommyguns to him. With this
attended to, we as citizens can pursue our home life, our religious life and our
productive life as we please. The agent sees to it that these pursuits suffer
no interference. And Why not? That is the agent's only assignment. Every
citizen equal before the law! The fruits of the labor of each of us to be his own!
Freedom of choice for everyone up to the point of impairing someone else's
freedom of choice! And, of course, one is responsible for one's own selL
Christian charity to take up the slack! That is all.
One danger looms. It is the agent with everyone's tomahawks and tommyguns" After all, the agent is a person having the same ambitions and greed
for power as other persons, plus having all the weapons. He can, conceivably, "
turn against the very persons who appoint him to protect them. Our great,
great grandfathers foresaw this danger and took steps against it. They
designed the Constitution, the Bill of Rights, and they divided the legislative,
the executive and judicial departments of their protective agency so that each
might serve as checks one on the other. But they were quite frank with their
children, with their grandchildren and with their great, great grandchildren.
They advised vigilance; they even used the adjective "eternal" as though each
new generation should be born into the world alerted to this perpetual danger.
Briefly, this new-side philosophy holds that the citizens' protective agency-the state-- is organized police force. Organized police force is coercion.
Coercion can suppress, restrict, restrain, destroy. To be useful to the citi.<.ens
it has to be employed in the restric ion or destruction of those acts which
limit or interfere with the freedom of individuals, such as fraud, violence,
predatory practices, monopolistic abuses and conspiracy. Limit this agent to
these functions because, if we do not, there remains no known principle by
which a limitation on the agent can be effected. In other words, never use the
agent, that is~ this restrictive or destructive force, to do the creative work.
Leave the creative and productive functions to voluntary, cooperative and competitive effort.
This new-side philosophy worked for the several generations in which it
was given a chance, Nothing like the moral and intrinsic results it attained
were ever heard of before. Any troubles attributed to it have been but the
,fufractions of its philosophy, that iS,the troubles have been due to reappear" ances of the old authoritarian practices either by the governing police force
or by those that the police force failed to restrict.
There we have it, the two sideso In the practical, political world of today
the old side is known as communism, fascism, naziism, state-interventionism,
Fabianism, socialism and planned economy. Regardless of the manner of
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-4attaining the end, be the manner violent as in communism, or seemingly
peaceful as in socialism, the end always includes the state ownership and/or
control of the means of production. These devices have many other characteristics in common-- for instance, they are all the political embodiment of
Robin Hood. They are all parasitical as distinguished from productive. They
presuppose something to drain just as mistletoe presupposes a live tree. It
is an interesting fact that no society or nation ever received its impetus to
greatness from any of these types of organization. It is even more important
to note how many nations diecl under stateism. Karl Marx realized and argued
that capitalism had to develop ahead of socialism. Thus, he tacitly admitted
that capitalism had to create something for socialism to take over and live on.
-,

In the practical, political world of today the other side -- the new side--

does not exist in pure form. The best that can be said for the free market
economy, the voluntary society and a government of strictly limited powers
is that more remains of it here than elsewhere-- pollution is less. But,
looking elsewhere in the world, that is not saying very much.
Now, with these definitions; it may be proper to return to the subject:
Which Side Are Wean?
Recently, I sat as the guest of the Board of Directors of one of the largest
business associations in America. Three resolutions were supported: (1) A
government-run transportation system on the ground that private capital
wasn't interested, (2) A subsidy for American ships so they could compete in
carrying ECA goods to the beneficiaries of our largess, and (3) A subsidy to
their most promising industry. Which side were they on?
Month before last, the executive. vice-president of a great, national trade
association called at my office and solicited support for a nation-wide program
which he finally admitted was a pressure-group movement, aimed at supporting special privilege. Which side was he on?
The chamber of commerce of which I had the title of general manager
sponsored the fair trade laws for its state; invoked the protectionist or
tariff principle by opposing a trucking franchise that would reduce the price
of meat to local buyers; accepted millions of dollars of tax funds for the
operation of its activities; and asked for federal funds for everything from
dredging the local harbor, to building costly flood-control projects, to sugsidizing local industry. Which side were we on?
Other chambers have given their support to TVA and to other federal
projects that would nationalize the electrical industry, and not all of the organizations in this beautiful Pacific Northwest could and probably would
want to refute this statement. Which side are they on?
The St. Lawrence Waterway has chambers of commerce that support it.

-...
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Passamoquoddy found support from some of us.
So did the Florida Ship Canal, rent control, public housing and support
prices for farmers.
I could make any genuine believer in liberty hang his head in shame with
the resolutions of chambers of commerce that gave birth to public golf
courses and a host of similar projects that advance and give credence to the
Robin Hood state.
A majority of the voting strength of our organizations combined to urge
extension of what the New York Times editorially referred to as "The Pious
Fraud H - - compulsory "social security." This is not only a fraud, but it
does violence to self~control and self=responsibility, the two prime tenets on
which individual liberty rests.
If I were to read the plunderbund resolutions passed by chambers of

commerce during the last year, I doubt that I could finish before adjournment
time tomorrow afternoon. I have elected not to attempt any such review but,
rather, to lump it all together in this statement: There is not a single item
in the whole socialistic bag of tricks that has-not found chamber of commerce
support. While it is true that no chamber has supported every item, one
would have difficulty in finding a chamber that has not supported one or more
of them.
This is an interesting commentary: A former president of NACOS
lecturing at one of our institutes this past summer, came close to getting
himself into serious trouble because he cast doubts on the propriety of
using the police force to exact money from citizens, including widows and
orphans, to operate our chambers of commerce! He held that businessmen's
organizations should be supported voluntarily and not by taxes. He objected
to a procedure in which refusal to pay dues by taxes results in the confiscation of property, even to one's home. He argued for freedom of choice in
such matters. And that position, in America, if you please, is coming to be
heretical!
However, and regardless of all the above, there is one thing that
justifies a feeling of self=righteousness, a common action about which we
can be proud: We nobly persist, year in and year out, in demanding a
reduction in governmental expenditures! And, we really mean this as long
as any proposed reduction does not reduce our naval establishment, ~
army post,:.m!!" TVA or .Q!!!: branch of the Bureau of Foreign and Domestic
Commerce.
At this juncture I wish to make it plain that these remarks of mine are
more in the nature of a confession than a diatribe against my brethren. I
have been, for many more years than most of you, an unwitting party to and
\

-6victim of this system of accepted and legalized spoliation which I now condemn.
I stand here as a penitent, humbly wondering about -and hoping for some corrective answers o I fear the answers lie deeper than some of us realize.
The question that each of us might put to himself is: Ought we seriously
to search for these answers or should we accept that rule of conduct about
which the British have long boasted, and merely "muddle through"?
Some may say that this is much ado about nothing because chambers of
commerce are much less offenders than are other types of organizations.
Only in a minor sense is this true. The influence of an offender on others is
controlled less by the offense than by the esteem in which the offender is held.
For a known burglar to rob a bank is only to confirm burglary as a sin in the
eyes of most observers, Burglars have few followers, morally speaking. But
if all Methodist ministers were to rob banks, some credence would be given
to the practice of robbery, at least by their indiscriminating followers.
It is for these reasons that I am not, at this moment, much concerned
about the damaging influence of avowed collectivists. They command little
respect and a small personal following, as yet, in America. The problem,
however, that almost defies solution is where people regard as soundly' 'free
enterprise" any policy whatever as long as it originates with a successful
businessman or with business-supported organizations. They have a large
and important following, many of whom are not discriminating in politicalscience matters, For chambers of commerce to indulge in socialistic action
is, therefore, far more harmful in its influence on others, and thus, more
destructive to freedom of choice, than all the actions taken by radical and
communist-front outfits,

What is it that is throwing us off the beam? As individuals we aren't
thieves, Nor are we collectivists when acting on our individual responsibility. The trouble seems to begin under certain conditions of getting
together, Whole crowds of us meet at the county fair or at the theatre, and
socialism is not advanced one iota. Yet, call one of these crowds into a
meeting, wired up to take action as a collective, and, ever so often, out
comes recommendations favoring collectivism.
Anyway, the possibility of collectivistic action by associational effort
has proved itself so likely that if I had the responsibility of halting collectiv'sm and restoring individual liberty in America, and if I were forced to
make the unfortunate choice between associational action, or no associational
action whatever, I would choose the latter.
On numerous occasions questions of this sort are put to me: What can
my association do to aid in the fight against socialism? The balance of these
remarks will be given to the best answer I can give at this time to this
question,

-7The best and simplest answer is, take no action at all on behalf of
socialism. That, however, is a thing more easily said than done. With
more advantages than perhaps many of you have had -- personal zeal and
singleness of purpose as an anti-collectivist, directors and leading
supporters in sympathy with these aims, a budget that left little to be
desired, and a staff well-qualified and numerous -- I did not, in my own
chamber experience succeed except in minor ways, any more than anyone
else is succeeding.
Why?
You don't need to believe this, and I never believed it myself until
recently, but it is now my opinion tRat it is next to impossible to avoid
col~ectivistic recommendations by persons organized to act only as a collective. This is by way of saying that recommendations favoring swipes at
the federal pork barrel, favoring an ever-increasing use of the organized
police force and, thus, reducing freedom of choice, are all too likely consequences of our customary committee procedures as relating to matters of
public policy -- that is, to policy having to do with the rights and property
of others.
I offer as testimony the almost unanimous declamation of Robin Hood
policies by the very persons who, when acting collectively through committees,
continue to recommend such policies. Something is wrong. It is not individuals acting on their personal responsibilities. It is these persons organized
to act as collectives. The batteries aren't at fault. It is the way we have them
wired upl
My answer to the question, "What can my chamber of commerce do to
fight socialism?" is, don't cause your chamber of commerce to make pronouncements on public policy. If you do you will continue to hear some noises
that are at once funny and tragic. Use the facilities which organization offers-pooled financial resources, competent management and secretariat, research
specialists, libraries, and accommodations for taking advantage of specialized
knowledge -- to better fit individuals to speak for themselves. *
This recommendation, if put into effect, would be far less upsetting than
at first seems likely. These collective utterances, these positions or resolutions released in the name of an abstraction, do not actually constitute any
significant part of the portfolio of most chambers of commerce. I venture
that 90% of all chamber activities are of the service as distinguished from the
public-policy-resolution type. My recommendation is that the portfolios
become 100%, that is, exclusively service in character. And, this I confess, is
a major about-face for me.
*See: On That Day Began Lies, Foundation for Economic Education, Irvingtonon-Hudson, New York.
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When one examines the nature of influence on these pUblic-policy questions
and finds that collective resolutions have the power to do harm, but fall short
in rendering explanation -- the quality essential for effecting improvement -their discontinuance is more than ever indicated. The popularity of these
resolutions derives, no doubt, from the feeling of accomplishment they give
participants when, actually, the participants have done far less than our
present critical situation requires of them.
The only how-to-stop-socialism question to which a reasonable, positive
answer can be given is: "How can I as an individual assist in stopping the
drift into this political disease?" Whether the questioner is a chamber of
commerce executive or someone else has little bearing on the answer.
Individuals possessing convictions act on their convictions in a manner
exclusively their own and in such ways as they think best suits the circumstances peculiar to them.
The problem under discussion has to do with the manner in which one
assists another in the forming of convictions, that is, it has to do with the
nature of influence, its limitations and its possibilitieso Aside from lending
material aid to effective efforts conducted by others, there appear to be three
ways for anyone of us to exert influence:
10 Destroyo Character assassination, defamation, lies, misrepresenting the beliefs of other individuals, facts twisted to fit preconceived conclusions, supporting the use of force as applied to
the productive and creative processes, and the taking of the
fruits of the labor of others to supply someone else's need, are
examples in current practice.
2. Create a desire for understanding. Perhaps the ones who are
capable of becoming the most skilled advocates of freedom are,
today, unaware of their own potentialities. Apply your own
genius to arousing this interest of others in themselves p
remembering that you have no. way, whatever, of knowing in
advance where latent powers lie, and that you are in quest of
quality and not quantity. Such a quantitative object as "educating the masses" must end in failure and disappointment,
that is, when depth of understanding is what its advocates have
in mind.
3. Become superior as an advocate of freedom yourself. Each
person seeking perfection, no matter in what area -- be it
cooking a dish, laying bricks, or economic and political
understanding -- turns never to his inferiors but to those
whom he regards as his betters. And, to the person to whom
he does not turn, to that person can none of this type of
influence be accorded.

-9Thus, the most important forerunner of influence in any field -- ideological
endeavor or management of chambers of commerce -- is self-perfection. As
this relates to the regaining of individual liberty, it simply means becoming
able, as near as one can, competently to expose the fallacies of socialism and
authoritarianism, and skillfully to present the positive axioms and principles
which underlie the free market economy and the voluntary society. Selfperfection requires that one live what one preaches. It means that one must
not be a party to practices which contravene the principles he holds to be right,
be the practices personal or organizational.
It isn't to be expected that every chamber of commerce executive can
become an accomplished exponent of the philosophy in question any more than
it can reasonably be expected of every chemist or of every clergyman. However, some knowledge of the subject is essential if one is to be able to discriminate between collectivism on the one ha.nd and a high measure of freedom
of choice on the other, and, thus. able to render a first-class service to the
members of the organization he manages o If chambers of commerce can be
said to have a relationship to business progress, and to the consumer ideal -an abundance of goods and services widely distributed -- talent of this sort is
a requisite to successful managemenL
It is well to remember that the most important battle going on in the world
today is an ideological and, therefore, an explanatory battle. It is a contest
for the mind of man, a contest in the field of ideas o Ideas are expressed in
·words. Most of the effective words are the printed words. The weapons, to a
marked extent, are in the form of explanatory literature o

The chamber of commerce executive has a large circle of influence in
areas where his judgment is respected. He can, if his judgment is esteemed
in this field, and with the resources at his command, perform a remarkably
useful service to the persons who compose his membership by presenting aids
to thinking on the grave problems confronting our country.
Let me conclude with a few guiding hints that I have found useful in my
own work, work that I do not conceive to be essentially different from work
that you and others carryon in varying degrees during this critical period in
our history:
1. The vast majority of adult Americans do not and cannot
understand economic and social phenomena any more than
most of us can understand nuclear fission or the theory
of relativity.

2. It is not important that they do possess such understanding.
Most of us are followers in most aspects of our lives. It
is the educable few who are important in this contest. Unless
this point is grasped all work in this field will appear hopeless
and futile, as indeed some of it is.

-103. No person is even as much as educable who himself is not in
search of understanding; hence the advisability of doing everything one can to whet intellectual appetites.
4. Economic standing has nothing whatever to do with economic
understanding. Many a gent at the work bench· can comprehend
a complex, social-science idea better th.-,T can the head of his
corporation. The educable are not to be looked for in accordance with occupa lonal levels. This is the only justification for
mass distribution of explanationsc In short, aim-one's works
at the many in order to be certain of reaching the educable few
who are unknown, and disregard the seeming extravagance of
the procedure! It has no short cut.
5. One is well advised not to become a worshiper of brevity.
Merely fear drJI.veL The most influential works in western
civilization include the Bible and The Wealth of Nations. Let
the ength of explanations be guided by whatever is essential
for thorough exposition. Over = simplification is half-truth
and half-truth is misleading.
6. To talk down or to write down is a mistake. Make presentations at the intellectual level that will assure adequate explanations. Baby-talk or Mortimer Snerd literature is for a market
that does not co t in ills contest.
7. Effective work does not include disparaging references to any
person~ to any group, or to any political par y. To get personal
is to alRenate the very dividuals who must be won over to the
ideas and ideals of U.berty Uberty is to be regained. Expose
bad ideas and U the shoe fits let him who would put it on.
8. It is not well to tell others how they should act or what they
should think. Present facts, ideas and arguments and let it go
at that. These compose the stuff out of which convictions are
formed. No one can change another's beliefs. One can merely
present new evidence and hope that one's reputation for intelligence and integri y is such that the evidence will be considered.
9. It lis not dangerous to be honest. Rather, it is dangerous not to
reflect accurately wha one believes to be right. In being honest
there are two rules to· follow~ (1) Do not be cantankerous, (2) Do
not be non-expla atory.
10. There is no such hing as saving e world or saving the nation.
The only thing that can be saved is the thinking of individual
persons. The person offering he least obstacle in this respect,
and the one on whom success is most likely, is one's self.

-1111. Reflect on the plight of those who say they have no time to
think, to study, to read. They have merely given other
activities a higher priority. Consider; also, the similarity
between those who elect not to read and those who cannot read.
12. In searching for teachers o~ liberty be wary of those whose
ideas for positive action require the organized police force to
carry them out.
Which side are we on? This can have no accurate answer because it is
a collective question. Phrase it this way: - Which side am I on? Then, if
you or I look long and thoughtfully at our own inquiry the answer will take
shape. If it is not to our liking you or I, or both, can at least alter our own
position. That much freedom of choice even yet remains.

