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the texas  
Public-School  
Controversy on 9/11
by Jacob G. Hornberger

A public-school controversy 
over 9/11 that erupted last 
spring in Texas demon-

strates perfectly the statist mindset 
in America and how that mindset 
blocks the libertarian effort to cre-
ate a proper foreign policy. The 
controversy also exemplifies the 
wide gulf between statists and liber-
tarians with respect to moral prin-
ciples, critical thinking, the exercise 
of conscience, and the role of gov-
ernment in a free society. 

The controversy grew out of a 
test administered to Texas public-
school students based on a video 
about 9/11 that was prepared by a 
company named Safari Montage. 
At issue was this question and pos-
sible answers:

Why might the United States be 
a target for terrorism?

A. Other people just don’t 
like Americans.
B. Decisions we made in 
the United States have had 
negative effects on people 
elsewhere.
C. Terrorists hate everyone.
D. None of the above.

The suggested right answer, ac-
cording to the video, is B. When a 
Texas mother named Kara Sands 
learned about the question and rec-
ommended answer from her fifth-
grade son, she was outraged be-
cause she felt that the video taught 
the class to blame “us” for the 9/11 
attacks. She contacted the school 
district, which immediately con-
tacted Safari Montage, which apol-
ogized for the matter and clarified 
that it wasn’t blaming America for 
the attacks.

Fox News Channel devoted a 
five-minute news report to the con-
troversy that is worth watching be-
cause it exemplifies perfectly the 
statist mindset in America and the 
challenge we libertarians face. The 
report is hosted by Fox anchor 
Megyn Kelly and features two 
guests — Sands and Texas state 
Senator Dan Patrick, a Republican. 
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It matters not that Kelly and Patrick 
and possibly Sands are conserva-
tives because their mindset mirrors 
that of Americans on both the left 
and the right — and for that matter 
many other Americans who aren’t 
politically inclined.

You can view the Fox video here: 
http://video.foxnews.com/v/ 
2252757521001/us-to-blame-for-
911-school-test-under-fire/.

Notice the familiar conflation of 
the U.S. government and the Amer-
ican people that we have seen from 
statists ever since 9/11. That confla-
tion is reflected also in the Safari 
Montage test question, which dis-
cusses the causes of 9/11 in collec-
tive terms, such as “we,” “us,” “the 
United States,” or “America.” 

Why is that important? As we 
libertarians have long pointed out, 
the U.S. government and the Amer-
ican people are two separate and 
distinct entities. That phenomenon 
is best reflected by the Bill of Rights, 
which expressly protects the Amer-
ican people (and others) from the 
federal government. 

It is no surprise that that point 
befuddles statists. In their minds, 
since the federal government and 
the American people are one and 
the same, how can the Bill of Rights 
be protecting the American people 
from the federal government?

In fact the problem goes much 
deeper than that. The last thing 
statists want to confront is the 
threat the federal government pos-
es to the American people. For stat-
ists the federal government is their 
friend, their benefactor, their par-
ent, and even their god. Oh, they 
won’t put it that way, but when one 
carefully examines and analyzes 
their mindset, he can see that’s how 
they perceive the federal govern-
ment.

the last thing statists want to 
confront is the threat the federal 

government poses to the 
American people. 

This is one of the major areas 
where the welfare state integrates 
with the warfare state. The welfare 
state provides people with retire-
ment benefits, health care, farm 
subsidies, FDIC insurance, disaster 
relief, unemployment compensation, 
mandatory minimum wages, drug 
laws, and a host of other paternalis-
tic programs that are supposedly 
designed to take care of people. 
Since Americans are born and 
raised under a welfare-state way of 
life, they have come to view the 
federal government in much the 
same way that a child views his par-
ents. Knowing that their survival 
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depends on their parents, few chil-
dren are going to challenge them at 
a fundamental level, at least not be-
fore they become teenagers. That’s 
the way that statists view the federal 
government. 

Thus, unlike libertarians and 
our American ancestors who de-
manded the enactment of the Bill of 
Rights, statists don’t see the federal 
government as a threat to their free-
dom and well-being. Instead they 
see the federal government as part 
of one great big national family, one 
in which the federal government is 
a parent or a big brother. The result 
is the conflation of the federal gov-
ernment and the American people 
in the mind of the statist. 

A related phenomenon, one 
that also distinguishes libertarians 
from statists, involves the concept 
of patriotism. Notice how Sands de-
scribes her concept of patriotism, 
an understanding that neither Kelly 
nor Patrick disagrees with. She 
points out that the Safari Montage 
video begins with a patriotic mes-
sage — one that says that 9/11 
brought the nation together, caused 
people to put American flags in 
their front yards, and motivated 
people to sing “God Bless America.” 
Underlying that simplistic concept 
of patriotism is an unwavering sup-
port of the federal government — 

or, to be more specific, a mindset 
that loyally and blindly “supports 
the troops” without examining or 
questioning what exactly the troops 
are doing and why they are doing it. 

unlike libertarians and our 
American ancestors, statists 

don’t see the federal government 
as a threat to their  

freedom and well-being.

One of the things I found fasci-
nating about the Fox News video is 
that neither of the commentators in 
the video ever divulged what he felt 
was the right answer. Neither did 
Kelly. It was almost as if it didn’t 
matter. All that seemed to matter 
was that B was the wrong answer 
and that every student needed to be 
told that. 

After all, there is a range of pos-
sibilities in answering that question. 
Theoretically one could concede 
that the U.S. government did in fact 
do bad things to people in the Mid-
dle East before 9/11, but that that 
wasn’t what motivated the terrorists 
to commit the attacks. Or one could 
concede that the things that the U.S. 
government did, in fact did moti-
vate the terrorists, but that such 
things were not bad at all because 
they were part of the U.S. govern-
ment’s effort to be a “force for good 
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in the world.” Or one could concede 
that the U.S. government’s actions, 
while motivating the terrorists, 
were unfortunately necessary to 
“keep us safe” or to protect “nation-
al security.”

It is clear from watching the Fox 
segment, however, that that is a 
door statists simply do not want to 
open. It’s too terrifying for them to 
even examine such possibilities. 
Better to simply keep that door 
closed and continue believing that 
“we” didn’t do anything to generate 
the anger and hatred that motivated 
the 9/11 attackers.

Libertarians would repeal 
compulsory school-attendance 

laws and school taxes and 
privatize the school buildings. 

We witnessed this phenomenon 
during the first GOP presidential 
debate in 2008, when Ron Paul 
pointed out that the 9/11 terrorists 
came “over here” because the U.S. 
government was “over there.” Wow! 
You could hear the collective gasp 
from the statists who filled that au-
ditorium, including Paul’s fellow 
candidates on the stage. That’s just 
not something any red-blooded, 
genuine American patriot is sup-
posed to say. Paul was considered a 
traitor, an America-hater, a terror-

ist-lover, and a heretic. Ironically, 
that’s when his campaign took off, 
owing to the large number of peo-
ple who agreed with his assessment. 

The flap over the Safari test 
question actually involves a much 
bigger political issue, one that, 
once again, separates statists from 
libertarians. That issue is public 
(i.e., government) schooling. 

Patriotism

What would a libertarian say 
should be the right answer to that 
test question? We take the issue to a 
higher level — that there should be 
no public schooling at all. We say 
the state has no more role in educa-
tion than it has in religion. We 
would repeal compulsory school-
attendance laws and school taxes 
and privatize the school buildings. 
We would separate school and the 
state in the way our ancestors sepa-
rated church and state.

One can see the difference be-
tween the statist and libertarian 
mindsets by examining Patrick’s re-
marks on Fox News. He points out 
that before online learning became 
so popular, the state department of 
education could maintain better 
control over what children were 
learning through the approval of 
textbooks and curricula. He com-
plains that online learning is now 
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exposing students to all sorts of 
dangerous ideas, such as the possi-
bility that the U.S. government’s ac-
tions abroad motivated the terror-
ists to strike on 9/11.

Patrick’s observations go to the 
heart of why governments every-
where demand control over the ed-
ucation of children. Their ultimate 
aim is not to educate but rather to 
create good little citizens whose 
mindset is characterized by confor-
mity, regimentation, and deference 
to authority. When one watches Kel-
ly, Sands, and Patrick, one cannot 
help but see that they are model 
public-school success stories, as 
demonstrated by their immediate 
condemnation of any suggestion 
that the U.S. government’s actions 
abroad might have served as a mo-
tive for the 9/11 attackers and by 
their simplistic “my government, 
never wrong” concept of patriotism.

Think what a fascinating discus-
sion it could have been for students 
to openly and freely discuss and de-
bate the issue. Has the U.S. govern-
ment done bad things to people 
abroad? Were those things motives 
in the 9/11 attacks? Were those 
things actually good? Were they in-
tended to keep Americans safe or to 
protect “national security”? Is the 
U.S. national-security state a force 
for good in the world, as it claims? 

Do foreigners hate America for its 
freedom and values? Was that why 
the 9/11 attacks occurred? Is the 
problem a religious one, one in 
which Christians and Muslims are 
at war with each other? 

Alas no public school in Ameri-
ca would dare permit students to 
engage in that kind of open discus-
sion and debate. It’s not only too 
frightening; it’s also not the type of 
mindset that public schools want to 
inculcate in students. They want to 
form the opposite mindset — one 
that does not engage in critical 
thinking and instead simply defers 
to the authority of governmental 
institutions, especially the U.S. na-
tional-security state.

the statist has subordinated his 
conscience to the power of the 

national-security state.

Unfortunately the result is not 
only a mindset unable or unwilling 
to engage in critical thinking. That 
would be bad enough. The problem 
is much worse, especially from the 
standpoint of morality and right 
conduct. The person with a mind-
set of conformity, regimentation, 
and deference to authority inevita-
bly abandons his conscience, the 
God-given gift that helps people 
choose between right and wrong. 
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The statist has subordinated his 
conscience to the power of the na-
tional-security state.

Again, that is something that 
distinguishes libertarians from stat-
ists. We not only engage in critical 
thinking, especially with respect to 
what the government does to peo-
ple, we also exercise our conscience 
and respond to its dictates. If we de-
termine that the government is en-
gaged in conduct that violates fun-
damental principles of right and 
moral conduct or that violates 
God’s laws, then we take a firm 
stand against such actions. 

Thus our concept of patriotism 
is totally different from that of stat-
ists. To us the genuine patriot is the 
one who is willing to take a stand 
against his own government’s 
wrongdoing, as the British citizens 
who signed the Declaration of In-
dependence did. We hold that posi-
tion not only because we believe it’s 
the right thing to do but also be-
cause we believe that it’s incumbent 
on the citizenry to set the govern-
ment on the right course when it is 
on the wrong course. 

A good example of the libertar-
ian concept of patriotism is the 
White Rose, a group of Germans, 
predominantly college students, 
during World War II. Risking their 
lives, they took a stand against their 

own government — in the midst of 
a major war in which thousands of 
German soldiers were being killed 
every day. The White Rose students 
even exhorted the German people 
not to support the troops. 

to libertarians the genuine 
patriot is the one who is willing 
to take a stand against his own 

government’s wrongdoing. 

Not surprisingly we libertarians 
look on the members of the White 
Rose as heroes and genuine patriots 
for their courage in standing up to 
the wrongdoing of their own gov-
ernment and incurring the wrath 
and condemnation of their fellow 
citizens, whose mindset was statist 
in nature. 

others’ shoes

Moreover, by engaging in criti-
cal thinking and the exercise of 
conscience, libertarians are able 
and willing to do something that 
statists cannot do or are unwilling 
to do: put ourselves into the shoes 
of foreigners who have been victim-
ized by the power of the U.S. na-
tional-security state. 

Consider, for example, the 1979 
revolution in Iran, when Iranian 
revolutionaries took American dip-
lomats hostage for about a year. 



Future of Freedom 8 June 2013

the texas Public-School Controversy on 9/11

American statists would focus on 
that event and simply conclude that 
the revolutionaries were evil terror-
ists who hated “us,” “America,” or 
“our freedom and values.”  

Libertarians have also been 
unafraid to point out that such 
actions were morally wrong.

Libertarians, on the other hand, 
would say, “Let’s study this in more 
depth. Let’s ask why the Iranian 
revolutionaries were so angry at the 
United States.” We would learn that 
25 years earlier the U.S. national-
security state, through a CIA-insti-
gated coup, ousted the democrati-
cally elected prime minister of Iran, 
a highly respected figure who had 
been selected as Time magazine’s 
“man of the year.” We would also 
learn that the CIA restored to pow-
er a brutal absolute monarch, the 
shah of Iran. We would also learn 
that the CIA trained the shah’s  
national secret police/intelligence 
force — SAVAK — in the art of tor-
ture to enable him to enforce his 
brutal tyranny on the Iranian peo-
ple. We would learn that the reason 
the U.S. government did all that was 
to protect British oil interests in 
Iran. We would learn that that’s why 
the Iranian people were so angry. 
We would learn that the reason 

they kept American diplomats hos-
tage was to ensure that the U.S. na-
tional-security state didn’t try to 
restore the shah to power again.

We libertarians have done the 
same with respect to 9/11. We have 
been unafraid to examine the U.S. 
military’s intentional destruction of 
Iraq’s water- and sewage-treatment 
plants which was inflicted with full 
knowledge that infectious illnesses 
would very likely spread among the 
populace; the brutal sanctions 
against Iraq that contributed to the 
deaths of innocent children; the 
callous declaration by U.S. Ambas-
sador to the UN Madeleine Al-
bright that the deaths of half a mil-
lion Iraqi children from the 
sanctions had been “worth it”; the 
stationing of U.S. troops near Is-
lamic holy lands; the unconditional 
U.S. support of the Israeli govern-
ment; the U.S. foreign aid provided 
Middle East dictators to help them 
enforce their tyrannies on their 
own people; and, of course, the in-
vasions and occupations of Iraq and 
Afghanistan, which have killed un-
told numbers of people, most of 
whom had absolutely nothing to do 
with the 9/11 attacks. 

We have also been unafraid to 
point out that such actions were 
morally wrong and that many of 
them served as motives for the 9/11 
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attacks and, for that matter, the ter-
rorist attacks that preceded 9/11 — 
i.e., the 1993 attack on the World 
Trade Center, the attack on the USS 
Cole, and the attacks on the U.S. 
embassies in east Africa. 

We have also been unafraid to 
call for the cessation of such actions 
as well as the termination of the U.S. 
national-security state’s invasions, 
occupations, sanctions, embargoes, 
interventions, wars of aggression, in-
definite incarceration, torture, assas-
sination, military tribunals, Guan- 
tanamo Bay, secret prison camps, 
and the like. Indeed, we have been 
unafraid to call for the dismantling 
of the entire Cold War national-se-
curity state apparatus. 

Today young people are gravitat-
ing toward libertarianism and away 
from statism in increasing numbers. 
They are breaking out of the mindset 

of conformity, regimentation, and 
deference to authority to which they 
have been subjected. They are en-
gaging in critical thinking and the 
exercise of conscience. They are the 
vanguard of a movement that has 
the potential of leading America 
out of the darkness of statism and 
into the light of freedom, prosperi-
ty, and harmony with the people of 
the world. 

Jacob Hornberger is founder and 
president of The Future of Freedom 
Foundation.

NeXt moNtH: 
“Terrorism and the  

Bill of Rights”  
by Jacob G. Hornberger
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Loving economics
by Sheldon Richman

“My love affair with economics 
began in the fall of 1979.”

With those words, Peter Boettke 
begins his valentine to the eco-
nomics discipline, that is, his latest 
book: Living Economics: Yesterday, 
Today, and Tomorrow (Indepen-
dent Institute and Universidad Fran-
cisco Marroquin, 2012). Boettke, 
besides being a University Professor 
of Economics and Philosophy at 
George Mason University, the BB&T 
Professor for the Study of Capital-
ism, and vice president for research 
and director of the F.A. Hayek Pro-
gram for Advanced Study in Philos-
ophy, Politics, and Economics at 
GMU’s Mercatus Center, is the inde-
fatigable intellectual entrepreneur 
and promoter of Austrian, or subjec-
tivist market-process, economics.

He continues: “The summer pri-
or to that I had experienced the long 

lines for gasoline, and I was con-
fused and frustrated by the experi-
ence for a variety of reasons. Eco-
nomics erased my confusion and 
targeted my frustration on the cause 
of the shortages. I was hooked.”

In an important sense, this book 
is autobiographical, the story of one 
man’s odyssey through the world of 
economics and his efforts to “get 
the teaching and doing of econom-
ics back on track.” But it couldn’t 
help but also be a useful introduc-
tion to the economic way of think-
ing. Not that it is a beginner’s book 
— it’s not. But an interested lay 
reader who realizes that economics 
can be about the world and hence is 
something to be taken seriously 
will learn a great deal. One need not 
have a degree in economics (I don’t) 
to profit from Living Economics.

This book is a useful discussion 
of why economics is valuable and 
how its potential has been squan-
dered by several generations of dis-
tracted practitioners. If I had been 
asked to design the cover of this 
book, I would have depicted the old 
joke about the drunk who looks for 
his keys under the street light, not 
because that’s where he lost them, 
but because that’s where the light is. 
That joke perfectly fits the story 
Boettke tells about how economics 
ran off the rails.
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Economics began as a verbal 
and logical description of the social 
forces that arise when reasonable 
but fallible human beings engage in 
exchanges for mutual benefit. How-
ever, the main practitioners in the 
20th century became charmed by 
the method of physics and mathe-
matics for fear that otherwise they 
would not be taken seriously as sci-
entists. They thus jettisoned virtu-
ally everything that was not ame-
nable to their formalism.

economics began as a description 
of the social forces that arise 
when human beings engage in 
exchanges for mutual benefit.

The first things to go were un-
certainty, error, and competitive 
entrepreneurship, which led to a 
serious problem for the discipline, 
even if its practitioners did not see 
it: Of what relevance are elegant 
mathematical descriptions of gen-
eral equilibrium, with its assump-
tions of perfect knowledge and per-
fect coordination, if you have no 
theory of the forces that tend to 
equilibrate markets? Who cares 
about the “there” if you’ve got no 
map to get there? Even when the 
theory was provided (by Israel 
Kirzner, building on Adam Smith, 
Carl Menger, Ludwig von Mises, 

and F.A. Hayek), it was unappreci-
ated because it was not and could 
not be worked into the equations. 
(Of course, because of constant 
changes in preferences, knowledge, 
resources, and technologies, there 
is no “there” there.)

mainline economics

Boettke has a helpful way, bor-
rowed from one of his many great 
teachers (Kenneth Boulding), to 
convey what he’s getting at. He dis-
tinguishes “mainline” from “main-
stream” economics. Mainline eco-
nomics embodies insights first 
achieved in the Middle Ages, then 
elaborated by Scottish and French 
thinkers of the classical school, the 
Austrians beginning with Menger, 
and the school known as new insti-
tutional economics.

“The core idea in this approach 
to economics,” Boettke writes, “is 
that there are two fundamental ob-
servations of commercial society: 
(1) individual pursuit of ... self-in-
terest, and (2) complex social order 
that aligns individual interests 
with the general interest.”

In the mainline of economics, 
the “invisible hand postulate” 
reconciles self-interest with the 
general interest not by collaps-
ing one to the other or by as-
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suming super-human cognitive 
capabilities among the actors, 
but through the reconciliation 
process of exchange within spe-
cific institutional environments. 
It is the “higgling and bargain-
ing” within the market econo-
my, as Adam Smith argued, 
that produces social order.

The mainline also incorporates 
the notion, implicitly or explicitly,  
of entrepreneurial action in an open-
ended world. People don’t make  
decisions by robotically choosing 
among known ends and means, in 
light of known constraints, in order 
to maximize something called utili-
ty. Decision-making is not applied 
mathematics. On the contrary, part-
ly ignorant and fallible people act in 
an uncertain world where unantici-
pated change poses unexpected 
choices among unforeseen alterna-
tives, subject to the acuteness or dull-
ness of their alertness to opportuni-
ties. The individual person, whose 
action is by nature creative and en-
trepreneurial, makes decisions on 
the basis not of “data” but of subjec-
tive considerations such as specula-
tions about what the future would 
be under various scenarios. This 
sort of action cannot be modeled in 
the precise ways that those suffering 
“physics envy” would wish.

More or less self-interested hu-
man agents acting under such cir-
cumstances hardly hold out the 
promise of social order. But theory 
and history counterintuitively say 
otherwise. The action that takes 
place is exchange for mutual benefit 
guided by prices, mostly among in-
dividual persons who don’t know 
each other. “The market economy,” 
Boettke reminds us, “is about co-
operation in anonymity, coopera-
tion with strangers.”

“economics teaches us ... how 
social cooperation under the 
division of labor is realized.”

And somehow it works. “Eco-
nomics teaches us many things,” 
Boettke writes, “but to me the most 
important is how social coopera-
tion under the division of labor is 
realized.” Or, as the French laissez-
faire radicals put it in the early 19th 
century, without central direction 
“Paris gets fed.” There is indeed an 
undesigned order, one that is, in 
Boettke’s words, “intention driven 
but not intention limited.”

But to get the order and harmo-
ny that mainline economics prom-
ises, the institutions have to be ap-
propriate: property rights, market 
prices, and the discipline of profit 
and loss.
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If the institutions promote so-
cial cooperation under the di-
vision of labor, then the gains 
from trade and innovation 
will be realized. But if the in-
stitutions, in effect, hinder so-
cial cooperation under the di-
vision of labor, then life will 
devolve into a struggle for 
daily existence. Economics, in 
other words, gives us the key 
intellectual framework for un-
derstanding how we can live 
better together.

mainstream economics

In contrast to mainline eco-
nomics stands mainstream eco-
nomics. Boettke writes,

Mainline is defined by a set of 
positive propositions about 
social order that were held in 
common from Adam Smith 
onward, but mainstream eco-
nomics is a sociological con-
cept related to what is current-
ly fashionable among the 
scientific elite of the profes-
sion. Often the mainline and 
the mainstream dovetail, but 
at other times they deviate 
from one another.

It is here that we see the preoc-
cupation with general equilibrium 
(and mathematics), whether it be 
the neoclassical (including Chica-
goite) assumption that the econo-
my is already in equilibrium or the 
Keynesian and socialist assump-
tion that because of market failure, 
the real world does not live up to 
the blackboard model and thus the 
government must step in to remake 
reality accordingly. (Why we would 
want to simulate that static and 
nonentrepreneurial world of ho-
mogeneous products and price-
takers remains a deep mystery.)

Social processes are too  
complex to justify hubris and 

social engineering.

Throughout Boettke’s book we 
find good advice for the student of 
society: Be humble. Social process-
es are too complex to justify hubris 
and social engineering. He fruit-
fully contrasts two kinds of econo-
mists — the student of society and 
the savior. Beware the latter. “The 
mainline of economic teaching 
from Adam Smith to F.A. Hayek 
taught not only what economics 
can tell us but more importantly 
what it cannot tell us,” Boettke 
writes. “There are real limits to eco-
nomic analysis and efforts at eco-
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nomic control.” Hence Hayek’s ad-
monition, “The curious task of 
economics is to demonstrate to men 
how little they really know about 
what they imagine they can design.”

“Governance without government 
can, and does, happen.”

Yet Boettke quickly adds,

But if we accept the judgment 
that economics cannot play the 
role of social engineering, we 
need not be content with eco-
nomics being purely philo-
sophical. Economics and po-
litical economy are capable of 
generating significant empiri-
cal information. The discipline 
can inform us about how alter-
native institutional frame-
works will impact our ability to 
realize the gains from trade 
and innovation. If the institu-
tional framework impedes 
trade and innovation, then 
those gains will go unrealized; 
if the institutional framework 
encourages those aspects of an 
economy, then those gains will 
be realized.

Hence the need for private 
property and strict limits on pow-
er: “Economists are tasked with 

speaking truth to power, not cater-
ing to power. The discipline, from 
Smith to Hayek, has taught us about 
the need to limit power to curb the 
predatory capabilities of mankind.” 
He makes this important observa-
tion: “Governance without govern-
ment can, and does, happen.”

Of course, Boettke realizes, 
many practitioners will not want to 
hear such talk:

The reorientation we are call-
ing for, however, is one that 
would reduce the prestige and 
power of the economists in 
modern society. Entrepreneur-
ial action is usually not set in 
motion when the reward for 
the innovation is a reduction in 
relative status. On the other 
hand, we have argued that if 
economists give up their privi-
leged position in society, they 
might regain their “soul.”

That’s the broad outline of 
Boettke’s thesis. He fills it in with 
fascinating explorations of the 
thought of people who have deeply 
influenced him, including Smith, 
Mises, Hayek, Kirzner, Boulding, 
James M. Buchanan, Gordon Tull-
ock, Hans Sennholz, Murray Roth-
bard, Warren Samuels, Douglass 
North, Vincent and Elinor Ostrom, 
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Don Lavoie, and Peter Berger. 
Boettke has the admirable capacity 
to learn from a diverse group of 
thinkers, and his book allows the 
rest of us to benefit from his broad 
contacts, as well as his discussions 
of mainstream economists such as 
Keynes, Samuelson, and Stiglitz. 
Along the way, readers will become 
acquainted (or better acquainted) 
with such issues as the nature of 
human action, the socialist-calcu-
lation debate, market socialism, 
economic development, Public 
Choice, rules versus outcomes, and 
“the limits of expertise.”

While it is clear that Mises, 
Hayek, Kirzner, and Rothbard are 
four of his main influences, Boettke 
can write with complete sincerity 
that “once we realize that it is not a 
label, but an approach you take and 
the positions you hold, then we have 

to admit that good economics and 
political economy are not the exclu-
sive domain of those who are will-
ing to label their work as Austrian.”

I heartily recommend this book.

Sheldon Richman is vice president 
of The Future of Freedom Founda-
tion, editor of Future of Freedom, 
and author of Tethered Citizens: 
Time to Repeal the Welfare State and 
two other books published by FFF. 
Visit his blog, “Free Association,” at 
www.sheldonrichman.com.

NeXt moNtH: 
“The Market  

Is a Beautiful Thing”  
by Sheldon Richman
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destroying Freedom 
in the Name of equal 
opportunity
by James Bovard

The Obama administration is 
finding new ways to use civil- 
rights laws to attack freedom 

and common sense. The Equal Em-
ployment Opportunity Commis-
sion (EEOC) last year issued a  
byzantine “enforcement guidance” 
to browbeat businesses into ceasing 
to conduct criminal-background 
checks on job applicants. The agen-
cy’s edict will chill hiring and spur a 
backlash across the nation. 

 The 1964 Civil Rights Act cre-
ated the EEOC. The agency soon 
began contradicting the law that 
had created it. The 1964 act explic-
itly banned racial quotas and spe-
cifically required that an employer 
show an intent to discriminate in 
order to be found guilty. Sen. Hu-

bert Humphrey, the majority leader 
in the U.S. Senate, declared, “The 
express requirement of intent is de-
signed to make it wholly clear that 
inadvertent or accidental discrimi-
nations will not violate the title or 
result in entry or court orders. It 
means simply that the respondent 
must have intended to discriminate.”

However, by the late 1960s the 
EEOC had sabotaged the law by es-
tablishing a definition of discrimi-
nation far wider than Congress had 
authorized. EEOC chairman Clif-
ford Alexander announced in 1968, 
“We … here at EEOC believe in 
numbers.... Our most valid standard 
is in numbers…. The only accom-
plishment is when we look at all 
those numbers and see a vast im-
provement in the picture.” Hugh 
Davis Graham, in his history The 
Civil Rights Era, noted of the EEOC’s 
early top staff, “As the infant EEOC’s 
brains trust, they began the process 
of maximizing agency power by 
subverting the congressional re-
strictions [on agency power].… By 
the end of the Johnson Administra-
tion the EEOC, by its own self- 
description, was disregarding Title 
VII’s intent requirement.”

By the late 1970s the EEOC be-
gan stretching Title VII of the 1964 
Civil Rights Act to sue businesses 
for practically any hiring practice 
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that adversely affected minorities. 
Judges sometimes rebuffed EEOC’s 
perverse interpretations of civil- 
rights law, but the agency continu-
ally found new pretexts to seize new 
powers. 

The EEOC’s new “enforcement 
guidance” was spurred by hard facts 
on hard crimes. Though blacks make 
up only 13 percent of the U.S. popu-
lation, more blacks were arrested na-
tionwide for robbery, murder, and 
manslaughter in 2009 than whites, 
according to the FBI. The imprison-
ment rate for black men “was nearly 
7 times higher than White men and 
almost 3 times higher than Hispanic 
men,” notes the EEOC. Regardless of 
the crime differentials between dif-
ferent groups, the EEOC talks about 
the prevalence of criminal records as 
if it were a near-random event. And 
since some groups are hit harder by 
those random occurrences, the 
EEOC is obliged to forcibly inter-
vene to protect them from “bias.” 

The EEOC uncorked more than 
20,000 tangled words to sway busi-
nesses to forgo criminal-background 
checks on job applicants. Even 
though most businesses perform 
criminal-background checks on job 
applicants, the EEOC has made that 
practice far more legally hazardous 
— and far more likely to provoke a 
federal lawsuit alleging discrimina-

tion. John Hendrickson, a top 
EEOC attorney in the Midwest, 
told the Chicago Tribune, “I would 
suggest to businesses that they 
think long and hard about why they 
think they need to do a criminal- 
background check.”

“employers commit race 
discrimination if they choose law- 
abiding applicants over applicants 

with criminal convictions.”

If a background check discloses 
a criminal offense, the EEOC ex-
pects a company to do an intricate 
“individualized assessment” that 
will somehow prove that it has a 
“business necessity” not to hire the 
ex-offender (or that his offense dis-
qualifies him for a specific job). 
Former EEOC general counsel Don 
Livingston warns that under the 
new rules, “Employers commit race 
discrimination if they choose law- 
abiding applicants over applicants 
with criminal convictions unless 
the employer goes through a highly 
subjective decision-making process 
that involves the collection of infor-
mation and weighing of multiple 
factors, including the individual’s 
particular circumstances, educa-
tion and training post-conviction, 
length and consistency of employ-
ment history, and character refer-
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ences.” The EEOC provided little or 
no guidance on how to prove that 
not hiring a criminal offender is 
“consistent with business necessity” 
or a specific job’s requirements. 

It is difficult to overstate the 
EEOC’s zealotry on this issue. The 
agency is demanding that one of Liv-
ingston’s clients — the Freeman 
Companies, a convention and corpo-
rate-events planner — pay compen-
sation to rejected job applicants who 
lied about their criminal records. 

Catch-22

The biggest bombshell in the 
new guidance is that businesses that 
comply with state or local laws re-
quiring employee background checks 
can still be targeted for EEOC ven-
dettas. This is a key issue in a case the 
EEOC commenced in 2010 against 
G4S Secure Solutions (formerly 
Wackenhut) after it refused to hire a 
twice-convicted Pennsylvanian thief 
as a security guard. The EEOC con-
tinually broadened its demands to 
the point where “we are now being 
asked to defend the use of criminal-
background checks in every hiring 
decision we have made over a peri-
od of decades,” G4S general counsel 
Julie Payne testified to the Civil 
Rights Commission in December. 
G4S provides guards for nuclear 
power plants, chemical plants, gov-

ernment buildings, and other sensi-
tive sites and is prohibited by state 
law from hiring people with felony 
convictions as security officers. But 
the EEOC insists “that state and lo-
cal laws are preempted by Title VII,” 
Payne complains.

 The EEOC’s new regime leaves 
businesses in a Catch-22. National 
Small Business Association presi-
dent Todd McCracken complained, 
“State and federal courts will allow 
potentially devastating tort lawsuits 
against businesses that hire felons 
who commit crimes at the work-
place or in customers’ homes. Yet 
the EEOC is threatening to launch 
lawsuits if they do not hire those 
same felons.” Naturally, the EEOC 
will have no liability for any violent 
rampages that result from its new 
hiring policy.

the eeoC’s new regime leaves 
businesses in a Catch-22.

The EEOC’s new rules have 
evoked vigorous opposition from 
Civil Rights Commissioner Peter 
Kirsanow, a Cleveland lawyer with 
a long record of speaking out 
against abusive federal affirmative-
action practices. Kirsanow recently 
warned, “There is no way to guaran-
tee that you won’t run afoul of the 
guidance and be subject to a finan-



Future of Freedom 19 June 2013

James Bovard

cially ruinous EEOC investigation 
unless you forego criminal-back-
ground checks entirely. If you do 
that, you have two new potential 
dangers: lose your state license to 
operate and possibly be hit with a 
costly negligent-hiring suit.” 

The EEOC refuses to look be-
yond the groups that its intervention 
supposedly benefits. Pepsi paid $3.1 
million last year to settle an EEOC 
class-action lawsuit spurred by the 
company’s refusal to hire people 
with arrest and conviction records. 
After Pepsi caved, the EEOC issued 
a press release referring to the “vic-
tims of the former criminal-back-
ground check policy” at Pepsi. But 
the EEOC ignores the victims that 
will be created when companies bow 
to federal pressure and add violent 
employees to their payroll. 

The EEOC’s attempt to punish 
businesses for checking criminal 
records is already playing out in 
courtrooms across the nation. In a 
Maryland case, the lawyer for the 
Freeman Company requested that 
the EEOC “quantify the amount of 
risk of recidivism you contend De-
fendant [Freeman] is required to 
tolerate with respect to each crime 
for each of the jobs listed in Exhibit 
A, and state your basis for contend-
ing that this amount of risk must be 
tolerated in order to be in compli-

ance with Title VII [of the Civil 
Rights Act of 1964] when the use of 
a criminal history background 
check produces adverse impact” on 
minority applicants.

the eeoC’s attempt to punish 
businesses for checking  

criminal records is already  
playing out in courtrooms.

The EEOC refused to answer 
that question, claiming that it had 
no obligation to show that rejected 
job applicants with criminal rec-
ords did not pose excessive risks to 
fellow employees or customers. 
There is no chance that the EEOC 
will specify exactly how many ad-
ditional thefts and assaults in the 
workplace it believes are necessary 
to incarnate its vision of “equal op-
portunity.” 

The EEOC also refuses to dis-
close whether it uses criminal-back-
ground checks for its own hiring. 
When EEOC Assistant Legal Coun-
sel Carol Miaskoff was challenged on 
this point in a recent federal case in 
Maryland, the agency insisted that 
revealing its hiring policies would 
violate the “governmental delibera-
tive-process privilege.” But business-
es and individuals never have the 
prerogative to assert their “delibera-
tive-process privilege” when the 
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EEOC is demanding their personnel 
and other confidential records. 

This latest ploy could harm the 
majority of black and Hispanic job 
applicants who have clean legal rec-
ords. Studies published in the Jour-
nal of Law and Economics and Uni-
versity of Chicago Legal Forum found 
that businesses are much less likely 
to hire minority applicants when 
background checks are banned. 

Congress never intended to give 
equal opportunity to felons and ex-
convicts when it enacted the Civil 
Rights Act of 1964. The EEOC is 
enforcing a “law” that Congress 
would never enact today unless 
most members want to get bounced 
out of office at the next election. 

Americans can treat ex-offend-
ers humanely without giving them 
legal advantages over similar per-
sons who avoided doing time. The 

EEOC’s new regulatory regime will 
chill hiring across the board and 
decrease opportunities for both 
saints and scofflaws. Maybe mem-
bers of Congress will take time off 
from making speeches invoking 
freedom to actually rein in a federal 
agency trampling Americans’ rights. 

James Bovard serves as policy advis-
er to The Future of Freedom Founda-
tion and is the author of a new ebook 
memoir,  Public Policy Hooligan, and 
nine other books.

NeXt moNtH: 
“Obama’s Latest  

Democracy Scam”  
by James Bovard
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Will the rich Stick 
Around to Be Soaked?
by Wendy McElroy

On December 8, the website 
Breitbart heralded, “De-
spite Tax Increase, Califor-

nia State Revenues in Freefall.” In 
the November state elections, a suc-
cessful Proposition 30 imposed a 
13.3 percent tax rate on income 
over $1,000,000 — an increase of 
29.13 percent and the highest state 
tax rate in the nation. The predicted 
tax revenue was hailed as a way to 
dig California out of its budget cri-
sis. It was ‘“needed” especially to 
fund public-sector pensions with 
their plush benefits. Instead, state 
revenue for November 2012 fell by 
10.8 percent, or $806.8 million. 
Wealthy businesses and individuals 
were leaving; many had left already.

Politicians seem genuinely sur-
prised by the migration. After all, an 
academic study from the Stanford 

Center on Poverty and Inequality 
had assured them that the superrich 
were not a flight risk because other 
factors, such as personal connec-
tions, would make them stay. 

Rather than commission stud-
ies, California should have made 
cautionary note of Europe where 
high tax rates are resulting in low-
ered tax revenue owing to “miss-
ing” millionaires. Some of them are 
missing in the literal sense of hav-
ing moved elsewhere. Others are 
pursuing strategies to avoid the 
same “soak the rich” attitude now 
pervading America. Britain’s tale is 
one of the most instructive.

Where are the superrich Brits?
A November 27 headline in the 

British Telegraph read, “Two-thirds 
of millionaires left Britain to avoid 
50p tax rate.” The article explained 
that “in the 2009-10 tax year, more 
than 16,000 people declared an an-
nual income of more than £1 mil-
lion” (approx. $1.6M) for tax pur-
poses. In fiscal year 2010-11, only 
6,000 millionaires filed and tax rev-
enues sank by 60 percent, or from 
£13.4 billion to £6.5 billion. That 
was the year in which the tax rate 
on millionaires rose to 50 percent 
from 40 percent; the increase was 
expected to raise about £2.5 billion 
in extra taxes. In response to the de-
crease, the 2012 budget reduced the 
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tax rate to 45 percent beginning 
April 2013, and 10,000 millionaires 
filed this year. That is still 6,000 off 
from the total in 2009-2010 during 
the height of the recession. 

obama should also have looked to 
France, where the exodus of 

millionaires is not contested but 
highly decried.

Other sources in Britain dispute 
the claim that millionaires have fled 
en masse and, given the EU’s open 
borders, the numbers are difficult 
to determine. But the financial data 
are uncontested. Some commenta-
tors explain a large part of the 
plunge by pointing to the wealth-
preserving strategies being used by 
the superrich. One strategy is to re-
duce income and so become eligi-
ble for the much lower basic tax 
rate. Another is to retire early. Some 
choose “forestalling” — that is, to 
delay the payout of dividends until 
the 45 percent rate is in effect. 
Whatever approach is used by the 
superrich, tax revenues declined as 
rates ascended.

On November 28, Washington-
based foreign-affairs analyst Nile 
Gardiner observed in the Telegraph, 
“There are important lessons here 
for the White House, and ... for 
President Obama, who has pledged 

to force ‘the wealthiest Americans 
to pay a little more in taxes.’” Obama 
was determined to raise the top in-
come tax rate for families earning 
$250,000 a year or more by nearly 5 
percentage points, from 35 percent 
to 39.6 percent. By comparison, the 
top marginal individual income-tax 
rates in Singapore and Hong Kong 
are 20 and 15 percent respectively. 
(Obama later settled for a higher 
threshold, $400,000 for individuals 
and $450,000 for joint filers.)

Obama should also have looked 
to France, where the exodus of mil-
lionaires is not contested but highly 
decried. In September, socialist 
President François Hollande includ-
ed a controversial tax hike in his 
first budget; the tax rate increased to 
75 percent for incomes over €1 mil-
lion (about $1.27 million). “Les 
riches” took flight. One of them was 
French superstar Gérard Depar-
dieu, who has relocated to the 
neighboring French region of Bel-
gium; 27 percent of the population 
of his new hometown of Nechin  
are reported to be French expatri-
ates. Depardieu followed in the foot-
steps of France’s richest man, billion-
aire businessman Bernard Arnault. 
He has applied for Belgian citizen-
ship. Although he claims to remain a 
“tax resident” of France, skeptics 
note that it is legally prudent for Ar-



nault to deny tax evasion as a motive 
for the move. The response of the 
French public typifies the lack of 
sympathy shown to the rich by aver-
age people. The newspaper Libéra-
tion ran a headline that translated to 
“Get lost, you rich bastard.” 

Sanity prevailed, however, and 
the French Constitutional Council 
quickly struck down the tax as un-
constitutional, but Depardieu said he 
would remain in Belgium.

Meanwhile, the world views the 
fleeing French as an opportunity. A 
headline in the Wall Street Journal 
declared, “Moving Sale: A Château 
on the Cheap?” The article explained, 
“The French are fleeing. A spate of 
proposed tax hikes is leading hun-
dreds of wealthy French to consider 
leaving the country and putting their 
homes on the market, real-estate 
agents say. The result: the best oppor-
tunity in years for foreigners to buy a 
Parisian pied-à-terre or country châ-
teau.” The influx of foreign buyers is a 
reminder of how fluid world popula-
tions have become, and how respon-
sive they are to economic changes, 
including taxation.

Feed or starve the beast?

Libertarians want to starve the 
state because they view taxation as 
outright theft, and no one should be 
allowed to steal. 

There are other, more main-
stream reasons to oppose hiking 
taxes on the rich, however. 

The rich have the resources and 
financial savvy to protect themselves 
by leaving the jurisdiction or by 
sculpting innovative tax avoidance. 
In a Forbes article (December 4) ti-
tled “Brits, Yanks and French Show 
Fleeing High Taxes Is Universal,” 
Robert W. Wood commented, “As a 
result, they [the rich] are precisely 
the ones you can’t push too far 
without an effect. They may not 
push back and may not tell you they 
are upset.” They may simply and  
silently leave.

the rich have the resources  
and financial  

savvy to protect themselves.

“Tax the rich” creates a distorted 
and false atmosphere of class war-
fare. One category of society is pit-
ted against another by enforcing the 
principle “from each according to 
his ability, to each according to his 
needs.” The rich and productive are 
burdened with supporting the poor 
and those on entitlements. Much 
tax revenue never comes close to 
reaching the poor. It goes toward 
corporate welfare in the form of 
subsidies and contracts, and it fi-
nances the lucrative intellectual-
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property regime. Thus the true im-
pact of hiking taxes on the 
productive sector is the opposite of 
what is presented; it reduces the 
general standard of living by reduc-
ing the number of jobs and increas-
ing the price of consumer goods. A 
more accurate statement of the class 
war being waged is government 
versus the private sector, crony cap-
italism versus the free market. 

Hiking taxes on the productive 
sector reduces the general 

standard of living by reducing the 
number of jobs and increasing 
the price of consumer goods.

Income taxes punish hard work 
and create disincentives to invest. 
That is true of all taxes; every tax 
discourages production to some 
degree and so the ideal tax rate for 
economic health is zero. But it is es-
pecially on the margin that discour-
agement occurs because earning an 
extra $100 can then push a worker’s 
income into a higher tax bracket. 
Income taxes place many in the pri-
vate sector on just such a margin. If 
zero taxation encourages a maxi-
mum of production, then a confis-
catory tax rate encourages people to 
walk away from work. 

An income tax hurts small busi-
nesses, which have been a tradi-

tional route out of poverty. Small 
businesses also constitute major 
competition for big crony business-
es that receive corporate welfare. By 
applying a tax that disproportion-
ately hits mom-and-pop business-
es, this competition would be re-
duced in at least three ways. First, 
small business owners usually put 
business income on their personal 
tax returns, and if that income ex-
ceeds $250,000, they enter the high-
er tax bracket; downsizing the busi-
ness becomes attractive. Second, 
people have less discretionary in-
come to spend. Third, as noted ear-
lier, there is less capital in society 
for the investments that enable 
business creation and expansion. 

Many of the people being taxed 
are not what we traditionally think 
of as rich. For example, farmers fac-
ing an estate tax or real-estate tax 
may be treated like millionaires ow-
ing to the value of their acreage. The 
only way for them to pay the taxes 
may be to sell their farms. 

One of the most compelling main-
stream counterarguments, however, 
is that soak-the-rich taxes will not 
work; that is, they will not accom-
plish even the grievous goal of in-
creasing tax revenues for entitle-
ments and corporate welfare. But 
they will harm the economy by 
throwing up another disincentive to 



create jobs and to produce. That will 
harm the working class and the poor.

the Laffer curve

Why does a higher tax rate so 
often result in less tax revenue? The 
Laffer curve (illustrating a point 
made by 19th-century continental 
classical economists) offers a fasci-
nating explanation. The curve is a 
theoretical chart of tax rates com-
pared to tax revenues. It is said to 
have first appeared in 1974 when 
economist Arthur Laffer casually 
sketched the curve on a napkin for 
Republican leaders Dick Cheney 
and Donald Rumsfeld. 

The Laffer curve hinges on three 
points: the tax rates at which tax rev-
enues are zero and the tax rate at 
which revenues are maximized. The 
two known zero-revenue points are  
0 percent and 100 percent tax rates. If 
the rate is 100 percent, no one would 
work because everything would be 
snatched away by government. 

A graph of the Laffer curve 
starts at a zero tax rate and ends at 
100 percent. The curve climbs from 
zero to the revenue-maximizing, or 
optimal, tax rate (for the govern-
ment, not the individual); then it 
falls slowly down to the 100 percent 
point. The optimal rate (again for 
government) is the one at which 
people still have incentive to pro-

duce and invest but not enough in-
centive to risk evasion. That is the 
tax rate that returns the highest tax 
revenue. As rates rise to the optimal 
point, production continues to 
grow, but it gradually slows because 
all taxes are disincentives to earn. 
As rates shoot past the optimal 
point, production gradually con-
tracts. The shape of the curve varies 
widely depending on who draws it 
because, in theory and in debates, 
the optimal rate can be any percent-
age in between the two extremes. 
(There is great debate about where 
the optimal rate falls, with some 
economists placing it at 15 percent, 
others at 70 percent.) 

As tax rates shoot past the 
optimal point, production 

gradually contracts.  

Laffer argued that taxable in-
come is elastic; that is, taxable in-
come changes in response to the 
rate of taxation because the two are 
dynamic. If tax revenue is maxi-
mized at X percent, then raising the 
rate any further causes people to 
lower their taxable income or to 
avoid paying. Thus, the rate in-
crease lowers tax revenues. 

Republicans are fond of pointing 
to a particular example that concret-
izes the lesson of the Laffer curve. In 
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1980 the top tax rate for high in-
comes was 70 percent. According to 
IRS records, total taxable income 
over $200,000 amounted to $36.2 bil-
lion, which generated tax revenue of 
more than $19 billion. When Ronald 
Reagan assumed the presidency in 
1981, he cut tax rates in an effort to 
break a recession. In 1988 the top tax 
rate was 28 percent. According to the 
IRS, total taxable income over 
$200,000 was then $352.9 billion, 
which generated tax revenue of $99.7 
billion. In short, tax revenues rose by 
more than 500 percent even though 
— or, perhaps, because — tax rates 
were slashed. When Republicans 
laud the Reagan years (1981–1989) 
as an economic “golden” period, they 
are largely referring to the return of 
productivity and prosperity that they 
ascribe to Reagan’s tax cuts. (Of 
course, as noted, more revenue to the 
government is not a sign of progress.) 

So-called economic fairness 
involves the distribution of 

wealth by government from the 
wealthy to the poor.

Democrats dismiss the Laffer 
curve and prefer an ideological ap-
proach to the tax rate; that is, they use 
a standard of “economic fairness.” In 
his 2012 State of the Union address, 
Obama offered a sense of what he 

means by the term. He declared, “We 
can either settle for a country where a 
shrinking number of people do really 
well, while a growing number of 
Americans barely get by. Or we can 
restore an economy where everyone 
gets a fair shot, everyone does their 
fair share, and everyone plays by the 
same set of rules.” In short, so-called 
economic fairness involves the distri-
bution of wealth by government 
from the wealthy to the poor; it is an 
economic leveling. 

But what if a tax policy of so-
called economic fairness reduces tax 
revenues? In 2008, when Obama was 
first campaigning for president, 
Charlie Gibson of ABC News point-
ed out to him that “in each instance, 
when the [capital-gains tax] rate 
dropped, revenues from the tax in-
creased. The government took in 
more money. And in the 1980s, when 
the tax was increased to 28 percent, 
the revenues went down. So why 
raise it at all, especially given the fact 
that 100 million people in this coun-
try own stock and would be affect-
ed?” (Of course, if stock-owning in-
dividuals rather than government are 
viewed as the proper beneficiaries, 
then the proper tax rate is zero.) 

Obama’s answer was enlighten-
ing. He admitted the accuracy of 
Gibson’s statements but concluded, 
“What I’ve said is that I would look at 
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raising the capital gains tax for pur-
poses of fairness.”

If redistribution of wealth is the 
goal, then a demonstration of how 
tax-hikes harm the economy will 
have no impact. 

Leaving the United States is dif-
ferent from leaving one of the 50 
states. The Obama administration 
has constructed a network of laws 
and treaties to prevent people or 
their money from escaping its tax au-
thority. The United States is almost 
unique in taxing Americans on 
money earned in other nations; in 
other words, an American living and 
working in Mexico must pay taxes to 
both the Mexican and the U.S. gov-
ernments. To keep Americans at 
home or abroad from hiding their 
money in foreign bank accounts, the 
administration has vigorously pur-
sued laws such as FATCA (Foreign 
Account Tax Compliance Act). FAT-
CA requires financial institutions 
around the world to report the pres-
ence and transactions of their Amer-
ican customers. Many banks are 
complying; many others are refusing 
to maintain American accounts; 
some are saying no. But the point re-
mains: The United States is attempt-
ing to ensure that no taxpayers go 
missing, wherever they are. 

But it is difficult for any govern-
ment to overcome people’s sense of 

self-preservation and innovation. 
An “expatriate industry” is thriving 
with foreign-based lawyers and 
businesses guiding people on how 
best to leave the United States. The 
number of Americans who go 
through official expatriation chan-
nels, including the renunciation of 
citizenship, is still quite low. In 2011, 
the number was 1,781 — an increase 
of 16 percent from 2010; 235 renun-
ciations occurred in 2008. Official 
channels can be very expensive, 
however, and no records are avail-
able on Americans who quietly leave 
or who simply never return from 
foreign employment.

The United States was born in a 
revolution against the imposition of 
taxes. If soak-the-rich measures 
proceed as planned, then the next 
revolution may be a quiet one that 
involves picking up suitcases rather 
than guns. When the most produc-
tive members of society leave, it will 
be a sure sign that the dream of eco-
nomic and individual liberty now 
resides elsewhere. And the poor will 
suffer the most.

Wendy McElroy is a fellow of the In-
dependent Institute and the author 
of The Reasonable Woman: A 
Guide to Intellectual Survival (Pro-
metheus Books, 1998).
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the Worst Protection
by Isaac Morehouse

You feel safe in your neighbor-
hood, but worry about the 
small chance of a break-in or 

act of vandalism. To protect yourself 
from those risks, you pay a security 
company to look after your house. It 
costs a little more than you’d like, but 
you determine it’s worth it.

They put an unarmed guard in 
front of your house at night, just to 
keep an eye out. It seems a bit un-
necessary, but you rest easier know-
ing he might deter would-be thieves. 
The guards start coming earlier and 
staying longer. It seems silly to have 
them there before sundown, but you 
ignore it. Soon, they’ve got someone 
there almost around the clock. Then 
they send you a bill with a new, high-
er rate for their services. You suggest 
going back to night-only guards, but 
they assure you this is necessary to 
protect you and also tell you the 

neighborhood is getting a bit more 
dangerous. You pay.

The next week, not only do they 
have a guard around the clock, but 
he’s armed. Then there are two or 
three patrolling at a time. Rates go 
up again. You’ve been hearing more 
stories about how dangerous the 
neighborhood is, so you pay. Before 
long, they have a constant cadre of 
armed guards patrolling not just 
your sidewalk, but the whole neigh-
borhood. They start randomly 
knocking on your neighbors’ doors 
and searching their houses for any-
thing they might use against you. 
They set up permanent stations 
throughout the area, manned 24/7. 
Guards constantly patrol and con-
duct random searches, without per-
mission, and occasionally they cage 
or kill someone. They assure you: 
there was reason to believe those 
neighbors had it in for you. It’s a jun-
gle out there. They raise their rates.

Some of your neighbors object. 
Some devise ways to protect them-
selves from being searched or bul-
lied. All become suspicious of you, 
and a little angry. After all, the 
guards are invoking your name 
when they do what they do. The 
more the neighbors resist or lash out 
at the guards, the more the company 
explains just how unsafe you are un-
less you purchase the latest upgrade. 



Future of Freedom 29 June 2013

Isaac morehouse

You do. They deploy more street pa-
trollers. They preemptively kill and 
cage more neighbors. It seems a 
fight breaks out every day. Bands of 
neighbors form for the sole purpose 
of combating you and your security 
team. Their children grow up afraid 
of you, and they hate you and your 
children for it.

every international threat to me 
is a threat to me because I am 

associated, whether I like it or 
not, with the u.S. government.

The company says more is 
needed; threats can come from any-
where. Now guards are groping 
your guests and your children each 
day before they enter or exit your 
house. They search your house on 
occasion, just to be sure your con-
spiring neighbors don’t have an in-
side man. They treat you like a sus-
pect on your own property. You pay 
the new fee with the only credit 
card you haven’t yet maxed out.

Every day you wake up scared of 
your neighbors, suspicious of your 
guests, leery of your own children, 
and irritated by the guards who 
may or may not rummage through 
your belongings. You juggle money 
around just to keep the lights on, 
meanwhile the guards roll around 
in tanks, thanks to your borrowed 

money. You remind yourself that 
they’re here to protect you from an 
increasingly dangerous neighbor-
hood. It’s worth it. Sure, they could 
cut some costs, but it’s a struggle to 
convince them of anything, and it’s 
a little intimidating to try. Besides, 
what’s a few dollars overspent com-
pared to the imminent danger you’d 
face if they scaled back too far?

One day it hits you: You’re not 
safer. You’re paying a lot of money, 
not to insure yourself against un-
likely violence, but to stir it up. 
You’re paying to create enemies, not 
defend against vandalism. You’re 
paying to be treated not like a cus-
tomer, but like a criminal in your 
own home. You’ve been ripped off. 
You have fewer options when it 
comes to social circles, since you’ve 
made a lot of enemies. You can’t 
travel down certain streets, because 
there your name has become a by-
word. You’ve learned to fear your 
neighbors and you’re not really sure 
why or what threat they pose except 
to the guards that harass them.

You fire the company and begin 
the long task of putting your life 
back together.

Civilians’ enemies

Unfortunately, it’s not that easy 
in the real world. You can’t fire 
those who provide supposed secu-
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rity. You have to pay, and you have 
to obey, or else. Don’t be mistaken: 
it’s done on a grander scale and 
wrapped in a lot of fuzzy feelings 
and national myths, but that doesn’t 
make it different from the neigh-
borhood story above. States are 
supposed to provide protection; in-
stead they poke people with sticks 
and incite them to violence.

The United States has enemies. I 
do not have enemies. There is no 
one in a far-flung place in the world 
looking at a map and saying, “Here, 
on the Atlantic coast where the 
Cooper and Wando rivers come to-
gether. The people who have cho-
sen to live on this bit of land are ter-
rible. Let’s invade them. Let’s kill 
them.” Every international threat to 
me is a threat to me because I am 
associated, whether I like it or not, 
with the U.S. government.

Acts of terrorism and war are 
strategic acts. They are intended to 
pressure the state into changing its 
policies or to make it pay for previ-
ous policies. Attackers know that the 
state ultimately responds to the 
views of its people and the interests 
that form around it. They attack ci-
vilians because they believe it creates 
impetus for the state to do what they 

want. We are the pawns in the game 
of states. We are at risk because we 
are seen as leverage with which to 
manipulate the political class.

The state is often defended as 
necessary to secure individuals 
against foreign aggression. Yet the 
state does not make us safer; it 
makes us less safe. It kills in our 
name, with our money. It harasses 
us in our own country in the name 
of protecting us. It makes us suspi-
cious of people we’d otherwise nev-
er know, or know only through 
Tweets or peaceful commercial in-
teractions. It makes us hated.

The sooner we can forge an 
identity separate from the states 
that claim to protect us, the safer we 
will be. If the state is a kind of secu-
rity provider, or insurance against 
international aggression, it’s the 
worst form of protection I can 
imagine. You wouldn’t stand for a 
company that marauded through 
the neighborhood in your name; 
you shouldn’t stand for a nation 
that does that either.

Isaac Morehouse works for the In-
stitute for Humane Studies. 
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Collapsing the tent 
on the mercantilist 
revival
by Alexander William Salter

Harvard professor Dani  
Rodrik’s recent mercantil-
ist apology (tinyurl.com/

bl3672y) attempts to illustrate the 
unappreciated benefits of a much-
maligned political-economic sys-
tem: mercantilism. “Today, mer-
cantilism is typically dismissed as 
an archaic and blatantly erroneous 
set of ideas about economic policy,” 
Rodrik acknowledges. Thus his es-
say provides a defense of this sys-
tem, which he believes has much to 
offer over the alternative and (ac-
cording to Rodrik) in-vogue mar-
ket liberalism.  The best feature of 
his essay is its level-headedness. Ar-
guments regarding the form that 
society’s political-economic institu-
tions ought to take are often fraught 

with ideological snarling and 
gnashing of teeth rather than rea-
soned analysis. Rodrik’s essay is free 
of such invective and he paints a 
charitable picture of the opposition. 
Despite that, however, his argu-
ments fall short of the mark. The 
benefits of his particular brand of 
mercantilism are either overstated 
or mistakenly given credit for mar-
ket liberalization, and he fails to 
categorize correctly an important 
evaluative foundation of liberalism.  

Before considering Rodrik’s ar-
guments, it is important to pin down 
the essential features of market liber-
alism and mercantilism.  According 
to Rodrik, “The liberal model views 
the state as necessarily predatory 
and the private sector as inherently 
rent-seeking. So it advocates a strict 
separation between the state and 
private business. Mercantilism, by 
contrast, offers a corporatist vision 
in which the state and private busi-
ness are allies and cooperate in pur-
suit of common objectives, such as 
domestic economic growth or na-
tional power.” The essence of the dis-
tinction between the two paradigms 
lies in the relationship between gov-
ernment and civil society. Should 
government be strictly limited in its 
powers and capabilities, so as not to 
encroach on the wealth-creating po-
tential of voluntary market arrange-
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ments? Or should government be an 
ally and active cooperator with mar-
ket actors in their quest to create and 
secure material values? In other 
words, should we rely on the invisi-
ble hand or should we prefer the vig-
orous support of the helping hand?

Cronyism

To Rodrik’s credit, he immedi-
ately recognizes a problem inher-
ent in a close relationship between 
government and market (corpo-
rate) actors: “The mercantilist 
model can be derided as state capi-
talism or cronyism.” The ability of 
corporate actors to capture the co-
ercive power of government to 
transfer to itself desirable goods, 
such as monopoly privileges or di-
rect subsidies — a phenomenon 
known as rent-seeking — is indeed 
a feature of any system that so 
closely links the boardroom and 
the capitol building. But in the very 
next sentence Rodrik downplays 
such concerns by pointing to the 
success some Asian countries, most 
notably China, have had with such 
a system. That is surely a case of 
mistaken attribution. Before 1970 
China was extremely poor and, on 
the basis of trend-growth rates, it 
did not look as if that would 
change.  As everyone today knows, 
it did change: China began retreat-

ing from some of its command-
and-control policies and embraced 
limited market liberalizations at 
the margin. Today the political-
economic structure of China does 
indeed feature large businesses and 
government that act in collabora-
tion, but that is because of the lim-
ited extent of liberalization.  In at-
tributing China’s success in recent 
years to a government-corporate 
partnership, Rodrik is implicitly 
asserting that the result brought 
about by marginal market liberal-
izations is itself the cause of in-
creasing prosperity. 

Should we rely on the invisible hand 
or should we prefer the vigorous 

support of the helping hand?

Next, Rodrik points out the dif-
fering importance market liberal-
ism and mercantilism place on the 
interests of consumers and produc-
ers: “For liberals, consumers are king. 
The ultimate objective of economic 
policy is to increase households’ 
consumption potential, which re-
quires giving them unhindered ac-
cess to the cheapest-possible goods 
and services…. Mercantilists, by 
contrast, emphasize the productive 
side of the economy. For them, a 
sound economy requires a sound 
production structure. And consump-
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tion needs to be underpinned by high 
employment at adequate wages.”  

Much here needs to be untan-
gled. First, liberals have good reason 
to analyze the impact of economic 
policy, and the effects of the poli- 
tical-economic system more gener-
ally, on the welfare of the consumer: 
For any given good or service, poten-
tial consumers outnumber potential 
producers. More fundamentally, 
people do not produce goods and 
services as ends in themselves; they 
produce to increase their well-being. 
Thus to focus on producers’ privilege 
over consumers in economic analy-
sis is to misunderstand the point of 
production in the first place. 

Any privilege that producers enjoy 
as a result of government largess 

must be paid for by somebody.

The second point is closely re-
lated to the first.  Any privilege that 
producers enjoy as a result of gov-
ernment largess must be paid for by 
somebody; usually that somebody 
is the consumer. Producers benefit 
by enjoying a favorable legal envi-
ronment and financial support, 
while consumers get saddled with 
the bill.  Rodrik explicitly recogniz-
es this point and even cites a study 
suggesting this might be a losing 
proposition. But he then dismisses 

the argument, asserting, “These are 
simply the costs of building a mod-
ern economy and setting the stage 
for long-term prosperity.”  It is im-
possible to falsify such a vague 
statement, and to assume mercan-
tilism can in fact “set the stage for 
long-term prosperity” in a way im-
possible (or prohibitively costly) for 
market liberalism is question-beg-
ging.  Since Rodrik admits that his 
views are far outside the main-
stream, it seems appropriate for 
him to bear the burden of proof.  
But the only support offered in jus-
tification for the above is more 
praise for the economic perfor-
mance of South Korea, Taiwan, 
and, especially, China, as if that 
were sufficient to demonstrate the 
superiority of Rodrik’s model.  Tricky 
though it may be to analyze coun-
terfactuals, there are good theoreti-
cal reasons for believing that fur-
ther liberalization would have 
served those countries better — 
such as the perverse incentives for 
cronyism mentioned above and the 
knowledge-generating and -dis-
seminating capabilities of the de-
centralized market process.

Production, specific and general

What of Rodrik’s implicit claim 
that mercantilist policies would do 
a better job securing “high employ-
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ment at adequate wages”? From the 
points above we can see that claim 
does not follow.  Since production 
is the source of, and reason for, con-
sumption, an environment condu-
cive to production — respect for 
property rights and the rule of law, 
which are foundational to market 
liberalism, come to mind — will re-
sult in ample consumptive oppor-
tunities for the populace. Wages in 
turn will reflect the value that work-
ers add to the production process.  
Ultimately there is no getting 
around the need for a political-eco-
nomic framework that is conducive 
not to specific acts of production, 
but to production in general.  There 
is no magic formula policymakers 
can use to avoid the constraint that 
“the division of labor is limited by 
the extent of the market,” as the 
founding father of modern eco-
nomics, Adam Smith, pointed out 
centuries ago.  All mercantilist poli-
cies can do is benefit specific lines 
of production at the expense of oth-
ers. What the mercantilist state 
giveth, it first taketh away.

Rodrik ends his essay with a ca-
sual indictment of liberalism on 
other margins, attributing to it “the 
rise in inequality and the plight of 
the middle class in the West, to-
gether with the financial crisis that 
deregulation spawned,” along with 

continuing economic malaise in 
America and Europe. Each of these 
concerns merits a separate essay.  
For now, it should be pointed out 
that attributing to market liberal-
ism rising inequality and the finan-
cial crisis, while perhaps accepted 
by a majority of “men in the street,” 
is hardly the consensus among 
economists. Changing demograph-
ics and perverse incentives stem-
ming from the political sector are 
the chief opposing explanations for 
distributional and macroeconomic 
conditions, respectively.  

Again, Rodrik’s essay is com-
mendable as a dispassionate and rea-
soned argument for an out-of-favor 
set of social arrangements.  Howev-
er, by assumption he attributes many 
of the observed facts to the success 
of mercantilism, and he does not 
identify correctly the motivating fac-
tors underlying market liberalism. 
We should demand much more in 
the way of convincing argument be-
fore we seriously consider reverting 
to a political-economic system that, 
historically, was based on a number 
of highly suspect beliefs regarding 
how economies function.  

Alexander William Salter is a Ph.D. 
student in economics at George Ma-
son University.
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the Cataclysm of 
World War II
by Anthony Gregory

Human Smoke: The Beginnings of 
World War II, the End of Civilization 
by Nicholson Baker (New York: Si-
mon and Schuster, 2008), 567 pages.

World War II was the great 
event of the 20th centu-
ry. It greatly altered po-

litical boundaries, ushered in the 
Cold War, effected a total transfor-
mation in American governance, 
and consumed more lives than any 
other event of comparable dura-
tion. The Allied cause stands as the 
most celebrated of war efforts. U.S. 
mobilization for it is presented as 
the greatest government undertak-
ing in American history.

If World War II was a just war, 
the antiwar cause has much to ex-
plain. For it was the bloodiest war 
of all, one where civilians consti-
tuted the majority of war deaths, 
where collective punishment was 
the norm, where western societies 
were most fully nationalized, and  
where civil liberties were abolished 
to enable the war machine. The lib-
ertarian case would also be weak. If 
the most extensive government 
program in U.S. history was a suc-
cess, why not trust government 
with far smaller projects? 

American and British involve-
ment in the war has rarely been 
questioned. The evils of the Axis 
Powers, particularly Nazi Germany 
and Imperial Japan, were so grave, 
their crimes so unspeakably brutal 
and vast, that it is just assumed that 
the force that violently opposed 
their reign of terror must have had 
justice on its side. What’s more, 
Britain is seen to have been fighting 
a clearly defensive war for its own 
homeland as well as others’ against 
Nazi aggression; the United States 
was clearly defending its own turf 
after Pearl Harbor. Those in both 
Allied nations who had initially fa-
vored peace with the Axis Powers 
— most famously, Prime Minister 
Chamberlain and the America First 
movement — have undergone a 



smear campaign aimed at vindicat-
ing the belligerent and realist fore-
sight of Winston Churchill and 
American interventionists. 

The typical narrative on World 
War II is rarely questioned, but one 
recent book, Nicholson Baker’s Hu-
man Smoke: The Beginnings of 
World War II, the End of Civiliza-
tion, has done an invaluable service 
in shedding light on the run-up to 
the war, giving much more context 
than is usually given. This book has 
received numerous positive main-
stream reviews and marks the be-
ginning of what we might hope to 
be a respectable and humanitarian 
revisionism of the Second World 
War. Its unique literary structure, 
in which short vignettes each pro-
vide a glimpse of the actions and 
thoughts of historical figures, both 
small and large, gives new perspec-
tive to the years up to the end of 
1941 in a way both novel and ex-
hilarating. Accessible and illumi-
nating, Human Smoke is a serious 
accomplishment in pop historical 
literature on several fronts. 

the reality of multiple aggressors 
The Nazi state was unmistak-

ably belligerent, but the Allies were 
hardly pure as the driven snow. The 
facts laid out by Baker illustrate 
that, on the eve of war, the British 

Empire had been a bellicose and 
cruel regime. Churchill had boast-
ed of the hunger blockade against 
Germany in World War I that it 
“avowedly sought to starve the 
whole population — men, women, 
and children, old and young, 
wounded and sound — into sub-
mission.” The empire had been an 
oppressor of its colonial posses-
sions for years. Churchill approved 
the use of “poisoned gas against 
uncivilized tribes” to pacify resis-
tance in Iraq. In 1925 “the Royal 
Air Force dropped more than 150 
tons of bombs on India” and over 
the next two decades subjugated 
the Indian people and Gandhi’s 
followers with mass arrests, bomb-
ings, and crackdowns on dissent. 

the Nazi state was unmistakably 
belligerent, but the Allies were 
hardly pure as the driven snow. 

In the spring of 1939 Britain is-
sued its war guarantee to Poland, 
promising to defend the Poles 
should the Nazis attack. The Nazis 
invaded Poland on September 1, 
1939, and two days later Britain de-
clared war on Germany. The Brit-
ish, however, never saved the Poles, 
who suffered under Nazi occupa-
tion until being conquered by com-
munists at the end of the war. 
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The summer before Hitler in-
vaded Poland, an English spy, Fred-
erick Winterbotham, had already 
arranged photographs of German 
“factories and aerodromes, so that 
the Royal Air Force could make 
target lists and maps.” Hitler had 
wanted to avoid war with Britain 
and wanted to focus his aggression 
eastward, ultimately against the So-
viet Union. In late September he of-
fered peace feelers toward Britain, 
suggesting that Britain attend to its 
empire and the Nazis be allowed to 
sort out Poland and Eastern Europe 
with Stalin. 

Churchill, however, wanted a 
fight with Hitler. Months before 
the Battle of Britain and half a year 
before Germany’s blitz against 
British cities — a true war crime —  
Churchill concocted a plan to mine 
Norwegian waters, interfering with 
Germany’s acquisition of iron ore. 
Germany responded with its plans 
to invade Norway, which it previ-
ously had no plans to invade. 

After the Germans, discour-
aged by a blockade, refocused their 
energies eastward, Churchill com-
plained on July 8, 1940, “But there 
is one thing that will bring him 
back and bring him down, and that 
is an absolutely devastating, exter-
minating attack by very heavy 
bombers from this country upon 

the Nazi homeland.” Later that 
month, after Hitler had made a “fi-
nal appeal” for peace with Britain, 
the German Press Bureau com-
plained that Britain “had bombed 
civilian targets in Wismar, Bre-
men, Hamburg, Pinneberg, Pader-
born, Hagen, Bochum, Schwerin, 
Wilhelmshaven, and Kassel.” 

By April 1941 Churchill boasted 
that his most recent air attacks 

were particularly violent.

Churchill welcomed the mutual 
civilian bombings that followed 
and that the British had arguably 
started. At its peak, half of Britain’s 
industrial capacity was devoted to 
manufacturing bombs and bomb-
ers. By April 1941 Churchill boast-
ed that his most recent air attacks 
were particularly violent: “In some 
cases we have already in our raids 
exceeded in severity anything which 
a single town has in a single night 
experienced over here.” He celebrat-
ed the casualties on his own side: 
“This ordeal by fire has, in a certain 
sense, even exhilarated the man-
hood and the womanhood of Brit-
ain.” Lord “Boom” Trenchard con-
tinued to advocate much more 
bombing, despite retaliations against 
innocent Brits, and his admission 
that “the percentage of bombs which 
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hit the military target at which they 
are aimed is not more than one 
percent.” 

Baker also explores U.S. belliger-
ence up until Pearl Harbor. Nomi-
nally neutral, Franklin Roosevelt 
prepared for war in every way he 
could — mobilizing a huge peace-
time draft, sending aid to Britain 
through Lend-Lease, and drawing 
up war plans. For years in the late 
1930s the Navy worked out War 
Plan Orange, a secret plan for “an 
offensive war of long duration” 
against Japan. According to Adm. 
James O. Richardson, commander 
of the U.S. fleet, Roosevelt indicated 
on October 8, 1940, that U.S. med-
dling in the Pacific would eventual-
ly draw Japan in: “Sooner or later 
they would make a mistake and we 
would enter the war.”

Nominally neutral, Franklin 
roosevelt prepared for war in 

every way he could.

In the summer of 1941 the U.S. 
government worked to expand 
China’s air force toward the end of 
the “incendiary bombing of Japan”:

The plan was drawn up by Roo-
sevelt’s economist and China 
expert, Lauchlin Currie. A front 
corporation, China Defense 

Supplies, formed by T.V. Soong 
and run by Roosevelt’s former 
aide Thomas Corcoran, was to 
buy the planes from American 
manufacturers; Claire Chen-
nault would hire and train 
American volunteer pilots to fly 
the planes. 

Along with cutting off Japan’s 
access to oil and freezing Japanese 
assets, Roosevelt’s provocations in 
the Pacific were clearly designed 
with the full knowledge and hope 
that they would goad Japan into fir-
ing the first shot. 

War crimes and genocide: the ugly 
reality 

Baker quotes Capt. Philip S. 
Mumford, formerly a British officer 
in Iraq turned peace activist, as 
saying, “What is the difference be-
tween throwing 500 babies into a 
fire and throwing fire from aero-
planes on 500 babies? There is 
none.” Although the British and 
American terror bombings of Axis 
civilians deserve our full condem-
nation, the Nazi Holocaust has jus-
tifiably received attention for being 
a particularly gruesome enterprise 
of mass murder, motivated by ha-
tred, carried out in systematic fash-
ion, taking the lives of millions of 
innocent people. Focus on the Ho-

the Cataclysm of World War II
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locaust is one reason the Allies come 
out of World War II looking like the 
good guys in relative terms.

Baker gives appropriate atten-
tion to the full criminality and de-
liberate nature of Hitler’s genocide 
of Jews and others. By late 1931 it 
was clear that the Nazis planned to 
rid Germany of the Jews. When 
Hitler came to power, his friend 
Ernst Hanfstaengl told U.S. For-
eign Policy Association chairman 
James McDonald of the plan “to 
wipe out the entire Jewish popula-
tion in the Reich.” Hitler said that 
his “enemies will be brutally and 
ruthlessly exterminated.” On Kris-
tallnacht — night of the broken 
glass — in November 1938, about a 
hundred Jews were murdered and 
30,000 rounded up. 

Despite all the warning signs of 
his intentions, Hitler maintained 
some respectability on the world 
stage. That was partly because 
much of the world, from Churchill 
to Roosevelt, indulged in anti-Sem-
itism, albeit of a far milder form. In 
terms of leadership, British leaders 
had expressed qualified admira-
tion for Hitler in the 1930s. As late 
as August 1937 Churchill pub-
lished an article expressing some 
hope that “we might yet live to see 
Hitler a gentler figure in a happier 
age.” In November 1938, only days 

before Kristallnacht, Churchill 
said, “I have always said that if Brit-
ain were defeated in a war I hoped 
we should find a Hitler to lead us 
back to our rightful position among 
nations.” 

It would be a mistake to  
see the Allied effort as a war 

against this genocide.

Nevertheless, the Holocaust 
was a crime for which the Nazis 
bear full responsibility. Even so it 
would be a mistake to see the Al-
lied effort as a war against that 
genocide. The British and Ameri-
cans failed in most opportunities 
to help Jews escape. The British and 
Americans were unwilling to ac-
cept Jewish refugees at the Evian 
Conference in July 1938. Five days 
after Kristallnacht, Roosevelt said 
he had “given a great deal of 
thought” to liberalizing immigra-
tion standards and concluded that 
“the time is not right for that.... We 
have the quota system.” He also op-
posed a child-refugee bill in June 
1939, rejected Jewish refugees from 
occupied France in December 
1940, and specifically excluded ref-
ugees from Germany, Holland, 
Belgium, Norway, France, Poland, 
and the Balkans in a June 1941 
State Department action.

Anthony Gregory
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Britain also excluded most Jew-
ish refugees, going so far as to de-
tain those who tried to reach Tel 
Aviv in September 1939, rounded 
up enemy aliens in Britain — most 
of them Jewish refugees — by the 
thousands, and deported Jews 
from Palestine to Mauritius, a di-
saster that took 250 lives. However, 
in February 1941 Britain admitted 
10,000 children refugees on special 
permits, assisted by Quakers. 

the Allied war efforts themselves 
very likely exacerbated the 

persecution of Jews.

Moreover, the Allied war efforts 
themselves very likely exacerbated 
the persecution of Jews. The brutal-
ity inflicted on Germany increased 
anti-Semitism. Blockades on food 
punished Hitler’s Jewish victims  
in France. Churchill believed al-
lowing aid to flow to the ghettos 
would weaken the resolve of the 
persecuted to overthrow their op-
pressors. Roosevelt’s money block-
ade hurt Jews in Poland who had 
gotten their money through Portu-
gal and other countries. Historian 
Shlomo Aaronson concluded that 
the British “bombing offensive fed 
Hitler’s wrath, in direct connection 

with his concept of the ‘Jew’s war’ 
against him, and helped unite his 
nation behind him and justify fur-
ther Nazi atrocities against the re-
maining Jews.” Despite the com-
mon understanding of World War 
II as a conflict between the Allies 
and the practitioners of the geno-
cide, we should never forget that the 
war did not prevent the Holocaust. 
Indeed, the extermination only in-
tensified with the amplification of 
the war effort and accelerated as the 
Germans facing demands for un-
conditional surrender became in-
creasingly desperate and fearful of 
Allied retribution upon defeat. 

the horrors of the good war 
Nicholson Baker’s book is an 

important contribution to revi-
sionist history. All who care about 
history, liberty, peace, and world 
affairs should have this on their 
bookshelves. 

Anthony Gregory is research fellow at 
the Independent Institute and the au-
thor of a forthcoming book on habeas 
corpus. He is a policy adviser to The 
Future of Freedom Foundation and a 
columnist at LewRockwell.com. His 
website is www.AnthonyGregory.com.
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