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It is  a regrettable but undeniable 
fact that economics, more than other 
scientific disciplines, i s  liable to recur- 
rent fashions and fads, the periodic re- 
intrusion into professional discussion 
of popular superstitions which earlier 
generations of economists had success- 
fully driven back into the circles of 
cranks and demagogues. Inflationism is  
.one of these irrepressible themes 
which again and again attract some 
half-trained economists, and the ad- 
vocacy of collectivist economic plan- 
ning has become another since it first 

,became popular under this name 
through i t s  use by the Russian com- 
munists. The conception, originally de- 
veloped by some of the organizers of 
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the German war economy during 
World War I, was thoroughly discussed 
by economists in the 1920's and 
1930's. 

Nobody i s  of course bound to ac- 
cept what seemed then the conclusions 
of those discussions, which were very 
favorable to central planning: in any 
scientific discipline the discovery of 
new facts or new considerations may 
lead to the revision of conclusions ar- 
rived a t  in the past. But what one must 
expect from a professional economist 
of recognized standing is  that he not 
talk as if those past discussions had 
never taken place, and that he not use 
expressions in the ambiguous and mis- 
leading senses which had been pain- 

fully eliminated in the course of the 
earlier discussion. 

It i s  in this respect that the pro- 
nouncements of Professor Wassily 
Leontief, recently of Harvard Uni- 
versity, in the course of the reopened 
dabate on the subject are so bitterly 
disappointing. A senior economist of 
international reputation uses the term 
"planning" in al l  the ambiguity in 
which one would expect it to be used 
these days only by less responsible per- 
sons as a propaganda catchword. He 
simply disregards the essential, if per- 
haps provisional, conclusions that 
emerged first from the earlier dis- 
cussion of central economic planning 
and then from the no less intensive dis- 



cussion of "indicative planning" more 
recently. This is wholly inexcusable. 

Although the statements with 
which I shall deal here have been is- 
sued mostly on behalf of an "Initiative 
Committee for National Economic 
Planning," it would seem that for the 
economic argument embodied in those 
statements Professor Leontief must 
bear the principal responsibility. He is  
the visible prime mover of the com- 
mittee and he clearly i s  the economist 
among i ts  spokesmen who has the 
most relevant background of pro- 
fessional work. His co-chairman, Mr. 
Leonard Woodcock, President of the 
United Auto Workers, is  not, of 
course, a professional economist and 
has publicly acknowledged that he did 
not start to think seriously about eco- 
nomic planning on the part of gov- 
ernment until the oil embargo. Indeed, 
some of the comments he has made 
rather suggest that he has not thought 
much about it even now. 

The worst confusion by which the 
new American agitation for "plan- 
ning" i s  permeated, not excluding the 
various statements by Professor Leon- 
tief himself, was most naively express- 
ed in the first sentence of a lead edito- 
rial in the February 23, 1975, issue of 
the New York Times It asked, "Why 
is  planning considered a good thing for 
individuals and business but a bad 
thing for the national economy?" 

It i s  almost unbelievable that a t  this 
date an honest seeker after truth 
should innocently become the victim 
of the equivocal use of the word plan- 
ning and believe that the discussion ab- 
out economic planning refers to the 
question of whether people should 
plan their affairs and not to the ques- 
tion of who should plan their affairs. 
In reply to this I can only repeat what 
more than 30 years ago I had, as I even 
then believed a t  unnecessary length, 
explained in a popular book. 

"Planning" owes i t s  popularity 
largely to the f a c t  that everybody 
desires, of course, that we should 
handle our common problems as 
rationally as possible and that, in so 
doing, we should use as much fore- 
sight as we can command. In this 
sense everybody who is  not a com- 
plete fatalist i s  a planner, every po- 
litical act i s  (or ought to be) an act 
of planning, and there can be differ- 
ences only between good and bad, 
between wise and foresighted and 
foolisti and shortsighted planning. 
An economist, whose whole task i s  
the study of how men actually do 
and how they might plan their af- 
fairs, i s  the last person who could 

object to planning in this general 
sense. But it i s  not in this sense that 
our enthusiasts for a planned soci- 
ety now employ this term, nor 
merely in this sense that we must 
plan if we want the distribution of 
income or wealth to conform to 
some particular standard. Accord- 
ing to the modern planners, and for 
their purposes, it i s  not sufficient to 
design the most rational permanent 
framework within which the vari- 
ous activities would be conducted 
by different persons according to 
their individual plans. This liberal 
plan, according to them, i s  no 
plan-and it is, indeed, not a plan 
designed to  satisfy particular views 
about who should have what. What 
our planners demand is  a central di- 
rection of a l l  economic activity ac- 
cording to a single plan, laying 
down how the resources of society 
should be "consciously directed" to 

For the manager of an 
individual firm, that 

halfway house between 
a completely planned 

system and a free 
market would be the 
worst of all possible 

worlds. 

serve particular ends in a definite 
way. 

The dispute between the modern 
planners and their opponents is, 
therefore, not a dispute on whether 
we ought to choose intelligently be- 
tween the various possible organiza- 
tions of society; it i s  not a dispute 
on whether we ought to employ 
foresight and systematic thinking in 
planning our common affairs. It i s  a 
dispute about what i s  the best way 
of so doing. The question is  wheth- 
er for this purpose it i s  better that 
the holder of coercive power should 
confine himself in general to creat- 
ing conditions. under which the 
knowledge and initiative of individ- 
uals are given the best scope so that 
they can plan most successfully; or 
whether a rational utilization of our 
resources requires central direction 
and organization of a l l  our activit ies 
according to some consciously con- 

structed "blueprint." [The Road to 
Serfdom, University of Chicago 
Press, pp. 34ff.l 
I should, perhaps, explain that this 

was written in a book concerned with 
the moral and political consequences 
of economic planning, written ten 
years after the great discussion of the 
question of i t s  economic efficiency or 
inefficiency to which I shall now have 
to turn. And I might, perhaps, also add 
that J. A. Schumpeter then accused 
me with respect to that book of "po- 
liteness to a fault" because l "hardly 
ever attributed to opponents anything 
beyond intellectual error." I mention 
this as an apology in case that, on en- 
countering the same empty phrases 
more than 30 years later, I should not 
be able to command quite the same 
patience and forbearance. 

The great debate of the 1920's and 
1930's turned mainly on the question 
of the justification of the socialist 
hopes of increasing productivity. by 
substituting central planning for mar- 
ketplace competition as the instru- 
ment for guiding economic activity. I 
don't think it can now be gainsaid by 
anybody who has studied these discus- 
sions that those hopes were shattered 
and that it came to be recognized that 
an attempt a t  centralized collectivist 
planning of a large economic system 
was, on the contrary, bound greatly to 
decrease productivity. Even the com- 
munist countries have to various de- 
grees felt compelled to reintroduce 
competition in order to provide both 
incentives and a set of meaningful 
priaes to guide resource use. We can 
deal with those older ideals of central- 
ized planning fairly briefly, then, since 
even the proponents of the schemes 
under discussion today disclaim that 
they aim a t  a system of planning of 
the kind in which a central authority 
commands what the individual enter- 
prise i s  to do-although it must remain 
doubtful whether what they aim a t  
can be achieved without this sort of 
regimentation. 

The chief reason why we cannot 
hope by central direction to achieve 
anything like the efficiency in the use 
of resources which the market makes 
possible is  that the economic order of 
any large society rests on a utilization 
of the knowledge of particular circum- 
stances widely dispersed among thou- 
sands or millions of individuals. Of 
course, there always are many facts 
which the individual conductor of a 
business ought to know in order to be 
able to make the right decisions but 
which he can never know directly. 
There are two possible alternatives for 
coping with these difficulties: either 
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conveying to a central directing au- 
thority a l l  the relevant information 
possessed by the different individuals, 
or communicating to the separate in- 
dividuals as much as possible of the 
information relevant for their deci- 
sions. And we have discovered a solu- 
tion for the second task only: the mar- 
ket and the competitive determination 
of prices have provided a procedure by 
which it i s  possible to convey to the 
individual managers of productive 
units as much information in condens- 
ed form as they need in order to  fit 
their plans into the order of the rest of 
the system. The alternative i s  clearly 
impossible-simply because al l  the in- 
dividual managers of businesses never 
can know beforehand which of the 
many concrete circumstances about 
which they have knowledge or could 
find out might be of importance to the 
central planning authority. 

We have come to understand that 
the market and the price mechanism 
provide in this sense a sort of discov- 

The argument for 
centralized planning 

from the complexity of 
modern economies 

turns out to be 
parti cu larly si 1 ly. 

ery procedure which both makes pos- 
sible the utilization of more facts than 
does any other known system and pro- 
vides the incentive for constant discov- 
ery of new facts, improving adaptation 
to  the ever-changing circumstances of 
the world in which we live. Of course 
this adaptation is  never as perfect as 
the mathematical models of market 
equilibrium suggest, but it is  certainly 
much better than any which we know 
how to bring about by any other 
means. I believe there i s  substantive 
agreement on these points among seri- 
ous students of these matters. 

But, curiously, one begins to hear 
more and more frequently a new argu- 
ment, which inverts the historical role 
that the market and the price mechan- 
ism have played in maximizing order 
and efficiency in individual economies 
and in the world economy a t  large. It 
i s  contended that the market may have 
been an adequate mechanism of coor- 
dination under earlier, simpler condi- 
tions, but that in modern times econo- 
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mic systems have become so complex 
that we no longer can rely on the 
spontaneous forces of the market for 
the ordering of economic priorities. 
We must resort instead to central plan- 
ning or direction. Such an argument 
carries some superficial plausibility, 
but, on examination, turns out to  be 
particularly silly. In fact, of course, 
the very complexity of the structure 
of modern economic systems makes it 
progressively less and less imaginable 
that any one mind or planning author- 
ity could picture or survey the millions 
of connections between the ever more 
numerous interlocking separate activi- 
ties which have become indispensable 
for the efficient use of modern tech- 
nology and even the maintenance of 
the standard of life Western man has 
achieved. 

The market system functions be- 
cause it i s  able to take account of mil- 
lions of separate facts and desires, be- 
cause it reaches with thousands of sen- 
sitive feelers into every nook and 
cranny of the economic world and 
feeds back the information acquired in 
coded form to a "public information 
board." What the marketplace and i t s  
prices give most particularly i s  a con- 
tinuing updating of the ever-changing 
relative scarcities of different com- 
modities and services. In other words, 
the complexity of the structure requir- 
ed to produce the real income we are 
now able to provide for the masses of 
the Western world-which exceeds 
anything we can survey or picture in 
detail-could develop only because we 
did nor attempt to plan it or subject it 
to any central direction, but left it to 
be guided by a spontaneous ordering 
mechanism, or a self-generating order, 
as modern cybernetics calls it. 

Apart from such occasional flare- 
ups of old misunderstandings in lay 
circles, the efficiency argument for 
central economic planning has almost 
universally been abandoned. If central 
direction of a l l  economic activity i s  
s t i l l  sometimes demanded by serious 
students, this i s  on the different and 
logical argument that only in this man- 
ner could the distribution of income 
and wealth between individuals and 
groups be made to conform to some 
preconceived moral standard. Appar- 
ently a good many idealist socialists 
would be prepared to tolerate a sub- 
stantial sacrifice of material welfare if 
thereby what they regard as greater 
distributive or social justice could be 
achieved. 

The objections to this demand for 
greater social justice, of course, must 
be and are of an entirely different 

character from those against the pre- 
sumed greater efficiency of a planned 
system. There are two different funda- 
mental objections to these demands, 
each of which seems to me to be deci- 
sive. The first is that no agreement 
exists (or appears even conceivable) 
about the kind of distribution that is 
desirable or morally demanded. The 
second is that whatever particular dis- 
tributive scheme were to be aimed a t  
could in fact be realized only in a 
strictly totalitarian order in which in- 
dividuals would not be allowed to use 
their own knowledge for their own 
purposes but would have to work un- 
der orders on jobs assigned to  them for 
purposes determined by government 
authority. 

Freedom in the choice of activity as 
we know it i s  possible only if the re- 
ward to be expected from any job un- 
dertaken corresponds to the value the 
products will have to those fellow men 
to  whom they actually are supplied. 
But this value often will unavoidably 

The market system 
functions because it 

reaches with thousands 
of sensitive feelers into 
every nook and cranny 
of the economic world. 

bear no relation whatever to  the de- 
serts, needs, or other claims of the pro- 
ducer. The belief in a society in which 
the remuneration of individuals is 
made to correspond to something call- 
ed social justice i s  a chimera which i s  
threatening to seduce modern demo- 
cracy to accept a system that would 
involve a disastrous loss of personal 
freedom. George Orwell and others 
ought by now to have taught even the 
layman what to expect from a system 
of such kind. 

The new American advocates of 
planning will claim, however, that they 
know a l l  this and that they never have 
advocated a system of central direc- 
tion of individual economic activities 
and even have said so. Yet i s  is very. 
doubtful whether what they do advo- 
cate would not in fact lead that way. 
Theyleave a great deal obscure, and it 
is precisely this state of muddle which 
i s  the sure way to hell. To be sure, the 
statement of the Initiative Committee 
for National Economic Planning (The 



Case for Planning) says: "It should be 
clear that the planning Office would 
not set specific goals for General Mo- 
tors, General Electric, General Foods, 
or any other individual firm. But it 
would indicate the number of cars, the 
number of generators, and the quanti- 
ty of frozen foods we are likely to  re- 
quire in, say, five years, and it would 
try to  induce the relevant industries to 
act accordingly." But one cannot help 
wondering how that "inducement" of 
an "industry" would work if, as the 
Initiative Committee's statement a t  an- 
other point makes clear, the "means of 
influencing" the decisions of industry 
would include "selective credit con- 
trols, guidance of basic capital flows, 
limits to the use of air, water and land, 
and mandatory resource allocation [it- 
alics added] ." 

Indeed, as one reads on, it becomes 
increasingly difficult to find out what 
precisely the authors of the statement 
mean by National Economic Planning. 
Nor, in spite of i t s  magniloquent lan- 

Advocates of planning 
leave a great deal 
obscure, and it is 

precisely this state of 
muddle which is the 

sure way to hell. 

guage, i s  the text of the proposed Bal- 
anced Growth and Economic Planning 
Act of 1975, inspired by the commit- 
tee and introduced in the Senate by 
Senators Humphrey, Jackson, Javits, 
WlcGovern and others, in this respect 
more revealing. While the bill i s  loqua- 
cious on the organization of a propos- 
ed Economic Planning Board, it is re- 
markably reticent on the methods and 
powers by which this body i s  to secure 
the execution of the "balanced econo- 
mic growth plan" which it i s  to draw 
UP. 

Underlying some of these argu- 
ments for central economic planning 
appears to be the curious conception 
that it would be an advantage, enhanc- 
ing orderliness and predictability, if 
the gross outline, a sort of skeleton, of 
the future distribution of resources be- 
tween industries and firms could be 
laid down for a fairly long period. But 
the exact opposite would be the result 
of such planning: the uncertainty for 
managers would be greatly increased, 

since the opportunity they would have 
to  adapt to changes in their immediate 
environments (i.e., the quantities they 
would have to buy or sell and the 
prices a t  which they could do so) 
would depend on the "mandatory re- 
source allocation," the "guidance of 
basic capital flows," etc., of the gov- 
ernment planning office. For the man- 
ager of an individual firm, that half- 
way house between a completely plan- 
ned system and a free market would 
indeed be the worst of al l  possible 
worlds, since his ability to  make 
changes would become critically de- 
pendent on the red tape, delay, and 
unpredictability that are characteristic 
of bureaucratic decisions. 

Implied in the argument for govern- 
ment planning of industrial and com- 
mercial activity is the belief that gov- 
ernment (with an appropriately in- 
creased bureaucracy, of course) would 
be in a better position tb predict the 
fu ture needs of consumer goods, 
materials, and productive equipment 
than are the individual firms, But i s  it 
really seriously contended that some 
government office (or, worse, some 
politically sensitive plan-making com- 
mittee) would be more likely to fore- 
see correctly the effects of future 
changes in tastes, the success of some 
new device or other technical innova- 
tion, changes in the scarcity of differ- 
ent raw materials, etc., on the amounts 
of some commodity that ought to be 
produced some years hence, than the 
producers or professional dealers of 
those things? Would it even be desir- 
able that various companies in an in- 
dustry a l l  act on the same guess? I s  it 
not the very rationale of the method 
of competition that we allow those 
who have shown the greatest skill in 
forecasting to make preparations for 
the future? 

In some sections of the statements 
made by the new advocates of "plan- 
ning" it becomes clear, however, that 
they are thinking mainly of another 
kind of planning, one which also has 
been thoroughly examined in the past 
in a discussion of which i t s  present pro- 
tagonists show as l i t t le awareness as of 
any other of the earlier scientific ex- 
aminations of the problem. The earlier 
extensive discussion of these problems, 
from which the American proponents 
of that other sort of planning ought to 
have profited, took place chiefly in 
France in the early 1960's under the 
heading of "indicative planning." This 
conception had for a short while at-  
tracted much attention, until it was 
decently buried after a thorough dis- 
cussion a t  the Congress of French 

Speaking Economists in 1964 had re- 
vealed al l  the confusion and contradic- 
tions involved in it. There i s  no excuse 
whatever for ignorance of the upshot 
of these discussions, which are clearly 
expounded in an excellent book in 
English by Dr. Vera Lutz. 

The whole idea of "indicative plan- 
ning," it turned out, rests on a curious 
combination, or rather confusion, of 
actions-making a prediction and set- 
ting a target. It was conceived that 
somehow a forecast of the quantities 
of the different commodities and ser- 
vices that will be produced would as- 
s is t  in determining the respective quan- 
t i t ies which ought to be produced. The 
plan i s  conceived as a forecast by gov- 
ernment a t  the achievement of which 
industry is to aim. 

This sort of self-fulfilling prophecy 
may a t  first appear plausible, but on 
reflection it turns out, a t  least so far as 
a market economy based on competi- 
tion is  concerned, to be an absurdity. 
There i s  absolutely no reason a t  al l  to 

One cannot help feeling 
sometimes that the new 
American advocates of 
planning have become 
the innocent dupes of 

some aspiring cartelists. 

assume that announcement of a target 
will make it likely that the aggregates 
of output named in it will actually be 
realized by the efforts of a number of 
producers acting in competition. Nor 
is  there any reason to think that the 
government, or anybody else, i s  in a 
better position than are individual 
managers acting as they now do to 
de t e  rm i ne beforehand appropriate 
quantities of different outputs of dif- 
ferent industries so that supplies and 
demands will match. 

It i s  a t  this point that it becomes 
clear that the present revival of the 
planning idea in.the United States is  
inspired by the input-output represen- 
tations developed by Professor Leon- 
tief and rests entirely, I am sorry to  
say, on a colossal overestimation by i t s  
author of what this technique can 
achieve. 

Professor Leontief's input-output 
tables show in an instructive manner, 
how, during some period in the past, 
various quantities of the products of 
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different main branches of productive 
activity were used up by other branch- 
es. How the production of the tens of 
thousands of different things which 
are needed to produce a much smaller 
but s t i l l  very large number of final pro- 
ducts i s  determined by the market pro- 
cess is  a matter of infinite complexity; 
and how order i s  brought about by a 
spontaneous mechanism which we do 
not fully understand is  best illustrated 
by the very fact that we needed a Pro- 
fessor Leontief to give us even a very 
rough outline of the gross categories of 
commodities that in the past have pas- 
sed from certain main groups of indus- 
tries to others. One can understand 
that Professor Leontief wishes to re- 
fine and extend that technique and to 
construct input-output tables not for a 
few dozen but for a few thousand 
main classes of products. But the idea 
that such broad-outline information 
about what has happened in the past 
should be of significant help in decid- 
ing what ought to happen in the future 
is  absurd. Even if we could get and 
organize the information, it would te l l  
us about just one of an infinite num- 
ber of possible input combinations 
that could produce a particular array 
of final products. It would, te l l  us no- 
thing a t  a l l  about whether that specific 
combination of inputs or any other 
combination would be economical un- 
der changedconditions. 

The source of belief in the value of 
i nput-output representations i s  the 
wholly wrong idea that the efficient 
use of resources i s  determined mainly 
by technological and not by economic 
considerations. That belief i s  evident 
in the fact that the advocates of plan- 
ning visualize a team of a few hundred 
technical experts-most of them scien- 
t i s t s  and engineers rather than econo- 
mists-working on planning for either 
the White House or Congress. (New 
York Times, February 28, 1975, "Di- 
verse Group Advocates Economic 
Planning for U.S.") 

This, I am afraid, betrays a com- 
plete lack of understanding of how in 
the complex order of a great society 
the efficient use of resources can alone 
be determined. There i s  no need, to 
take a very simple example, for a par- 
ticular quantity of a particular raw 
material in order to make a particular 
quantity of tarpaulins. In a situation in 
which the buyers of tarpaulins are in- 
different to the raw material from 
which they are made, output can be 
maximized by choosing among hemp, 
flax, jute, cotton, nylon, etc., that 
material which costs least-that is, that 
which we can obtain for this purpose 
a t  the least sacrifice of other desirable 
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products. There is, therefore, without 
a knowledge of prices, no possibility 
for determining from statistics of the 
past how much of different materials 
will be wanted in the future. And 
statistics of the past help us l i t t le  to  
predict what prices will be and there- 
fore what quantities will be needed of 
different commodities. 

Even if it were possible, however, 
to say beforehand for every kind of 
commodity (or variety of a commo- 
dity) how much of it ought to be pro- 
duced some years hence, it i s  difficult 
to see how this should lead the indiv- 
idual enterprises to  produce just those 
amounts which together correspond to 
a desired quota-except, indeed, on 
the assumption that it i s  desired that 
the different firms should conspire to- 
gether to produce an output of a cer- 
tain size (presumably that must be 
profitable to them). This, in fact, i s  
the ideal which clearly guided the 
French advocates of "indicative plan- 
ning." And one cannot help feeling 
sometimes that the new American ad- 
vocates of planning have become the 
innocent dupes of some aspiring cartel- 
ists. 

The whole idea of "guiding" private 
industry by announcing beforehand 
what quantities of different goods 
firms ought to produce over a long 
period of the future is  a muddle from 
beginning to end, wholly ineffective 
and misleading if left without sanc- 
tions constraining industry to do what 
it is  predicted that it will do, destruc- 
t ive of the competitive market and 
free enterprise, and leading by i t s  in- 
herent logic straight to a socialist 
system. 

There is, however, yet another un- 
dercurrent discernible in the present 
de'mands for planning which indeed 
expresses a very legitimate dissatisfac- 
tion with prominent features of our 
economic life. The current agitation in 
the United States for a broad new 
planning initiative explicitly includes, 
in most of i t s  variants an indictment of 
government for i t s  failure to think out 
i t s  policies for the longer future. The 
hope i s  for government to  plan i t s  own 
activit ies ahead for long periods, an- 
nounce and commit itself to  the ex- 
ecution of these plans, and thereby 
make government action more predict- 
able. But the legitimacy of that indict- 
ment i s  not a justification for the de- 
mand that the same government which 
so notoriously fails to plan i t s  own af- 
fairs should be entrusted with the 
planning of business. 

The Balanced Growth and Econom- 
ic Planning Act of 1975-popularly 

known after i t s  chief sponsors as the 
Humphrey-Javits bill has now been 
laid to rest. But i t s  sponsors and advo- 
cates have united behind an even 
worse bill, the Humphrey-Hawkins 
bill. 

It i s  difficult for an outsider to un- 
derstand how, after introducing so ill- 
considered and irresponsible a piece of 
legislation-which promised merely an 
empty machinery with no stated pur- 
pose, which would perhaps give us in- 
put-output tables for a few hundred 
commodities that will be of no con- 
ceivable use to  anybody except some 
future economic historian, but which 
may incidentally be used to  enforce 
the disclosure of various sorts of infor- 
mation that would be exceedingly use- 
ful to a future authoritarian govern- 
ment-Senator Humphrey should be 
able to boast that it i s  his "single most 
important piece of legislation" (Chal- 
lenge, March-April 1975, p. 21 1. 

Somebody as innocent of American 
politics as this writer might suspect 
that the Senator from Minnesota is  the 
unwitting tool of some other, presum- 
ably collectivist, wire-pullers who want 
to use the machinery thus created for 
aims they prefer not to disclose. But 
when one rereads the accounts of how 
the campaign for national planning has 
evolved in the articles of the editor of 
the magazine Challenge, whose hand 
one seems to recognize also in several 
of the other statements supporting the 
plan, one feels reassured that nothing 
more sinister than sheer intellectual 
muddle is a t  work. El 
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L TAXES is a ’do it yourself‘ handboo 
save the ressed American taxpayer tens (of millions 
of dohs . ’ ’  -Senator William Proxmire 

. O n c e  in a while, a book appears t ha t  promises t o  
have a direct impact o n  politics. Cut Local Taxes is 
such  a book. Taxpayers  across t h e  count ry  today 
a re  angry about  rising assessments  and property 
taxes. T h e y  have expressed their  feelings by voting 
d o w n  bond issues and new spending proposals. Yet 
taxes  cont inue t o  soar-and citizens a re  looking wi th  
increasing concern for  a solution t o  t h e  problem. 

Cut Local Taxes shows  tha t  taxpayers can find 
relief. T h e  au thor ,  professional consul tant  Robert  
Poole, Jr., has sifted t h r o u g h  t h e  cost-cutting break- 
t h r o u g h s  created by some  communities.  H e  high- 
lights t h e  best and most effective of these changes,  
wi th  particular emphasis o n  reforms tha t  can be a- 
dopted by most  local governments ,  large o r  small. 

In some  cases, indeed, t h e  savings can be start l ing.  
Medium size cities report  average savings of about  
70 percent  a f te r  switching f rom municipal t o  private 
contract  garbage collection. Thi r teen  communities 
in Arizona enjoy a new system of quality fire pro- 
tection tha t  costs half t ha t  in nearby communities 
which use  conventional techniques.  Large economies 
can also be obtained in t h e  school system and t h e  
public works depar tment .  

Virtually n o n e  of t h e  re forms described in t h e  
handbook entails a drop in t h e  levels of services. Some 
actually improve t h e  quality of services provided, 
by shaking t h e  local gove rnmen t  bureaucracy f rom 
lethargic o r  self-defeating habits. This  aspect makes 
t h e  breakthroughs at t ract ive t o  voters  w h o  w a n t  t o  
preserve existing services a t  less cost t o  t h e  taxpayer.  

T h e  descriptions in this book are  clearly worded  
and  simple t o  understand.  You do not  have t o  have 
a degree in public administration t o  profit f rom Cut 
Local Taxes. If you are  a taxpayer looking for  ways  
t o  economize in local government ,  you will find them 
here .  A special reference section shows  w h e r e  you 
can ge t  additional hard  facts once you have target ted 
an area for  your  efforts.  And a chapter  discusses 
t h e  potential rewards and pitfalls of different  ways 
t o  introduce t h e  cost-cutting ideas in to  public de- 
bate-in particular, how t o  launch a political cam- 
paign o r  s t a r t  a taxpayers’ group.  

If you w a n t  your  local taxes t o  keep rising, you 

. 

\ /-- I 

have  only t o  do nothing.  O n  the  o ther  hand,  if you 
w a n t  t o  keep w h a t  you have earned and prevent  
your  communi ty  f rom succumbing t o  fiscal ail- 
ments ,  you will find the  ideas in this handbook most  
useful. T h e y  can d o  t h e  work  of a meat-axe wi th  t h e  
precision of a scalpel. 

REASON PRESS 
Box 40105 
Santa Barbara, CA 93103 

YES-I want to stop wasteful spending. Send me the 
Cut Local Taxes handbook. I enclose a check for: 

( 
( 
( 

) $2 for single copy 
) $1.50 per copy for two to ten 
) $1.20 per copy for larger quantities 

FREE! If you renew or  enter a new subscription with 
Reason at  the following special rates, we will send you 
a complimentary copy of the Cut Local Taxes handbook. 
One  year $12, two years $22, three years $30. 

Name 

Address 



Ralph Raico 
Several months ago [REASON, Au- 

gust 19761, there appeared in these 
pages a debate between Arthur Shen- 
field and David Friedman on the inter- 
esting question of abolition of the 
State. Welcome in itself, it happens al- 
so fo provide occasion, l think, for 
briefly examining a few points of im- 
portance in distinguishing libertarians 
from conservatives like Mr. Shenfield. 
This occurs because Shenfield, in the 
course of his analysis, permits himself 
some scathing remarks on the old com- 
munist anarchists-comments which, 
first of all, as a matter of justice ought 
not to go unchallenged, and second, 
are deeply revealing of the distorted 
perspectives of the "conservative 
mind." 

Naturally, it i s  no news that, as 
Shenfield tells us, writers like Bakunin, 
Kropotkin, and Proudhon were usually 
confused and downright ignorant 
about economic science (but not de- 
monstrably more so than many con- 
servatives, such as Cardinal Newman, 
who once termed the study of political 
economy a "proximate occasion for 
sin"). On the other hand, however, 
their sociological analyses were often 
brilliant. There is, for instance, Proud- 
hon's distinction within "the" bour- 
geoisie between the segment that lives 
from i t s  own efforts on the market 
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and the segment that lives from i t s  
close alliance with government. And 
there is  Bakunin's prophecy, crowning 
his pioneering attacks on Marxism, 
that there will arise a "new class" of 
intellectuals, managers, and bureaucra- 
t ic  parasites of a l l  kinds who will in- 
herit the earth, come the Marxist Rev- 
o l  u t ion-the starting point for a l l  
"New Class" interpretations of Marxist 
revolutionary movements and regimes 
as well as (which i s  often forgotten, 
although Bakunin intended it) of a// 
soc i aldemocratic, State-social i s t  re- 
gimes. Nonetheless, it i s  true that these 
early anarchists-and their current suc- 
cessors, such as Murray Bookchin- as 
a rule were childishly wrong concern- 
ing economic principles. Does that 
justify Shenfield's strictures against 
them, though? 

Shenfield sets his attack on the old- 
er anarchists in the framework of an 
onslaught on "utopianism"-that 
dream, as he puts it, of "a perfect 
world in which al l  men love each other 
and in which Adam's problems after 
the expulsion from Eden melt away." 
Such dreams Shenfield characterizes as 
"the effluvia of sick minds"-a bit 
strong I would say, for what would we 
then have to call a l l  the apologias for 
slavery, monarchy, nationalism, imper- 
ialism, and the dog-like adoration of 

tradition that fil l the history of polit- 
ical thought? But le t  that pass for the 
moment-so long as Shenfield i s  pre- 
pared to  extend his "sick minds" inter- 
pretation to the orbin of utopianism 
in the Christian idea of the Millenium 
and specifically the prophecies of the 
Book of Revelation, which speaks of a 
new world, "where God will wipe 
away every tear," one which will be, 
we1 I, utopianly perfect. Typically, 
Tory writers like Shenfield ,do not 
mean to  include that in their blister- 
ing, ironic condemnations of "utopian- 
ism." The line rather is that it was 
somehow fine to anticipate a perfect 
supernatural order; the fatal flaw lay 
in trying to bring that perfect order 
down to earth, and to make it a reality 
by natural revolutionary means. Just 
why the idle fantasy is  assumed to be 
preferable to  the practical effort i s  
never made clear. 

I s  it "sick" to be "utopian"? The 
use of a term such as "sick" in a polit- 
ical context in a postszaszian age is, 
to  say the least, naive; so let us trans- 
late it in this fashion: I s  it perverse, or 
wicked, or very silly to be "utopian"? 
Well, it a l l  depends on how rigorously 
one wants to understand the term "a 
perfect world." The idea of a Garden 
of Eden world obviously i s  silly and 
probably does not even make sense. 


