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FROM ENOWN TO UNKNOWN (1)

Sometimes, becaiisé we are shame-
tixlly slow to make uge of what we al-
réady know, we make painfully slow
progress in. gaining the knowled
we covet,

This; rather than the atleged intri-
cacies of the subject, explaing the
faet that, in an agée of almost mirac-
ulouts progress in the sciencég of pro-
duction, we Have failed miserably in
the dzstrlbutlon of the weglth that
we produce,

PRODUCTION and DIVIDFNDS (2)

There is seandalous injustice in
’the way our produect ig apportioned
to those who produce it.

We gproduce wealth today more
abundantly, more rapidly, and more
casily than ever before; yet although
it is true that the producers get more
than ever before, they get a smaller
share of what they proditce,
hig. of course, means that others
are profiting more at thelr expenge.

We have solved the prablem of
production, but appear not to under-
stand the first principles of the mat-
ber of declaring a proper dividend.

IGRGRANCE NO DEFENSE {8)
Ignoranee, however, is no defénse

when one is dealing with Nature. In

'her court one caitnot pleau extenu-
unting eircumstances.

But great as is the financial injus-
tice of denving men their shire of
our proguat, Lhe social evils that flow
from this are infinitely worse.

These are intinitely warse beeause
they affeet an infinitely lar ger num-
ber of poople, and because o niany
of these people are innocent viétima.

CUMULATIVHE PENALTIES (4)

Because of this faulty distribution
of our product, the total buying pow-
er of the produeers is not suificient
to enable them to buy their total out-
put.

A portion of the product remsins
unscld, business slows down and men
are latd off’ who are net only physi-
cally fit, skilled and trained, but are
anyious to work.

Thls reduces 5ti1] more the buying
power ¢f the producers and slows up
buginess still more and throws more
men out of work.

Many Who are aceepted as anthori-
tieg-in this field Have given up hope
of getting these men back to wiork.

The belief gaing ground that from
now on we shall be conironted with
the problem of providing relief per-
manéntly to several million men who
are idle against their will.

B3t economics is not aceepted as a
science; hence this problem is not at-
tacked as a problem in science.
. -0ur moralists and economic plan--
ners 100k only for palligtives.

Among the svggestions offered is
fhe sihggestion that the government
vrovide work for:thé ineémployed.

THE FARLACY OF RELIER (5)
cogt less than a dollar.

Some one must supply that' dollar.

As those on relief iack the pieansg
to pay this bill, that cost must fall
upon thoseé who still have means,

The danger that this will, in time,
impoverish the rest 6f us is realized,
even by the moralists and the eco-
nemic plannersy,

For this reason, they have dewsed
what they ecall “Work refief, # in the

helief that. this enables those who

are on relief to earn what they get.

But even if those on relief do earn
what they gét, injustice _15 do_ne Un-
tess fhe wealth produced in this way

goes—-all 6f it—to6 those who farnish
the labor and the capital.

“That ig, unless all the 'wealth that
is produeed by relief projeets is dis-
tributed pro rata. so €hat every one
who has contribited in any way, by
taxes, or otherwise, shall get his just
share.

Thig “otherwize’ is important, he-
cause ithe cost of this relief is not
limited to the amounts paid to offi-
cial tax-collectors.

Among the indireet and unoffieial
exactions we suffer is the sacrifice

. made by both emplovees and amploy-

ars th‘xe the work week is shorten-
ad to “‘spread employment.”’

Thig is one of fthe many ways in
which victims of our folly who still
have something left are faxed to fi-
nance those who-are more completely
impoverished.

NATURE'S DECRERE IS FINAL (6)

All men agrée that in matters con-
trolled by Nature the only thing men
can do 18 to study theé laws of Nature
and learn how to take ddvantage of
thein.

And it is agreed that, in secientific
fields, any mishaps we stuffer ate
penalties for failure to do.this; for
Nature, heérself, makes no mistakes.

This is why men turined to the se-
rious study of the laws of physics, of
chemistry, of botany, physiclogy, and
the othér recognized sciences.

If men had studied economiecs as
{hey have studied those sibjects, our
¢eanomic problems would have boen
solved long ago. {See No. 1)

I8 ROONOMICS A SOIENCE? (7

In the sciences, mén know; or, if




they do not know, they can find ouf.
And they can know that they know.
But, aceording to the accepted an-

thorities in this field, economies is
“different.”

They hold that, unlike physics and
chemistry and the other recognized
sciences, economics has no fixed and
dependable laws of cause and effect.

Bays Alexander Gray in his book,
The Development of Tconomic Doc-
trine: : _

“Eeonomic science, therefore, if
it be a science, differs from other
seiences in this: That there is no
inevitable advance from less to
greater certainty; there ig no ruth-
less tracking down of truth which,
once uncovered, shall bé truth to
all times to the complete confu-
sion of any contrary doctrine . . ~

HOW THHY WERE MISLED (8}

Such matters as the ebb and flow
of the tides, the changes of the sea-
sons, ete,, with which men are in no
way, associated, are easily aecepted ag
the work of Nature. (See No. 6)

It hag been easy for men to believe
that economic eonditions are human-
Iy controlled and that they are self-
ighly planned.

One reason that this is so eommon-
1y believed is that men are so closely
associated with their wages, interest,
and rent—the three basic factors of
all business equations.

Always, some one offers the wWages, '

and some one pays them; and always
someone demands interest, and some
one collects if; and some one fixes

the rent that must be paid, and some -

one collects that.

Another reason is that attempts to
change our economic set-up are al-
ways opposed, and always opposed by
the privileged class.

This has been accepted as proof
that our economic ills are the resuit
of selfish planning.

A MERE ASSUMPTION (N

Ingtead of studying economicz as n
science must be studied, men have
merely assumed that economie prob-
Iems are problems in human conduct,

Not knowing that Nature had set
up in this field, alse, a proteetive
mechanism upon which we may rely
for proteetion against the misman-
agement of men; it has been agsum-
ed by moralists and economic plan-
ners that we must provide our own
protection. {(See No. 6)

The admit that, as individuals they
cannot control these conditions; but
they believe that by co-operative of-
tort of a majority of those interested
this can be accomplished.

1. Mo the o
2. To the police, .
-+ in and out
; with pleas
1T our elvie
i ous i0 cul-

oy the same reason our statute
bhukge with staiutes that at-
to resulaie details of pablie
s mmany details of privats life.
P3r what logie do the moralists and

" olanners reach this sonelusion that

avery realm in nature, hut one, is oT-
Gerly; snd that that one is left to
chans——except as man may be able
o organize it.

If Nature has not reserved to her-
g1 the control of the realm of eco-
nonlics, but has left this realm to the
management of men, then we have
here an astonishing departure from
her general ruie,

A TWo-FOLD MISTAKE (10)

These men know that our eco-
nowiec life is made up of our innum-
erable agreements and iransactions.

Beeauge these bargains were made
by men free to refuse to.make then},
they assume that economie condi-
tiong are man-made.

But in this these men are as illog-
ieal a8 they would be if they assumed
that, because men are responsibie for
a chemical mix, they are also respon-
sible for the chemieal affinities that
operate in that mix. ’

And they have erred, too, in not
noting that the details of these so-
called free bargains are often fixed
by dire necessity. :

The fact that such compulsion ex-
ists proves that these details are not
the result of selfishness in the per-
sons immediately involved.

To the extent that sueh compul-
sion exists, it becomes clear that the
gituation would be in nowise changed
if each of the parties to these triins-
aetions were unselfish and eage: to
do a8 he would be done by. (Bee 3,9)

THRE HUMAN FACTOR (311}
A favorite practice of those who
deny that economics is a science as
exact as our shop sciences is to argue
that it deals with the acts of ien,
whereas the sciences deal with ithe
acts of Nature. (See No. 8) '
The processes of Nature, they say
are reducible to rule; hence it is pos-
sible to have sciences In those ficlds
which are governed by natural iaw.
But men, they say, are free moral




agents—ifree to depart from any rule
made for them; hence human econ-
duet cannot be reduced to rule and
economic conditions cannot he gov-
erned by natural law.

The charge that human conduct ig
unpredictable ig admitted.

The human factor is always an un-
knowan,

Tt is impossible to plan dependably

where we are dependent upon men,
" But that is not the point at issue,

ic conditions are governed, as is the
weather, J'.ndep(-mdently of the con-
duct and the control of men.

This question eannot be setiled by
a mere assumption,
© It calls, instead, for exactly the
same scientific attitude and seientif-
ic application that is called for by
questions in physies, ckemistiry, or in
any of the recognized sciences. ()

THAT PROVES TOO MUCH! (12)
The argument (it it be dignitieq as
argument}), that hecause human con-
duct iz unpredictable economics is
not a scierice proves too much. {11)
Acecording to that “logie,” neither
bhysies nor. chemistry is g science,
For, so far as the human factor is
conecerned, there is no difference be-
betwean economies and chemistry,
nor between economies and physies,
Tn any scienee, men are free to ap-
proach a problem with any motive
and to seek, ignorantly or selfishly
or understandingly, to carry out any
burpose. (See No. 11)

And they may follow through with
this attempt studiously ‘and persis-
tently, or half-heartedly and ‘“steady
by jerks,” or they may give up and
quit. (See Noq. 11)

To this extent, and to. this extent
only, the hnman factor doeg appear
in all problams, in all sciences.

But whether or not thig unknown
factor is present, the natural laws of
catise and effset are in no way af-
fected by it. (3ee Nos. 6 ang 11y

The unpredietable character of huy-
man eonduct has no more effect on
the laws of economics than our in-
ability to prediet the next play of g
baseball pitcher has on the law of
gravity that controlg a baseball. .

Questions of eivie, bolitical, indus-
trial and state poliey are in no way
affected by the uneertainties of hu-
man conduet.

respect to this problem, ( See 6, 11)
~Let human conduct be what it

s sl possible to Enow e
)y what Natare will do in any Ziv-
situation. (See Nos, 8 and il

VICOTIRE= 08 AN ASSUMPTION (1%
Because {t is heid thal economic
conditiong are conirolied by human
condiet and thal human eonduet s,
in its turn affeeted by the meral at-
tituds of i has besn held thaco .
LeOTom ara moral wes (8)

This theory disproves itseif. )

For had ee ic eonditions, Jike
hadl weudlhe aifect Loth {the
Just and fthe

Hanee, if «
5 4nd our economie ills are
ult of se¢ fishness, innocent
Deople are punished for the aeifish-
nasg of otirers.

This iz a violation of moral law,

It these moralists are correct, then
babes in arms are punished by priva-
tion” for the scifishness of men who
are strangers even to their parents.

"How can men who, on the bagnis
of a mere assumption have refused {o
investigate the possibility that Na-
ture has a better plan, belicve that
they are advancing the eause of mor-
ality, or thai they themselves are
moral, in teaching such a philosophy
ag thig? .

This theory of the cause and oure
of economic ills is not very eolupli-
mentary to the Creator for whom

" zome of these advocates of this theo-

ry of selfishness profess a reversnee.

THEIR THEORY ILLOGIOAL - {14)
It is impossible t0 explain ail the
facts of this cuse on the itheory that
our <¢conoric ills are ihe resunli of
selfish ‘misconduect., (8ee 10 and 13)
It is eertainly inconsisteni o im-
agine that the moral law would deny
some men their wages because olher
men are selfish. (See 2, 3 8, 10, 12)
Yet beeauvse  they see emplavers
reduecing wages (say) from $1.25 io
$1.0¢ an hour, these moralists and
blanners imagine that the wage level -
ig8 low because employers are scifish,
More scholarly men would seck 10
discover why the fluctuation in 1hae
labor market is botween $1.25 andg
£1.00 instead of between $2.00 and
$1.50. (See Nog. 3, 6, 12)
Until that question is angwored, it
Is illogical to hold that tha Ievel of
wages is humanly controlled. (&, 10)"

As employers and empleyees are
#¢ far as we know equally welfigh,
it is clear that low wages cannot ba
the result of selfishness, {See No. 1)

POVE_RTY‘ AMIDST PLENTY ($5) -
.The theory of the moralist breaks
down whenever it is put to ihe t




How, fm example, can this theory
i with faet that pov-
doepen in the Aliﬂy
ture l,!oo:w on the avenue?
human - factor theory is not
ni to explain why it is that
4 few have more than they need;
that the rest of
1y little; ihat
wani; thai some sicken from lack of
the nes ting of life; that some ao-
uqlh verish of hunger WhilfA foud
for lask of buvers, (4, 14, 14}
Til( under-privilegad are cevlalnly
46 on the average, ag the Fa-
vored Fow. {See 5. 8 znd 14)

The under - privileged ocul-number
the Favored Few: and in eouniries
Hlke ours that have universal sui-
frawe, they easi more votes, (See 14)

There muslt be s reason why, in
spite of the selfishpess of the wage-
eiumrw majority,
rave tends to fall. {See 2, 16, 14)
Th
e

s Tl

wese moralists cannot eonsislent-

iy argune that € Few have more in-
{hier than the Kany and ihat this
is the reagon they [are better.

This would destroy their argument
ihat pur economic ills reslt from
selfishness, and would shift the dis-
cnssion o the guestion:

Why have the s gh Few mors in-
fhrence than the selfish Masses?

MAN BMAKES &4 BAD QUESs  (18)
imperfect w ih distr

.

economic condition. { Ne 23
if, like the tides and the weather,
seonomic conditicns are controiled by
natural laws, there must be among
thege laws oI togoverns the dis-
n'ibutinn of wealih, (8 Nog. 2, 6]
there be such 3 law, the imper-
J"sect ustlmutum of wealth of which
: ;oineurred
Foimee G, 13)
IT that be the situation, these men
made o bad gue in assuming that
ihis problem of the distribution of
our produei is a preoblem, not in nat-
ural law, but in wmoerals. (9, 11, 13)

LAW, RATURAL AND MOTAL (1)
The key to this preblem lies in the
daal character of man’s aniverse.
in other fields, our meniors have
sarefully digtingdished hetween onr
problems and  our atiliunde ifoward
those problems. {See Nos, 6. 12, 13
Brut in this matter hoth the wnd-
emy and the Chureh, az well ax lhe
Sfate and the Market, have habitual-
Iy overlooked this distinction
There is the Department of Natur-
ab Law, having jurisdiction over our
probiems: and the Department of the
Moral Law, having jurisdiction over
gur attitude foward these problems,

. the wage Tevel al-

ibation is an’

o™ oo

THE TWO LAWS DEFINED (15

WATURAL LAW. Man's statomeni
of the manper i owhich, afier care-
Tl observation and study, Watare is
foanid to act.

MOBAL LAV, The regquirement
tived by Conscience as the gulde for
the condduet of the individual, wheth-
er with respect to his personal habits
or with respect to dealings with oth-
ers, he they men or beasis,

THE “LAW OF THE FUNGLE (1)

We hear much of the “law of the
jungle,” sometimes called the Tlaw
of fang and claw.”

The moralists’ theory is that, as
the strong in the jungle prey upon
the weak, so zelfish men who are
abie to do 8o prey upom wealkor wen.

That, say the moralists, is the nat-
aral resuit of cur animal nafure.

They take it for granted that ithis
is natoral and should be expected.

They have made no im mhfm
thev merely sgsume that

made no provision for llw pmv
of the weal: from the selfishness of
stronger men. (See Moz, §, 8, 9,10}

This, they think, is man’s task.

These men assupie that this is o
e dene by appealing eliher to the
gonseience of men, or to the polics

In this these men are most Incon-
sistent. (See No. 14)

Fhey complain that bad eeconomic

ceonditions have a demoralizing effeet

upon our morals, and wei they teach
that we are dependent UPoD QLT MOT-
ality for the eonlrol of economic ¢on-
ditions! {See Nos 10 and 13

Just how a pe some demoralized by
had economic conditions ean develop
the morality nocded o correct the
conditions thai demoralize them has
not been explained by any of these
moralists or economic planners. (3)

BEXCEPTIC IN NATURE? (20)

While it is itrvne that individuals
mav mistreat other individaals, it is
a fact of Nature, di‘\(‘vl‘nibl“ in every

reslm yetb investignted, thal the proo-
agses of MNatur
lably against tha misconduel and the
ineompetenes of men. {Sse Mo, 63

In all the produet seienoes man-
kind is protected by the laws of Na-
ture against the possibility that méen
might interfere with an Fothe nat-
ural processes upon whish the w
fare of mankind depends. (See ]

This ig at the game time a protoc-
tion aigo against the waceriatnty that
would prevail in our affairs i the

L#j(ﬁ[.i‘.!i invio-.




productive processes depended in any
way upon the alertness or the ability
or the faithfulness of men., (11, 12)

Rega_rdless of their atfitude, men
are obliged to abstain from interfer-

enee with these processes.(See No. 6) -

They have no choice in the matter
Iqr ihere is nothing that they can dé
either to help or to hinder. (See 6)

Men may, of course, by reason of

ignorance or incompetence make a
mess of their own .attempis to use
Nat_ure’.s processes; and they may, by
thelr earelessness of malice, balk ’the

~ efforts of others fo use these proc-
asges. (See 3,6, 9, 11)

But they cannof meddle in any
way ynth any of these processes and
impair their dependability.

Nor san they monopolize a natural

& : for, no wmaliter how many

inay be using a process at the
rent, any number of others may
e same. It will serve them all

ere_wer, it is elear that, if this
protection is not extended to include
a,l,«‘;(_)j the distribution of the producé
of these processes, the protection of
these processes iy nullified,

it is customary for those who are
rel:g.tqusly inclined to accept this sys-
te;zatlc_ protection of the publie’s in-
turest in these productive processes
as p_root of Divine solieitude for the
welfare of mankind. ‘ :

But what possible ‘

! purpoge” could
there be in protecting the processes
of frqﬁdgctmn, if man is not to be
protected, also, in the po i
B ts possession of

It i of course idie to di ’

iscuss the
purrose of Nature, or of the Deity.

All we know about this is that the
productive processes are all protect-
ed against interference by men,

. HUpon the bagis of a mere -
tion, men _who profess to be??gg;nipn
an emniscient, omnipotent, and lov-
ing ;Dmty, refuse to give that Deity
eredit fpr knowing as much about
economics as about other sibjects.

By what possible stretch im-
agination do these men betljif;rget;lrgt
ngtural_ forces are pilaced at the ser-
viee of men for production services
only—and that mén are expected to
flgh‘{ for thueir product, and to keep
it é;lf they can), by more fighting?

ese men show little re
N;tture g,nd no reverence f?)ll’"eelgefi(t);
v_vhen, without an investigation, they
assame as they do ihat althouéh we
are alded in this way in the produe-
1_:101’1_ of wealth we must batile with
.mgt}tnct itself to get evem a part of
?Irla.% m‘ﬂihfu oduce and to keep even

And. Vin this same way they refﬁse

to give God (or Mature, if you pre-
fer?) credit for having the ahility
(or willingness) to provide as i
for our babies as for baby monkeys.

Monkeys never go hungry a8 men
are doing because food wastes for the -
lack of a market. )

If these men are correci, Nature
(or God, if you prefer?) is a blun--
dering incompetent, or inexpressibly
malicious.

RIGHTS OF THE INDIVIDUAL (21)

The fact that many wild animals
devour other animals, that man eats
the flesh. of so many ereatures, and
that .man himself is sometimes de-
voured by wild animals bas been ad-
vanced as proof that there ig in na-
tare no justification for a belief in
patural rights. (See No. 19)

Those who take this view deny the
validity of the rights of man that are
get forth in our great charters.

Aeocording to these men the Dec-
laration of Independence and the Bill
of Rights section (first tem amend-
ments) of the United States Consti~
tution are purely rhetorical—having
no foundation in nature.

The relentless and cruel nature of
the “law of the jungle” is admitted.

But that does not justify the con-
clusiong that these men draw from
this “jungle law.” (See 11 and 19)

The mistake these people make

" ig in not.distingnishing between indi-
vidual rights and nafural rights. (17)

The rights that are violated when
the lion deveurs a lamb are not the
lamb’s natural rights.

They are, instead, the individual
righis of the individual lamb.

Ipdividual rights have their origin
in one's individuality—that is, in the
characteristies” which distinguish an
jndividual from his class.

Individual rights are contingent—
and limited.

A man’s individual rights extend
only so far in each direction as they
can be extended without conflicting
with the equal rights of other indi-
viduals.

And the individual rights of hu-
man beings can be forfeited hy viola-
jation of obligations due society.

OUR NATURAL RIGHTS . (22)
Natural rights have their erigin in

characteristics that are the very ob-

posit of individuality. {See No. 21)
Natural rights are derived from

natural Iaw. (See Nos. 6 and 18)
They are universal, not individual.
The natural rights of men and of

beasts are neither contingent nor are

they limited; and they never conflict.
And they are non-forfeitable.




NATURE IS IMPARTIAL (23)

Consider, for 2xample, the natursg)
rights derived frem the laws of phys-
iojczy that sovera the digestion of
food. (See Nog, 18 and 22)

Nature’s Iawg of physiology serve

with egnal faithfulness the beast of
the jungle ang the man of . culture
and piety. (See No. 6)

Not only is the food digested for
caci of them angd transformed into
Iyinph, but this Iymph ig distributed
in just the right proportions to every

" organ and fibre of their bodies.
" This.digestive and distributive ser.
vice ig due s34 g natural right to each

ereature, (See Nos. 21 andg 22)

NAT. RIGHTS GUARANTEED (24)
We do not need to wateh OVer any

-of ihe prosesges of Nature to make

- sure that we sre served. (See No, 20)

We do not naed to give them any
thounght, they work while we sleep.
Nor need we feur that any one wiil
meddiec with them while our atten-
tion ig d_iverted.(b‘ee Nos. 19, 20, 23)

“Consider . . . . that the advan-
tages thus provided are ‘available
to all, -at 'all timeg, everywhere,
and under all conditions—ang that
there is not a thing that man or
beast can do that will in the
slishtest degree interfere with the
rights ihat others kave under any
one of these laws. . . | . . Thege -
are our natural rights. And when
the rights of the lion and the tamb
are viewed in the light of this un-
dergtanding. it is seen that they

-are both assured by Nature of all
of their natural rights-—and that
at all times, in all places, under
all conditions. , . . . (See No. 203

“Those are our maturaj rights—
we- have no atithority in logie, nor
In nature, nor in Seripture, to say
that we have a natural right to eat
Or 1ot to be eaten, to live in Iuxu-
F¥. Or éven to live at all. These aro
are not natural rightg. Many a man
‘has died of starvation; and many
a man has been devounred by wilg
beasts, or by cannibals. And many
have lived in boverty and in pain.
None of thege things are violations
of man’s natural rights. They are
viclations of personal, or individ-
ual rights.”— Science vs., Politics.
Broadeagt No. 12, by L. D. Be
with, 1936, (See 20, 21, 22, 23, 9.4,
- We have our Ratural rights. not

because we are what we are or do
as we do, but because Nature is what
she is, and tunetions as she does,

THE DEPT. G5 MORBAL LAW {25
The universe of the human soul is

governed by the Department of Moral
Law. (See Nos. 17 and 18) . .
The moral law has to do with Jus-
tice, equity, and what we ecall fair
play. (3ee No. 18} o
e rules of this Court are not
pit!iiigssly rigid as those of the Court
of Natural Law. (See Nos. 6 and 20)

In the Court of Morality one may

plead good intentions, lack of under-

standing, lack of =adueation, _Iat_:k ‘of
experienee,, or other extenuating cir-
cumstances.

SOCTETY vs. THE INDIVIDUAL(26)
Moralists and economi(_z planners
are unable to think of society except
in terms of the individual. (See 21)
They think of society as an aggre-
gationyof individuals; and think that
gocial problems are merely exten-
siong of individual problems. )
And they think that, as morality is
the key ito personal cha,'ra.ciger, _s0
morality is the key to social justice.
They think that community €o-
operation, racial harmony, _a,nd .in-
ternational peace are all ma_tters, not
of econiomics, but of morality. (13)
- Moralists admit that knowle{dge _of
mechanics plus mrechanieal sklll_ w1_11
make a mechanie, even if morality 1§
lacking—that is, the natural laws of
mechanics operate independently of
our morality. (See Nos. 17 and 18)
But they insist that économic con-
ditions are good or bad as our con-
duct is selfish or unselfish. (10, 11)

They hold that, in solving prob-
lems of society, the most vita] r_iee_d
is to curb gelfishness;and that this is
a probilem in morality. (See 11, 13)

RELIGION AND MORALITY 27

Many think that religion ig the key
to morality. (See Nos. 17, 18, 20)

But, whether religiously inclined,
or only moral, these men reject the
idea that there are in nature any {:le—
pendable laws of economics to' which
WwWe can turn for the solution of
problems of eivies, of statecraft, and
of industrial organization.

To the credit of the moralists, it
is admitted by them that it will tak'e
2 jong time to correet bad economic
conditions by improving the morals
of mankind. (See Nos. § and 19)

Whether a. few more hundreds of
years, or a few thousands, or several
millions . of years, they do not 8say.

Nor do they explain very satisfae-
iorily what, if anything, it to be dqne
Lo compensate those who (according
L3 this theory of moralism), suffer
the wreek of their lives because of
‘his delay in the correction of unjuost
etonomic conditions. (9, 11, 13, 20)




NOT BREALLY IRREVERENT (28}
Morglists admit that if we owe the
regularity of the tides and of the
seasons to the dependability of nat-
ural law. (See Nos. 6, 13, and 20)
. :I‘hose of them that are religious
give God the glory” in acknowledg-
m_el.fxt of His loving kiodness in pro-
Yldl]’.}_g in these ways for their com-
tort and security. {See No. 20}

-But they do not believe He has
provqied in that way for their social
security and their economic comfort.
- Indeed, according to them, the sit-
vation is even worse than that, (26)

For, believe it or not, they assume
not only that man must get along in
matters economic without the help of
Nature (or God, if you prefer?), but
they  assume that in these matters
Nature (or God?) opposes man at
every step. (See Nos. §, 19, 20, 26)

T_m:ﬁy are not really as irreverent
as this appears—they are not so ir-

orani as they are lacking in schol-
arsihip. (See Nos. 6 and 14}

DEPT. OF NATURAL LAW (29)

The Department of Natural Law
governs the universe outside the sou
of man. (See No. 18) . -

Ma..n’s_ physical - hody lies within
the jurisdiction of natural law: for
;‘egardlesﬁ of our hbelfef regardin:g the
goul (_)f mah, we know that man’s
pody 1s governed, as all animal bod-
les are, by the natural laws of phy-
siology; and that it is subjest to oth-
er natural laws, such as the laws of

- physies, chemistry, ete. (See 22,-23)

Over these laws, whether of physi-
olt_)gy, physics, chemistry, or of other
sciences, men have notf the least con-
troi.

Nfeither as individuals, nor by cur
mohilized man-power, can we control
any of Nature’'s processes.

Governments are as powerless in
this. matier as individuals. (See 9}

A Yeague of Nations is as power-
fess to over-ride a decree of Nature
or even to evade it, as is a minof
official of the smallest village. (]

Because natural laws are alwavs
dependable; men can by resort te
t?flem solve problems arising in the
fields to which these laws apply. (6)

If economics is also a seience ug
exaet as any science, with dependable
Ia.WS_ of its own, then men ean by re-
sori to the laws of economies, solve
:thelr problems in civie, politieal, and
industrial poliey, as they solve prob-
lems of the shop, farm, and kitehen
by resort fo other sciences (See 6.)

If,. on the other hand, economic
prqblems are moral problems and so-
lutions depend upon the conduct of

men, our economic fate is still leti io
chance—and to econocaiie chaocs.
For then econoimis stability would
depend upeon the slight chance thai
the solution be known, that this in-
formation could be imparted to the
people, that thsy would understand
it and approve the plan apd wani o
adopt it, and that they would he able
to do the righi ihing in the 3
way—and o do ail this in i
save themsgeiv
Feononric stabilily is possible omnly,
if, wham, and 1o the extent that seo-
nomic conditicns are dependably con-
trolled. (&ee Nos. 11 and 29)
Human copduaci in undependabie
Hence economie stability Is impos-
gible, if it depends upon the uicer-
tain_conduet of men. (See No. 11)
If society is ever stabilized, it will
be stabilized by some agency inde-
pendenit of of the uncertain human
factor and by an agency that is im
itself thorouzhly dependabie.
Natural law is such an agency.

CHAOS or ORDER, WHICH? (300
One of two things must be trus:
Hither there are, or there are not,

dependable laws of economics.

If no such laws exist, the Telations
of economic cause and effect are not
fixed ard dependable.

If in econcmics there are no fixed
and. dependabls laws of cause and ef-
fact, then no mwan knows, or can ever
kunow, the solution of our economic
problem, and we are doomed to eco-
noemic chaos.

1f economic conditions are govern-
ed by dependanle patural laws, eco-
nomic maladjustments are the result
of the violation of those laws.

If that is the case, the ecorreetion
of thesé conditions iz a problem in
natural law, not in morals; and it
can be solved with the same certain-
ty that a mechanic corrects a faulty
adjustment in hig shop machinery.

And this can be done whenever we
vnderstand Nature's laws. (See 6)

If that i$ the case, we could obtain
social security by resort to the nai-
ural laws of economics just as we
atabilize a motor by resort to the
patural laws of physics. (6, 20,23)

_That, if true, means that we can
have good economiec conditions just
as we have good automobiles, with-
out waiting for men to reform or to
be reformed.

10

The teachings set forth here have
been described by ex-Mayor Wheeler
of Stockton as “everything or noth-
ing!"”

Tor your sake and your children’s
sake, you should find out which it is.
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For years I have taught in my pa-
pers, in the eolumns of other papers,
on the platform, on the air, In Tormal
debates, by daily conversation, amd
by letter i{o ecorrespondents on four
continents, that we can have whole-
some civie conditions, honest polities,
demoeratic government, . social  jus-
iice, racial harmony, and internation-
al peace, just as we have good aute-
mobiles, good atrplanes, and good ra-
digg-without walting for men to re-
form or be reformed,

Tfor years I have submitted to the
guestions of friends and critics, cateh
as eateh can—any question, by any
gne, any time, any place.

The book, the first sixteen pages
of which are in your hand, is the re-
seit of this experience.’ Cai you find
weak link in the argument?

This pamphlet . carvies the reader only
to Bection 30; but a study of these thirty
sections will enable the reader to decide
whether this is, &% 1 maintain, the most
momentous lssue that men have ever de-
bated.

The book is being pushed to completion
and will be published In book form as
soom as my finances permif.

If the teachings of this book stand
up under the eriticism that will be
directed against them and they are
accepted, the greatest revolution in
thought the world has ever known
will result; for that will mean that
men will have to change completaly
their present approach to problems
involving their policies in civies, poli-
ties, industry and statecraft, and in
pedagogy and in character-building.

Dear Mr. Beckwith:

“1 have just finished going over
your last proof of ‘Is Foonomies A
Seienee? carelally and must tell you
that T like it immensgely. Ii is scien-
tifie and does not deviate from iis
parpose. It is beautifully and clearly
written. It is forceful and direct. It
is kindly. It is the greatest thing of

cits kind ever written and, so far as 1

know, the first text-book on econoi-
ics, . ., . Fiaally, vour book is ex-
aetly the kind of voliune [ would lilke
to hand to friends, college professors,
to aleonomisty, editors, business men,
and politicians; for there is no ‘ism”
in it. Congratulations.-—R, J. OTTO,
TIniv. of Oregon. (March 23, 1939.)

L. B, BREOKWITH
1325 East Poplar Ph. 2-052%8
STOUKTON, ’ CALIFORNIA




