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      Preface

      
      
      To Oppose the Welfare State Is to Be a Bigot?

      
      I type these words during a phase in which the United States and Europe face a fiscal
         crisis. Following decades of spending tax money to support welfare programs not merely
         for the poor but also for the middle class, the USA and Europe find themselves confronting
         the great likelihood that their welfare systems cannot be sustained indefinitely.
         Some commentators of the free-market persuasion, recognizing the dangers of national
         governments digging themselves deep into debt through their welfare programs, advise
         that these governments exercise greater fiscal discipline, reducing their spending
         and allowing for their economies to recover and prosper through economic deregulation
         and liberalization. Such free-market suggestions come from a sound basis, but the
         partisans of the entrenched welfare-state mechanisms stubbornly deny the need to abolish
         or so much as shrink the pervasive influence of these welfare systems. In response
         to any call for the freeing of enterprise and disempowerment of the welfare state,
         the partisans of the welfare state howl that any proposal to discontinue welfare payments—however
         gradually they are phased out—amounts to a genuflection to the discredited doctrines
         of social Darwinism.
      

      
      Social Darwinism, we are told, is a doctrine that right-wing bigots invented in the
         nineteenth century. In this age, Charles Darwin laid forth his theory of natural selection,
         pointing out that various organisms of the same species competed with one another
         for limited resources in an effort to survive. On account of mutations, some individual
         organisms developed traits unlike those of other members of the same species. Individuals
         possessing the traits that proved most advantageous in adapting to the environment
         would survive and procreate. To subsequent generations, these survivors would transmit
         the very same traits that had helped them adapt and flourish. Conversely, the competitors
         of the same species possessing the less advantageous properties would be unable to
         survive long enough to reproduce. They would perish and thereby prove unable to transmit
         their disadvantageous traits to other generations.
      

      
      Here, the advocates of the welfare state—which I also call the regulatory-entitlement state—proclaim that nineteenth-century social Darwinists sought inappropriately to apply
         Darwin’s theory to the study of human society, particularly in the area of government
         policies pertaining to political economy. The welfare state’s partisans charge that
         the social Darwinists, most prominently Great Britain’s Herbert Spencer and the USA’s
         William Graham Sumner, posited a theory to this effect:
      

      
      Competition in the free-market capitalist economy recreates the competition in the
            jungle that Darwin described, as well it should. Should someone ascend from penury
            to wealth and prestige in the market economy, it is on account of that person possessing
            superior biological traits. Such a person is obligated to have children, in whom those
            same superior biological traits shall manifest. Contrariwise, if someone remains in
            penury her entire life, her failure to ascend to wealth is to be attributed to her
            possessing low-quality inborn traits. The best outcome is for such a low-quality person
            to die in the absence of bearing any children, for any children she raises shall likely
            inherit her inferior biological traits and continue to retard the progress of the
            human race. As private charity and tax-funded welfare enable the inferior poor to
            survive and support their children, private charity and tax-funded welfare enfeeble
            Western society. What is best is to institute a strict laissez-faire capitalist policy,
            cutting off tax-funded welfare and letting the inferior classes die off as they ought.

      
      The welfare-state proponents identify Spencer and Sumner as having originated that
         cold-hearted prescription, and they then proclaim that anyone who favors a reduction
         in tax-funded welfare must favor such a reduction, on some psychological level, on
         the same bigoted basis as the one ascribed to Spencer and Sumner. In short, it is
         said, to resent the welfare system is to be a social Darwinist—a right-wing bigot
         whose policy recommendations, if implemented, would result in poor people dying when
         their lives would otherwise be saved. Social Darwinism, then, rationalized classism,
         elitism, and able-ism. And it gets worse, add the proponents of the welfare state,
         because the evils of the right-wingers’ social Darwinist doctrine go farther. Seeking
         to continue the misapplication of Darwin’s theory to the rationalization of right-wing
         policy proposals, claim the welfare statists, the social Darwinists developed the
         pseudoscientific ideology of eugenics. Eugenics proclaimed that a person’s genes were
         what primarily determined his or her character and behavior. As mental illness was
         ascertained as genetically heritable, eugenicists deemed epileptics and sufferers
         of bipolar disorder to be defective, just as social Darwinists had stigmatized the
         poor. In turn, social Darwinists urged for the oppression of the mentally ill. That
         is why social Darwinists supported the policy of state governments to mandate highly
         invasive medical procedures that sterilized epileptics and manic depressives, against
         their consent. Moreover, as sexual dimorphism renders inborn biological differences
         between men and women, social Darwinists cited biological theory to rationalize Victorian
         gender roles. Consistent with the assumptions about the inferiority of the poor and
         the mentally ill, social Darwinists judged women to be congenitally biologically inferior
         to men and worthy of nothing but domination by men.
      

      
      Likewise, the social Darwinists noticed that, in general, two people of different
         “races” were more genetically dissimilar than were two people of the same “race.”
         Assuming Caucasians to be the most genetically superlative race, social Darwinists
         decided to expand their bigoted conclusions about the poor and the mentally ill to
         the nonwhite races. Following in their stigmatization of paupers and depressives as
         persons too weak to deserve to live, they likewise stigmatized nonwhites as weaklings
         who ought to be subjugated or exterminated. Hence, Spencer’s and Sumner’s social Darwinism
         rationalized European conquest of indigenous peoples in Africa, Asia, and the Americas.
         In total, social Darwinism misused biological science to legitimize the status quo
         of white, male, right-wing capitalist patriarchy to engender classism, elitism, able-ism,
         sexism, racism, colonialism, and fascism. When these conservative right-wing ism’s were integrated into a single political philosophy, the result was Nazism. Applying
         social Darwinism, the Nazis decreed Jews to be the congenitally inferior race of underdogs,
         and therefore sought to squelch them. Insofar as we account for such considerations,
         say the critics of laissez faire, it follows that if a free-marketer takes his own
         latent social Darwinist premises to their logically necessary conclusion, the free-marketer’s
         philosophy leads to Naziism. And if the free-marketer does not go that far, adds the
         welfare proponent, the fact remains that any implementation of the free-marketer’s
         suggestion for cutting welfare will result in poor people perishing. In short, goes
         the welfare proponent’s argument, someone who demands constraints on tax-funded welfare
         payments is a right-wing bigot at best and a Nazi at worst.
      

      
      As an example of a partisan of the regulatory-entitlement state denouncing free-marketers
         as social Darwinists, I present a speech that Barack Obama provided in 2006 in a commencement
         address at Knox College. Then-Senator Obama announced:
      

      
         At the end of the Civil War, when farmers and their families began moving into the
            cities to work in the big factories that were sprouting up all across America, we
            had to decide: Do we do nothing and allow captains of industry and robber barons to
            run roughshod over the economy and workers by competing to see who can pay the lowest
            wages at the worst working conditions? Or we do try to make the system work by setting
            up basic rules for the market, instituting the first public schools, busting up monopolies…?
         

         
         We chose to act, and we rose together. . . .

         Today, at the beginning of this young century, we have to decide again. . . . Once
            again, there are those who believe…that the best idea is to give everyone one big
            refund on their government…in the form of tax breaks,…and encourage everyone to use
            their share to go buy their own health care, their own retirement plan, their own
            child care, their own education, and so on.
         

         
         In Washington, they call this the Ownership Society. But in our past there has been
            another term for it—Social Darwinism—every man or woman for him- or herself. It’s
            a tempting idea, because it doesn’t require much thought or ingenuity. It allows us
            to say [to] those whose health care [costs] or tuition may rise faster than they can
            afford—tough luck. It allows us to say to the . . . workers who lost their job—life
            isn’t fair. It lets us say to the child who was born into poverty—pull yourself up
            by your bootstraps. And it is especially tempting because each of us believes we will
            always be the winner in life’s lottery, that we’re the ones who will be the next Donald
            Trump . . .
         

      

      
      Such an idea, continued then-Senator Obama, “is a problem. It won’t work. It ignores
         our history.” Then, upon proclaiming that support for the free market is social Darwinism,
         then-Senator Obama promoted, as a wonderful alternative, his version of intrusive
         government control and social collectivism.[1] 
      

      
      This common denunciation of free-market advocates as social Darwinists—a code for
         classist, elitist, sexist, racist, right-wing bigots—is of concern to me, as it contains implications for the work you are currently reading.
         This work, Hunting Down Social Darwinism, is the final installment of the trilogy The Nature of Liberty, which provides a secular, philosophical defense of free enterprise against the regulatory-entitlement
         state.
      

      
      Book One of Three

      
      To review, the first installment of the trilogy was The Freedom of Peaceful Action: On the Origin of Individual Rights (FOPA). This first book was divided into two parts. Part I argued that there can be no
         case for free enterprise except a rational one. To begin, there is no sort of truth
         except that which is ascertained through the procedures of inductive, observational
         reason. On that foundation, this work defends the veracity of inductive cogitation
         against the criticisms of the philosophers David Hume and Immanuel Kant. Having defended
         the proposition that truth is found exclusively through inductive reasoning, I proceed
         to argue that the principle applies to moral truth—ethical truth can be determined
         by no means other than inductive reason. This means that ethical truth cannot be ascertained
         through religious revelation or through inborn, emotional intuition. In proposing
         that ethical principles must derive from observational reason, I challenge David Hume’s
         dictum that ethical principles cannot properly be discovered from the facts. Once
         establishing that ethics originates from facts, I cite an argument from the twentieth-century
         Russian-born author Ayn Rand, whose philosophy—called Objectivism—bears considerable
         influence over this entire trilogy. Ethics is about deciphering which general principles
         are best for guiding one’s actions, and the first question to ask of ethics is, “Why
         should I care about ethics to any degree?” The rational answer is that it is in one’s
         long-range self-interest to care about ethics. Such self-interest does not consist
         in indulging every whim—doing so would result in many terribly uncomfortable and dangerous
         consequences—but in attaining a long-range general happiness and well-being. That
         well-being is what such ancient Athenians as Aristotle identified as eudemonia, eudaemonia, or eudaimonia, which translates to “good spirits.” Contrary, then, to mainstream admonitions that
         acting in ethical principle precludes being primarily concerned with one’s own self-interest,
         it happens that following one’s long-range, eudemonia-seeking self-interest serves
         as the most logical foundation for the discipline of ethics. Indeed, self-interest
         also serves as the basis for caring about philosophy and reason. As observational
         rationality serves as the sole means of discerning truth, it follows that the lone
         sensible purpose in exercising rationality is that doing so is consonant with the
         long-range pursuit of eudemonia. Exercising the capacity to care for other people—as
         opposed to harming those other people or being indifferent to their plights—is also
         consistent with serving one’s long-range self-interest. It is therefore ethically
         proper to care for other people, but—despite the claims of most philosophers—the ethical
         properness of caring about others arrives not from some unspecified duty or commandment,
         but from recognition of the manner in which one directly and indirectly benefits in
         the long run from exercising such care. Book One also explains that such ethical principles
         are absolute, and that they are not “absolute” in the manner that philosophical writings
         have conventionally meant by absolute. That is, for a philosophic principle to be properly absolute means that it remains
         consistently applicable within its own properly specified context. The notion that
         a principle cannot be absolute unless it applies in any and every context, including
         contexts not yet conceived, is the notion that I call that of platonic absolutes, called such because of its derivation from the philosophy of Plato, though Kant
         popularized the idea as well. By contrast, I argue that a principle that is properly
         recognized as absolute is a contextual absolute—a principle that is consistently applicable within a specific context, and which
         can be applied to a separate context only insofar as that separate context is similar
         enough to the original context in the pertinent respects. Contextually absolute principles
         remain consistently applicable in the hard sciences, and they remain consistently
         applicable in the area of human interaction.
      

      
      And that is where we come to the central issue of the trilogy—the proper ethical policy
         that must guide a government. In Part II of Book One, I explain that ethical policy,
         which I call the Rule of Peace. The Rule of Peace states that it is immoral to initiate
         the use of force against another sapient party’s person or private property when that
         other sapient party is peaceful and innocent. The initiation of the use of force refers
         to such actions as bodily injury, murder, rape, poisoning, theft, extortion, abduction,
         vandalism, property damage, contract breach, fraud, and intellectual property infringement.
         Such initiations of the use of force are called spoliation. Should Brad initiate the use of force against Constance, the immorality of that
         action derives not merely from the direct harm that Brad imposes upon Constance, but
         from the adverse consequences such actions will likely impose upon Brad himself in
         the long run. As Constance initiates the use of force upon no one else, she is to
         be deemed peaceful and innocent, and to initiate the use of force upon her is evil. Once Brad initiates the use of
         force upon Constance, though, Constance’s ethical right to long-range self-interest
         does justify that she retaliate—that either she herself exercises retaliatory force
         against Brad or that she seeks out a third party to help violently defend her against
         Brad. That is where the role of proper government emerges.
      

      
      A government refers to a specific party in a society. That party is a government when
         it fulfills the following conditions.
      

      
      
         	
            
            That party ultimately holds the final say over who may or may not exercise violence
               within that society.
            

         

         
         	
            When that party exercises force against other parties in that society, the majority
               of that society’s members at least tacitly acquiesce to that party’s authority. Should
               there be a portion of that society that rebels against this dominating party’s authority,
               that rebellion is not large enough to overpower that dominating party or defeat it.
            

         

      

      
      Note that a society need not be confined to a specific geographic spot to have a government.
         As a group of nomads possesses a central authority that exercises violence to punish
         dissenters, a nomadic group has a government; it is not anarchist. Moreover, people
         need not be in close geographic proximity to one another to be properly considered
         members of the same society under the same government. The inhabitants of a small
         island near a continent may be considered members of the same society as the continent’s
         inhabitants, and a central authority located on the continent may serve as the government
         to the inhabitants of the nearby island. In any case, a party is a society’s government
         when a large enough number of that society’s members tacitly acquiesce to that party
         holding a monopoly on the exercise of violence. Nongovernmental parties might be able
         to exercise violence on their own accord, but not in the absence of the government’s
         permission. Should any party exercise any violence in defiance of the government’s
         authority, that party is criminal and the government exercises violence itself to stop or punish those who inflicted
         the violence the government had not authorized.
      

      
      Throughout history there have been different forms of government, such as feudalism
         and communism. Yet a government is just—by the standards of the rational ethics we
         have advocated—insofar as it abides by the Rule of Peace. That entails that the government
         acts in no capacity other than to exercise violence to stop or punish the initiation
         of the use of force. A government that does nothing but act to punish or stop the
         initiation of the use of force is called a “night watchman state,” as it behaves as
         a night watchman who does not intervene unless it is to fight violent wrongdoing.
         As every government action is violent, a government itself initiates the use of force
         on any occasion on which it does something other than violently deter or penalize
         spoliation. Suppose, for instance, that Perry and Jordana, being consenting adults,
         peaceably negotiate their own contract. Jordana agrees to be Perry’s maid, and Perry
         will pay her two U.S. dollars per hour. The government then declares that the agreement
         between Perry and Jordana is illegal, based on their agreement violating minimum-wage
         statutes. The government informs Perry that it will fine him 5,000 dollars and, should
         he fail to cough up the fine, it will imprison him. This would be a case of the government
         itself threatening to initiate the use of force upon Perry. Perry was peaceful with
         Jordana, and yet the State threatens to send armed men after to Perry to manhandle
         him if he does not relinquish his peaceably acquired 5,000 dollars to the State. That
         sort of government regulation, then, is spoliation, and not the action of a night
         watchman state. It is instead a manifestation of what I identify as governism. Governism is present when at least one of the following conditions is present.
      

      
      
         	
            
            The belief is professed that the government is morally obligated to engage in compulsory
               taxation and to take on activities other than those to which a night watchman state
               is limited.
            

         

         
         	
            The government actually does engage in compulsory taxation or take on some other activity
               that is forbidden to a night watchman state.
            

         

      

      
      Governism and the Rule of Peace stand in contrast to one another. A system of society
         that abides by the Rule of Peace—the system of the night watchman state—goes by various
         names. Other names include freedom, liberty, the free market, free enterprise, laissez faire, consensualism, voluntarism, volitionism, autonomism, deregulation, privatization, Manchesterism, and capitalism. Capitalism here must be qualified. Too often, the opponents of the night watchman state attempt
         to conflate any and every commercial transaction with the system of capitalism. Should
         Max kidnap Akuns and sell Akuns into slavery, the sale of Akuns as a slave would be
         a commercial exchange. Likewise, if Max hires Lucky to murder Max’s wife, Max’s payment
         to Lucky for that grisly service would also be a commercial exchange. Equating capitalism
         with commercial exchange, the welfare-state proponent says that slave traders and
         hit men practice capitalism, which goes to show that capitalism is not morally superior
         to governism. Yet that argument arrives through misunderstanding. Capitalist free
         enterprise entails that each person be free to enterprise peaceably. That means each
         person must maintain possession over his or her own most important capital asset—his
         or her own life. When Max pays for the murder of his wife and sells Akuns into slavery,
         those actions deprive Max’s wife and Akuns of their own respective freedom to enterprise,
         and thereby rob Max’s wife and Akuns of that capital asset which is their own bodily
         autonomy. Therefore, commercial exchanges that involve spoliation do not count as
         pure capitalism.
      

      
      Other terms for a society that follows the Rule of Peace are liberalization and liberalism, and someone who advocates such a society is sometimes called a liberal. These terms must be qualified as well. Throughout the early 1800s, supporters of
         the night watchman state were known as liberals, as they supported liberty, the word from which liberal derived. In the late nineteenth-century England, though, some opponents of the night
         watchman state, such as Leonard Hobhouse, began to tout their own governism as a new,
         better liberalism. In short, British governists co-opted the word liberalism, and so too did the USA’s governists by the 1930s. As I write this trilogy, it happens
         that when an American refers to liberalism, it is usually the case that he or she means not the Rule of Peace that I favor,
         but the Rule’s opposite—governism. Except in cases where I specify otherwise, though,
         almost any time this book uses liberal or liberalism, it will refer respectively to free-marketers and capitalism. And, as shall be explicated
         throughout the book you presently read, social Darwinism is not among the synonyms for the night watchman state.
      

      
      A night watchman state is about stopping spoliation—stopping the initiation of the
         use of force. To initiate the use of force is to violate individual rights. These
         individual rights are what I christen Lockean rights—the rights to life, liberty, and private property, as identified by John Locke in
         the 1680s. As Locke constructed much of the foundation for the philosophy of the night
         watchman state, the theory and practice of it can also be dubbed Lockeanism.
      

      
      To be sure, no society—not even that of the United States—is, or ever has been, perfectly
         Lockean. Every society has had some freedom of enterprise in some places but intrusive
         government controls in others. The term for this unstable mixture of freedom and controls
         is mixed economy. Although every society is a mixed economy, some are more governist than others.
         The most extreme manifestations of governism include Naziism and communism. Absolute
         monarchy was another extreme version of governism. Less extreme, but still daunting,
         are socialism, Progressivism, and the regulatory-entitlement state, which, as we shall
         learn throughout this work, are frequently but incorrectly held up as morally exemplary
         foils to social Darwinism, eugenics, and Naziism.
      

      
      Also significant to the matter is republicanism. A republic is a representative government
         in which citizens exercise the ability to vote for public officials. On account of
         a republic maintaining citizen suffrage, from the twentieth century onward political
         scientists have usually equivocated republicanism with democracy, saying that a republic
         is a specific type of democracy. That equivocation, though, proves misleading. Democracy,
         in its undiluted form, allows for citizens to vote on anything and everything—they
         can go as far as voting on whether a philosopher should be killed by the State, simply
         because that philosopher annoyed people. Starting in the twentieth century, political
         scientists pointed out that in a republic, not every measure is put to a vote but
         that, rather, citizens delegate voting authority to specific representatives to vote
         on what legislation should or should not be implemented. But such political scientists
         omit mention of another important distinction. It is that a republic is governed by
         a charter which spells out important principles and procedures that the State must
         implement. A republic considers those principles and procedures to be so important
         that the republic stipulates that citizens either cannot vote down such procedures,
         or cannot simply amend those procedures through a majority vote, instead requiring
         a supermajority. Consistent with the principles of liberalism, a liberal republic
         prioritizes the individual’s autonomy over any attempt by the majority to spoliate
         the individual for some ostensive collective benefit. Were the police or prosecutors
         of a government to be able to prosecute people with impunity, there is a great likelihood
         that they could falsely accuse innocent people of crimes and then inflict violence
         upon them as punishment. Such a government, then, would be spoliating innocent people.
         It is to guard against such violations that a liberal republic institutes the rule
         of law and Due Process. As I argued in Book One, though, a regulatory-entitlement
         state can maintain due process while continuing to spoliate people wrongfully. Imagine,
         for instance, that a government instituted a law forbidding anyone from keeping a
         feline in her home. Angela peaceably keeps a cat in her house, harming no one else.
         That government could go through the necessary due-process procedures to prove, beyond
         any shadow of a doubt, that Angela indeed committed the infraction for which the authorities
         had charged her. If Angela receives the necessary due process, the government will
         still spoliate her by punishing her for her peaceable action. Therefore, a regulatory-entitlement
         state can maintain republican Due Process in the absence of the pure freedom of a
         night watchman state. Despite that fact, Due Process is necessary to guard against
         violent punishment of the innocent and falsely accused, and therefore the freedom
         of the night watchman state cannot persist, in the long run, in the absence of Due
         Process.
      

      
      Throughout part II of Book One, I explained the principles governing a night watchman
         state and how, according to the standards of rational ethics, any system of government
         other than the night watchman state proves a moral failure. I went as far as explaining
         that, in the long run, a perfectly free society would finance its night watchman state’s
         police, military, and courts through consensual contracts and not through compulsory
         taxation. I also went into detail to refute the notion, popularized by Thomas Hobbes
         and Jean-Jacques Rousseau, which states that, simply by taking part in a community,
         a person tacitly consents to some Social Contract that justifies compulsory taxation
         and every other State encroachment upon the individual’s peaceful autonomy.
      

      
      Book Two of Three

      
      Book Two of the trilogy—Life in the Market Ecosystem (LIME)—is divided into three parts, and in it I explain what evolutionary theory has to
         say on this issue. Despite such evolutionary psychologists as Edward O. Wilson and
         Charles Lumsden opposing the night watchman state, I contend that when one takes Wilson’s
         and Lumsden’s well-argued theory of gene-culture co-evolution to its final conclusion,
         one finds that free enterprise is the social system most conducive for every individual’s
         prosperity and therefore, by the standards of rational ethics, the morally supreme
         social system. Part I explains the basics of how evolutionary theory applies. The
         evolutionary psychologists’ gene-culture co-evolution theory recognizes that whether
         or not a person practices a specific custom is not genetically predetermined; it is
         not as if a person’s genes cause him or her to observe that custom. Likewise, should
         someone practice a specific custom, his or her skill in doing so is not necessarily
         genetically predetermined. Rather, when someone practices a custom, it is on account
         of that person taking the initiative to invent it him- or herself—an act of free will—or
         of having adopted that custom upon learning it from others. In any case, continue
         the evolutionary psychologists, although no custom is genetically inborn, it does
         happen that whether or not a person practices a specific custom can help influence
         the likelihood of that person surviving long enough to have children and raise those
         same children into adulthood. Therefore, whether or not a person practices a specific
         custom does help determine whether or not that person transmits his or her genes to
         the next generation. And, add the evolutionary psychologists, given that parents usually
         teach those same customs to their own children, it follows that when practicing a
         custom helps a man survive and raise his own children, it is not merely that the custom
         helps transmit the man’s genes across generations; it also happens that, insofar as
         the custom helps the man survive and reproduce, that custom helps transmit itself
         across generations. A custom, then, counts as an evolutionary adaptation.
      

      
      Furthermore, when several customs are grouped together, those customs constitute a
         culture. Among such sets of cultural customs are political systems—that is, capitalism
         versus governism. And although no society is purely capitalist, it is the case that
         some societies are freer than others. You can compare two societies that are similar
         ethnically, which have a similar racial background and which involve people speaking
         the same language, but in which one society is freer than the other. You can compare
         the progress of less-free Hungary against freer Austria; less-free mainland China
         against freer Taiwan; less-free East Germany against freer West Germany; less-free
         North Korea against freer South Korea; and less-free Cuba against freer Puerto Rico.
         There was a point where the people of both less-free Hungary and freer Austria started
         out in roughly the same place—extreme poverty—but in which people in the freer society
         ultimately gained a higher standard of living than those in the more governist society.
         That trend applies in each of the comparisons. You can also examine the southern and
         northern halves of the town of Nogales, which is divided by the U.S.-Mexican border.
         The people of both halves are of similar ancestry and speak Spanish, yet, throughout
         the decades, those of the freer U.S. half prospered more significantly than those
         of the less-free Mexican half.
      

      
      These results illustrate that the survival of the fittest does apply to social science,
         though not in the manner in which social Darwinists were purported to believe. A social
         Darwinist, we are expected to think, would proclaim that if the people of North Korea
         and South Korea started in roughly the same poverty, and if the South Koreans ultimately
         grew more successful than the North Koreans, it was on account of the South Koreans
         being of a genetically superior “race” than the North Koreans. But the races and genetics
         are, in the pertinent respects, basically the same. The survival of the fittest applies
         in a different respect. Herbert Spencer coined survival of the fittest, and what he meant by that was that when a group of organisms survive and thrive
         in a particular environment, it is on account of an adequate match between the organisms
         and their environment. Survival of the fittest refers to the survival of organisms that fit in with their surroundings. When organisms are unable to survive and prosper in a
         specific environment, it indicates a mismatch between those organisms and that environment.
         Should organisms be unable to survive in a particular environment, it is not necessarily
         because the environment is perfect whereas the organisms are unworthy of it. It may
         be the case that the organisms are just fine and that the environment itself is inadequate.
         Note that the political system of a human society is not merely a human-created adaptation,
         but that it is also a human-created environment. When humans thrive in a capitalist society and suffer under a communist one, it
         is not on account of the people in the capitalist society being genetically or racially
         superior to those of the communist society. Rather, in the pertinent respects, the
         genes of the people in the capitalist society are roughly the same in quality as the
         genes of those in the communist society. Prosperity under capitalism is the survival
         of the fittest on account of how the peaceable freedom that capitalism affords happens
         to be the sort of environment which is most fit for humans. By contrast, governism
         produces an environment that stifles the ability of people to support their own well-being.
         Governism, then, is an environment unfit for humans—and the more severely governism
         is applied, the less prosperous are those humans in comparison to how they would fare
         under capitalism.
      

      
      Just as a single custom counts as an evolutionary adaptation, so too are cultures
         and political systems a sort of evolutionary adaptation. The principle demonstrates
         that amidst every possible social system humans can adopt, capitalism is the evolutionary
         adaptation that has been most conducive to helping human beings survive and thrive.
         I call this the Survival of the Freest. Part I of Book Two devotes itself to explaining
         that principle. Part II then moves on to a common rejoinder advanced by environmentalists.
         Numerous environmentalists proclaim that although capitalism has benefited Western
         civilization in the past, the West prospers on borrowed time, as capitalism depletes
         a fixed quantity of nonrenewable natural resources and dangerously alters the Earth’s
         climate. Therefore, conclude these environmentalists, any commercial community inevitably
         self-destructs in the long run, which means our society must become more governist
         if it is to avert disaster. I spent part II explicating how capitalist principles—applied
         most consistently—are what best redress these supposed weaknesses of capitalism. The
         final part of Book Two—part III—addresses the governists’ proclamation that laissez-faire
         capitalism is immoral on account of how capitalism leaves people free to refrain from
         charity for the poor. The governists, predictably, pronounce that it is the duty of
         the State to take money from the rich and provide for the poor. I rebutted that argument
         as well.
      

      
      Yet the governist argument utilizes the idea that we discussed at the start of this
         preface—that to leave people free to refrain from charity, as opposed to forcing them
         to give money to the poor, is social Darwinism. Because my argument in Book Two applies
         evolutionary theory to a defense of capitalism, my argument also leaves critics an
         opportunity to accuse it of attempting to revitalize social Darwinism. I therefore
         intend to devote this book—the final installment of our trilogy—to exploring the extent
         to which it is fair or unfair to accuse a conviction of philosophy or science of promulgating
         social Darwinism.
      

      
      To wit, Book Three—the present volume—is about this expression. This is a search for—a
         stalking of—the meaning of that notorious phrase. We are hunting down social Darwinism.
      

      
      Book Three of Three—The Present Volume

      
      Book Three is broken into three Parts, the first two of which take the form of a historiography.
         In part I, we shall explore the history of the expression social Darwinism. We shall examine whether anyone in the nineteenth century called himself a social
         Darwinist, and whether Herbert Spencer and William Graham Sumner really did argue
         that capitalist principles require that poor people be left to die and unable to raise
         kids. Then, given that the partisans of the regulatory-entitlement state finger Spencer
         and Sumner as the two persons to inspire the eugenicists’ pseudoscientific rationalizations
         for racism, we shall investigate the extent to which the free-market writings of Spencer
         and Sumner did or did not influence the eugenics movement. Because such governist
         Progressives as Theodore Roosevelt, Louis D. Brandeis, and Lester Frank Ward, as well
         as socialists in the vein of George Bernard Shaw and Beatrice Webb, opposed the laissez-capitalism
         of Spencer and Sumner, such Progressives and socialists are usually venerated as the
         arch-opponents of social Darwinism and, by extension, the arch-opponents of eugenics.
         For that reason, we will probe into whether these Progressives and socialists themselves
         supported eugenicist legislation and “scientific racism,” which would actually leave
         them vulnerable to the charge of social Darwinism themselves, insofar as that label
         means anything. Were we to discover that it was Progressives, socialists, and leftists
         themselves who championed eugenics and politically mandated racial discrimination,
         with Spencer and Sumner and other free-marketers being the ones to denounce such measures,
         it would call into question the accusation that bigotry and racism are furthered by
         either free-market advocacy or the application of biological theories to the social
         sciences.
      

      
      Of special attention is the nature of the Nazi regime. As they argue that the free-market
         advocacy of Spencer and Sumner inevitably devolved into eugenicist legislation, the
         supporters of the welfare state extend that allegation farther to implicate Spencer’s
         and Sumner’s free-market advocacy as the inspiration for the eugenicist and genocidal
         policies of the Third Reich. Numerous supporters of the welfare state assert the following
         accusations:
      

      
      
         	
            
            The regimes of Benito Mussolini and the Nazis alike put fascism into practice.

         

         
         	
            Capitalism, taken to its logical conclusion, is fascism.

         

         
         	
            Therefore, accepting 1 and 2 above, capitalism ultimately changes itself into Nazism.
            

         

         
         	
            Big business brought Mussolini and Hitler to political prominence, and as big business
               represents capitalism, capitalism itself brought Mussolini and Hitler to prominence.
            

         

         
         	
            Capitalism, fascism, and Naziism are all politically right-wing.

         

         
         	
            Spencer and Sumner applied evolutionary theory to argue in favor of capitalism.

         

         
         	
            Nazis applied evolutionary theory to argue for their racial bigotry.

         

         
         	
            Accepting 5 as correct, it follows that Spencer and Sumner applied evolutionary theory to advance
               a right-wing conclusion, and that Nazis applied evolutionary theory to advance a right-wing
               conclusion. Given that Spencer, Sumner, and Nazis were uniformly right-wing, it is
               reasonable to infer that the applications of evolutionary theory by Spencer and Sumner
               were what inspired the right-wing applications of evolutionary theory by the Nazis.
            

         

         
         	
            The Third Reich, being extremely right-wing, possessed no features in common with
               socialism, Progressivism, the regulatory-entitlement state, or any ideas or policies
               associated with the political Left.
            

         

      

      
      Part II shall query into whether any or all of the above propositions—1 through 9—are accurate, and to what degree they are accurate or inaccurate.
      

      
      Part III of this work summarizes some final lessons for this trilogy. If Spencer and
         Sumner did not cite evolutionary theory in order to rationalize indifference or cruelty
         toward the poor, then the reader may inquire, “In what manner did Spencer and Sumner
         really attempt to apply evolutionary theory to their study of social science in general
         and free enterprise in particular?” In the final part, chapter 11 shall examine the
         specifics of how Spencer and Sumner sought to apply their knowledge of biology and
         evolution to their convictions about human society. This chapter shall also examine
         the extent to which the free-market economists, evolutionary psychologists, and Complexity
         Theorists of the late twentieth- and early twenty-first centuries have been influenced
         by theories pioneered by Spencer and Sumner. I shall also come to conclusions about
         the degree to which such free-market economists, evolutionary psychologists, and Complexity
         Theorists have been fair or unfair in their forceful disavowals and repudiations of
         Spencer and Sumner even as they seemingly benefit from the work that Spencer and Sumner
         did before them. Chapters 12 and 13 then revisit some topics that Book One explored.
         Considering that the entire trilogy has argued against government overreach, a number
         of purported defenders of capitalism—so-called libertarians—propose that the best
         method of guarding against government overreach is for Western society to adopt anarchy
         wholesale. Chapter 12 will consider whether anarchy is a viable alternative either
         to governism or the night watchman state. This chapter refers back to the discussion
         from Book One about the fact that before anyone accused of spoliation can be justly
         punished for such spoliation, that person must receive Due Process if that society
         is to maintain freedom. Chapter 13 comes full circle, returning to the question that
         opened Book One: Can liberty be properly justified on a philosophic basis other than inductive reason? I address whether libel, slander, and defamation are permissible in a truly free
         society, and also whether a libertarian truly supports liberty if he believes that
         liberty does not require a philosophic justification based on inductive reasoning
         or an ethical code founded on self-interest. Following chapter 13 is a conclusion
         that summarizes the findings of the trilogy.
      

      
      As I mentioned in the preface of Book One, I write in a time of social upheaval. The
         Western realm is at a crossroads. We can persist in condoning the manner in which
         the State has thwarted free enterprise, for fear of being labeled social Darwinists
         if we reject this unsustainable system of coercive taxation and mounting national
         debt. On the converse, we can consider whether the accusation of social Darwinism
         is but a canard. Then, no longer permitting such an epithet to intimidate us, we can
         stand firm in the conviction that free enterprise is just and necessary, not to be
         killed off by those who claim to know of the evils that social Darwinism brings.
      

      
      Notes

      
      
         
            1. Barack Obama, Knox College commencement address, June 4, 2005, republished as Obama
                  2006, 36–40.
               

            

         

      

   
      I

      Stalking Social Darwinism

      
         
         
      

      
      
      
      Chapter 1

      Did Nineteenth-Century Capitalists Want the Poor to Die?

      
         
         
      

      
      To Support Laissez Faire Is to Murder the Poor?

      
      The frequently repeated accusation is as follows. In the nineteenth century, the free-market
         advocates Herbert Spencer and William Graham Sumner argued for an unregulated economy
         and against the welfare state. They supposedly likened competition in the marketplace
         to struggle in the jungle. According to this interpretation, persons who rose to wealth
         or maintained their wealth were the fittest on account of their inborn biological
         makeup, on account of their genes. Due to their beneficent physiology, these plutocrats
         earned every opportunity to thrive and have children. Through their children, these
         plutocrats shall transmit, to future generations, the biological traits that had advantaged
         them throughout their lives. By contrast, persons who remained in penury were unfit
         and deserved to die. We are told that this is the reason why Spencer and Sumner opposed
         tax-funded welfare—if tax-funded welfare kept poor people alive, financially supporting
         these stragglers wasted resources and held back everyone else, particularly the much-better
         rich people. Supposedly, this misapplication of Darwinian theories rationalizes right-wing
         public policy. We are told that this theory has the name social Darwinism. Worse, this misapplied theory was extended to justify other forms of bigotry. Ultimately,
         social Darwinists employed their rationalizations to advance every conceivable right-wing
         -ism: capitalism, classism, elitism, able-ism, scientism, racism, sexism, imperialism,
         militarism, and fascism. Each of these –isms ultimately came together to form one final –ism: Nazism. By implication, this fable instructs us, free-market advocacy indirectly
         brought about World War Two and the Holocaust, and it follows that anyone in the present
         who wishes to reduce tax-funded welfare spending is a bigot as the Nazis were. Therefore,
         any and every opponent of tax-funded welfare spending ought to be shunned as a bigot,
         and particular opprobrium must be cast not merely upon Spencer and Sumner, but also
         upon Ayn Rand, whom the political Left has additionally castigated as a social Darwinist.
         
      

      
      Henceforth in this tome, I shall, for the most part, dispense with placing the expression
         social Darwinism in scare quotation marks. Bear in mind that, in almost any instance
         wherein you come across my usage of the expression, it should be read as if there
         are scare quotation marks. 
      

      
      In Book Two I mentioned the monograph Social Darwinism in American Thought, authored by Columbia University historian Richard Hofstadter (1916–1970). I will
         henceforth abbreviate this work as SDAT (pronouncing it “ESS-dât”), alternating that abbreviation with American Thought. Originally written in 1938 as the author’s Ph.D. dissertation,[1]   Hofstadter had this published as a popular work in 1944. It is this book, more
         than any other, which is culpable for the pervasive belief among the university-educated
         that twenty-first century support for a laissez faire economy can be traced to a nineteenth-century
         ideology known as social Darwinism. 
      

      
      SDAT quotes a 1905 prediction by business-bashing[2]   politician William Jennings Bryan. Bryan proclaims that Charles Darwin’s discoveries
         will “weaken the cause of democracy and strengthen class pride and the power of wealth.”
         Afterward Hofstadter comments, “Here, as in other matters, Bryan had sound intuitions.
         . . .”[3]   The Columbia historian concludes as much for a very specific reason. His entire
         book is a purported survey of how various individuals—every one of whom the author
         designates “conservative”—have exploited Darwin’s discoveries for their own nefarious
         agendas. The two individuals whom the Columbia historian most famously indicts on
         this count are Herbert Spencer and William Graham Sumner. Subsequent to the publication
         of SDAT, governists on the political Left have had carte blanche on denouncing Sumner and Spencer on the most pernicious of terms, repeatedly going
         as far as putting words into their mouths. The “doctrines of Herbert Spencer and William
         Graham Sumner,” writes Yale University historian Gabriel Kolko, were those of a “conservative
         Social Darwinism . . .” Conservative Darwinism, hisses Kolko, conjured up “a justification
         of the existing distribution of economic power and laissez faire.”[4]   As of this writing, the disrepute of Spencer and Sumner as laissez-faire social
         Darwinists—who wanted the underprivileged to commit suicide—is a weapon that left-wing
         governists effectively wield to ruin the public image of free-market proponents per se. Here is another example of the infamy of Spencer and Sumner being exploited to hurt
         any and every free-enterpriser. In 1982 The New Republic magazine rebuked President Ronald Reagan as a social Darwinist on account of his
         pro-capitalism rhetoric and his desire for cuts in the personal income tax.[5]   A more recent incident was in April 2012, when Democrats and Republicans were arguing
         over the size of the federal budget, particularly with respect to spending on welfare
         programs. President Barack Obama characterized Republican Congressional efforts to
         limit federal spending as “thinly-veiled social Darwinism.”[6]   
      

      
      One of the implicit targets of Obama’s slur was U.S. Rep. Paul Ryan, then-chair of
         the U.S. House of Representatives Budget Committee. Ryan had proposed an alternate
         budget intending to slow the growth of federal spending. In response, Georgetown University
         theologian Thomas J. Reese publicly denounced Ryan’s proposed cuts to welfare spending
         as being inimical toward Ryan’s self-professed Catholic faith. “I am afraid,” Reese
         proclaimed, “that Chairman Ryan’s budget reflects the values of his favorite philosopher
         Ayn Rand rather than the gospel of Jesus Christ. Survival of the fittest may be okay
         for Social Darwinists but not for followers of the gospel of compassion and love.”[7]  
      

      
      Comparably, Griffiths University humanities professor Hiram Caton takes offense at
         Thomas Jefferson’s espousal of Lockean political philosophy. In particular is Jefferson’s
         approving inference that a “natural aristocracy” will develop in a market economy.
         On that basis, Dr. Caton curses the Declaration of Independence’s principal author
         as a practitioner of “social Darwinism a century before Darwin . . .”[8]   Nor is the antislavery campaigner Frederick Douglass immune to this putdown. Douglass
         proclaimed that every person “is the rightful owner of his own body.”[9]   On account of such rhetoric, Yale University history professor David Blight derides
         Douglass for extolling “a laissez-faire individualism that echoed the reigning Social
         Darwinism of the day.”[10]   Professor David’s inaccurate pronouncement blights this debate. And in a style
         similar to Blight’s and Caton’s, governist journalist Paulina Borsook criticizes social
         Darwinism as the “philosophy of that-which-governs-best-governs-least” and a “love”
         for “laissez-faire free-market economics . . .”[11]   
      

      
      The simplistic syllogism can be summarized as: 

      
      
         	
            
            Spencer and Sumner were free-market advocates.

            
         

         
         	
            Spencer and Sumner were social Darwinists who wanted the poor to die.

            
         

         
         	
            Therefore, every free-market advocate is a social Darwinist who wants the poor to
               die.
            

            
         

         
      

      
      This syllogism is implicit in the denigration of Nobel Prize-winning economist Friedrich
         August von Hayek and other free-marketers in an April 2004 op-ed by advertising-executive-turned-journalist
         Robert M. Rees. Rees’s op-ed first states that Spencer and Sumner “worked to establish
         Social Darwinism and the survival-of-the-fittest doctrine upon which Libertarian thought.
         . . rests its case against government pursuit of social justice.” This Libertarian
         dogma is none other than “the Social Darwinist view that any individual who can’t
         get along should be ignored . . .” Rees imputes into free-marketers the belief that
         “the suffering of the poor and oppressed” is merely “the weeding out of the unfit.”
         Rees then pegs Spencer and Sumner as Professor Hayek’s “intellectual precursors” and
         intones, “To understand them is to understand Hayek.”[12]   Here, the syllogism goes:
      

      
      
         	
            
            Spencer and Sumner championed laissez-faire economics, and eagerly awaited the collective
               demise of the needy.
            

            
         

         
         	
            F. A. Hayek also championed laissez-faire economics.

            
         

         
         	
            Therefore, Hayek likewise eagerly awaited the collective demise of the needy.

            
         

         
      

      
      Yes, Rees associates Spencer and Sumner with Hayek, hoping that the unsavory reputations
         of the first two men can tarnish the third’s. So, too, does John Kenneth Galbraith
         invoke Spencer’s name to cast a pall upon anyone who expresses some objection to welfare
         programs. “The poor. . . in the Spencerian view were the weaklings; their euthanasia
         was nature’s way of improving the species.” Galbraith curses that the “voice of Herbert
         Spencer is also still heard in powerful resistance to the more generally protective
         role of the state.” He further promulgates that William Graham Sumner wanted the USA
         divided into two classes—”the rich and self-reliant and below them the ragged fringe.
         There could be a Darwinian selection of individuals, a Darwinian euthanasia of the
         fringe . . .”[13]  
      

      
      To my sorrow, Galbraith’s misrepresentations of free-market advocates strongly influence
         the popular culture, gaining control over the opinions of non-academicians. Take,
         for instance, ostensibly educational videos put out by internet celebrity John Green
         (b. 1977). Most famous for having written the best-selling novel-to-motion-picture
         The Fault in Our Stars, Green also puts out left-wing propaganda videos on YouTube in praise of Keynesian
         fiscal stimulus and socialized medicine. He also puts out a putatively apolitical
         “educational” series titled Crash Course in History, which is shown in high schools. Not surprisingly, his Crash Course videos repeat the usual clichés about the evilness of capitalism and industrialization
         and of the need for Progressivism. One of Green’s videos smears Spencer as an apologist
         who equated “corporations” with “people,” and who said the poor deserve to get “poorer”
         on account of their having an “inherent flaw” in their genes. Failing to examine the
         context behind it, Green has his video exhibit a newspaper editorial cartoon of Herbert
         Spencer being labeled with the banner “Science” and being depicted as having the body
         of a lion. This lion-bodied Spencer is muzzled, as Spencer’s critics are attempting
         to silence him. Green has this cartoon labeled with the caption “persecution complex”
         and implies that the cartoon was drawn by a thin-skinned supporter of consensualist
         economics. Green would have us believe that this editorial cartoonist, having sided
         with Spencer, resents anyone who questions Spencer’s free-market advocacy.[14]   In fact, the cartoon is in reference to a different controversy. It refers to when
         William Graham Sumner intended to assign one of Spencer’s books on biological evolution
         for his sociology class. As Yale was founded as a religious institution, the college’s
         president, Noah Porter (1811–1892), censured Sumner for assigning that book, as Spencer’s
         theories contradicted a literal interpretation of Genesis. Sumner stood up to Porter,
         telling him that he would indeed teach the book, and that if Porter prioritized Biblical
         doctrine above scientific evidence, Porter would have to go ahead and terminate Sumner’s
         professorship. In the end, Sumner remained at Yale and refrained from assigning the
         work, saying that the controversy undermined its usefulness as a textbook. The matter
         resulted in increased press coverage for Spencer’s writings in the USA, though, and
         Porter inadvertently drew more interest to the man’s philosophy. The editorial cartoon
         that Green showcases was in reference to that controversy—of religious authorities
         trying to suppress discussion of Spencer’s ideas concerning biological evolution.
         Professors who are aware of the context happen to side with Sumner and Spencer in
         this case, calling it a victory in the history of the academic-freedom movement.[15]    American Thought itself tells this story.[16]   But, on account of his yielding to assumptions and failure to consider evidence,
         John Green derides a cartoon in defense of academic freedom as an apologia for corporations.
         
      

      
      On Thursday, November 10, 2011, one letter to the editor in the Honolulu Star-Advertiser delivered a smorgasbord of the capitalism-haters’ favorite clichés: “While some of
         our American middle class still believe in trickle-down economics, the upper-class
         believes in the sucking-up theory, in which more and more wealth and political power
         are placed in the hands of fewer and fewer individuals and large corporations. A crude
         and sometimes cruel social Darwinism, the survival of the economic fittest, has become
         a part of the radical right’s agenda and ideology. . . ” To complete the triteness
         of the letter, its writer included a dig against the title of one of Ayn Rand’s best
         books—“Whatever happened to the fundamental belief that we are our brothers’ and sisters’
         keepers? Selfishness has become a primary virtue.”[17]   
      

      
      The Miami Herald is far more direct in its attack, ridiculing free-market advocates for “their Ayn
         Rand-modeled social Darwinism and adherence to libertarian precepts like completely
         deregulating business, and stopping the government from providing Medicare, Social
         Security or regulating food, drugs or civil rights.”[18] 
      

      
      A similar commentary appears in the Friday, May 11, 2012, Henderson, Kentucky’s Gleaner. Laboring under the prejudice that every last free-marketer belongs to the Religious
         Right, the letter writer sarcastically snips, “After listening to all of today’s right-wing
         political leaders’ adoration of the renowned Russian atheist, Ayn Rand (‘Atlas Shrugged’),
         I realize why they hold the anti-Christian opinion that love of self and greed is
         the ultimate basis for a virtuous and productive life.” The letter-writer then goes
         on to provide a completely un-sourced, fabricated quotation from Ayn Rand: “Rand states
         that, ‘Anything other than putting your own desires above all others is immoral.’
         She and her Republican followers reject the compassion and mercy of Christ’s teachings
         (Luke 10, Good Samaritan). They believe all ethical philosophy from other religions
         are also contrary to the natural rule of ‘Social Darwinism’ (survival of only the
         economically fittest is justified).”[19] Despite the Religious Right’s objection to natural-selection theory, though, some
         prominent figures of the political Left recognized Darwin as their enemy, and juxtaposed
         the image of Darwin against the moral supremacy of the political Left. In a 1934 fresco
         in Mexico City, which he titled “Man at the Crossroads,” the Marxian painter Diego
         Rivera (1886–1957) made known which historical figures he regarded as good and which
         as evil. On the right of the painting he portrayed historical personalities he admired—Karl
         Marx, Vladimir Ilyich Lenin, and Leon Trotsky—whereas, on the left, in opposition
         to them, was Charles Darwin, whose theory Rivera surmised to be a rationalization
         for capitalist competition.[20] 
      

      
      Although he did not employ the iconic expression social Darwinism—more on that expression’s origin in chapter 2—John Maynard Keynes did invoke the
         image that free enterprise is Darwinian savagery. “The parallelism between economic
         laissez-faire and Darwinianism,” he wrote “. . . is now seen, as Herbert Spencer was foremost to
         recognise, to be close indeed.” And Lord Keynes did not approve. He laments that,
         insofar as free-market economists influenced public policy, “Socialistic interference”
         in the market had been judged “not merely inexpedient, but impious, as calculated
         to retard the onward movement of the mighty process by which we ourselves had risen
         . . . out of the primeval slime of the Ocean.” Lord Keynes rejected the idea that
         the complex adaptive system of natural selection is comparable to the complex adaptive
         system of the market.[21] 
      

      
      More recently, in 2003 the political commentator David Sirota and real-estate investor
         Minnie Lush propounded, “Proponents of laissez-faire promulgated Darwin’s theory of survival of the fittest as the most equitable and
         efficient manner for distributing U.S. resources—until they went bankrupt. Then, those
         proponents cried out to the government to save them.” Unsurprisingly, Lush and Sirota
         provide no examples of any free-market proponent seeking a taxpayer-funded bailout.
         They nevertheless go on, “The social reforms of the 1930s were the result of these
         pleas for government intervention.”[22]  
      

      
      The left-wing billionaire George Soros—himself often accused of ruthlessness as a
         businessman—propounds, “The laissez-faire argument against income redistribution invokes
         the doctrine of the survival of the fittest. . . . This social Darwinism is based
         on an outmoded theory of evolution. . . . I mention this because social Darwinism
         is one of the misconceptions driving human affairs. . . . The main point I want to
         make is that cooperation is as much a part of the system as competition, and the slogan
         ‘survival of the fittest’ distorts this fact.”[23]   It is Soros distorting facts when he presumes cooperation and free-market economics
         to be mutually exclusive. Every free-market advocate recognizes that a buyer and seller
         cooperate with each other when they agree to a trade. Likewise, every free-market
         advocate recognizes that an employer and employee freely cooperate with one another,
         just as a team of employees cooperates. These forms of cooperation occur because each
         participant recognizes it is in her long-term self-interest to do so. Separate firms
         in the same industry compete for customers, but every link in a single supply chain
         cooperates. A supplier cooperates with a manufacturer. A manufacturer cooperates with
         its distributors and wholesalers. A wholesaler cooperates with a retailer. Further,
         when firms in the same industry compete for the same customers, cooperation is involved.
         Suppose Rolf and I are in the same industry, and we each wish to have Yasmine as our
         customer. We each try different prices and offer different features to our wares to
         lure Yasmine. Should Yasmine choose Rolf’s business over mine, Yasmine and Rolf will
         cooperate with one another. Conversely, should Yasmine choose me over Rolf, Yasmine
         will cooperate with me. Therefore, in a competition among firms for customers and
         clients, the prize for winning the competition is that the winner gets to cooperate
         with the customer. Therefore, competition in the free market results in multiple parties
         cooperating.[24]   Free-market advocates are unanimous in recognizing that such cooperation exists,
         based on mutual self-interest. The anti-capitalists’ false dichotomy between self-interest
         and cooperation is therefore lame—quite frankly, unfit for rational discourse. Anyhow,
         from his own verbiage, Soros concludes, “The main enemy of the open society, I believe,
         is no longer the communist but the capitalist threat.”[25]  
      

      
      Unequivocally, the falsehood that every free-marketer is a social Darwinist continues
         to endure. Consequently, almost any invocation of that misconception will catch modern
         free-marketers on the defensive. Upon being called social Darwinists, most free-marketers
         behave in a predictable fashion. The free-marketers first vociferously protest that
         their arguments for Manchesterism are entirely unlike those of Spencer and Sumner.
         Then they uphold their own moral superiority by proclaiming their own hatred for Spencer
         and Sumner for giving free-market economics a bad name. One example of this phenomenon
         can be found with Brink Lindsey—the former vice-president of research at the libertarian
         Cato Institute. 
      

      
      In his book The Age of Abundance, Lindsey trashes Sumner’s meticulous defenses of capitalism as corrupt “rationalizations”
         that did nothing but “provide comfort for the comfortable . . .”[26]   And it is conspicuous that Lindsey himself would accuse a fellow free-marketer
         of social Darwinism. In a prior book of his, Against the Dead Hand, Lindsey took after Spencer and Sumner by likening the market to a biological ecosystem.
         Against the Dead Hand  proclaims that private enterprise functions according to the same principles of
         “the evolutionary process of natural selection. The market system accelerates the
         evolution of useful new ideas in a two-step process: First, it increases the number
         of ‘mutations’ by decentralizing investment decisions.” That is, says Lindsey, a purely
         socialist state confiscates funds from everyone and places these funds into a common
         pool of capital. Then the central government is the sole party to decide which enterprises
         any of this capital is to be invested in. By contrast, the capitalist ecosystem permits
         anyone who is both willing and able to invest his own capital in whichever enterprise
         he judges best. Budding entrepreneurs compete with one another to draft the best business
         plan. They try to win the favor of potential investors and persuade them to commit
         their capital to the endeavor. Secondly, the market ecosystem “then applies” the “mutations”
         to 
      

      
      
         the ruthless selection pressures of profit and loss. . . . Entrepreneurs who successfully
            develop and apply new good ideas are rewarded with profits. Those profits perform
            vital signaling functions: They encourage the original entrepreneur to expand operations,
            while at the same time they lure in new competitors to the market. In other words,
            profits are the signals that lead to the propagation of good ideas throughout the
            economy by attracting additional resources that will be devoted to applying those
            ideas. Meanwhile, entrepreneurs whose ideas fail are stuck with losses. Losses, likewise,
            act as signals: They drive entrepreneurs to contract their operations or else fold
            completely. Accordingly, losses are the means for reducing the resources devoted to
            less successful ideas. The profit-and-loss system thus creates feedback loops that
            constantly push the rearrangement of resources to concentrate them on applying the
            best ideas for creating value.[27]  
         

         
      

      Disappointingly, as a contrast to Sumner’s take-no-prisoners style of argumentation,
         Lindsey has his books deliver a milquetoast “defense” of capitalism that does not
         explain the virtues of a radically unfettered market. Lindsey does not deign to defend
         Lockean rights explicitly. Instead Abundance argues that modern Democrats should acquiesce to some modest deregulation. This is
         on the grounds that, throughout the twentieth century, market forces have furthered
         the enfranchisement of women and racial minorities and the preservation of endangered
         species. Lindsey is right on this count, though there is no wisdom in the denigration
         of Sumner. 
      

      
      No less than the eminent Ludwig von Mises was naïve in proclaiming his disagreement
         with social Darwinism, unaware that the term was coined for the purpose of making
         a straw man of such free-marketers as himself.[28]   In that tradition, a 1981 Wall Street Journal editorial defended President Reagan’s tax cuts and deregulation policies by assuring
         readers that they were not “just another version of late-nineteenth-century robber-baron
         social Darwinism.”[29]   
      

      
      And the social Darwinism appellation has nastier applications. Take, for instance,
         American Enterprise Institute president and Syracuse University political scientist
         Arthur C. Brooks—the same Arthur Brooks whose findings about the links to happiness
         and income I cited in Book Two. 
      

      
      Who Else Is a Social Darwinist?

      
      Arthur Brooks employs a tactic similar to John Kenneth Galbraith’s. Much akin to Georgetown
         theologian Thomas Reese and the Miami Herald op-ed I quoted, Brooks exploits Spencer’s ruined public image in order to soil that
         of Ayn Rand and other historical figures he dislikes. Brooks snivels that “one extreme
         line of reasoning” that proliferated from the late 1800s to the early 1900s, argued
         that low-income men
      

      
      
         were flawed by their very nature. By giving aid and comfort to the underperformers
            in society, charity promotes the worst in society by artificially helping the weak
            to survive and bring forth new generations of underperformers.
         

         
         The intellectual roots of this kind of thinking can be traced to the nineteenth-century
            British philosopher Herbert Spencer, the father of so-called “Social Darwinism”. .
            . Adherents of Social Darwinism believed that observed inequalities between people
            represented a natural process by which the “fit” (successful people) rose to the top
            of social and economic hierarchies, and the “unfit” (the poor and needy) were weeded
            out. Since political and social institutions (such as welfare and charity) cannot
            permanently alter the process, the thinking went, these institutions created a disservice
            to society by delaying the inevitable population decline of the unfit. . . .
         

         
          This sort of philosophy may sound radically right wing to modern ears, reminiscent
            of Ayn Rand (who said that “suffering is a not a claim check, and its relief is not
            the goal of existence”) and her like.[30]  
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