
opinion, a “bleak and squalid system“- 
Mr. Shonfield takes a much more favora- 
ble view of contemporary capitalism. As 
he writes: “The advanced industrial coun- 
tries of the Western world have during the 
1950’s and early 1960’s enjoyed an ex- 
tended period of prosperity for which it 
is impossible to find a precedent.” For this 
prosperity he notes three causes. 

Economic growth has been much stead- 
ier, with no major postwar depression. 
The rate of growth of production has been 
extremely rapid and the benefits of the 
new prosperity were very widely difhsed, 
in higher real wages and social benefits. 

Here, and elsewhere in his book, the au- 
thor shows a gift of perceptive analysis 
and generalization. But on several counts 
Mr. Shonfield falls short of composing the 
definitive work on the structure, achieve- 
ments, and difficulties of new-style capital- 
ism for which there is a clear need. There 
is so much detail on matters of legislation 
and administration that one sometimes 
cannot see the wood for the trees. The au- 
thor’s bias is definitely in favor of plan- 
ning and state intervention and this some- 
times leads him into inconsistencies, as in 
the following passage: 

Two countries, Germany and the United 
States, appear to be out of the main- 
stream of modem capitalism as it has 
been described in the preceding chapters. 
They show no enthusiasm for the in- 
creasingly organized pattern of economic 
behavior, replacing the older methods of 
arriving at decisions through the autonom- 
ous, if haphazard, movement of the mar- 
ket; indeed they evince an ostentatious 
antipathy for the whole process and 
loudly advocate resistance to it. Their 
official doctrines continue to carry a high 
content of simple traditional capitalist 
folklore. Since one of these countries is 
the most dynamic industrial state in West- 
em Europe, and the other constitutes by 
far the largest concentration of economic 
power and wealth in the history of man- 
kind, they make two very important ex- 
ceptions. 

They do, indeed, and Mr. Shonfield 
might profitably have devoted more atten- 
tion to the possibility that there is a caus- 
al relationship between German aversion 
to government planning and German eco- 
nomic dynamism. He might also have 
noted that the market economy, to which 
he refers rather contemptuously, is so Val- 
uable a means of painlessly determining 
the proper level of prices that even Com- 
munist governments are experimenting 
with attempts to gain some of its benefits 
-somewhat in the style of primitive 
tribesmen trying to regain the lost secret 
of how to make fire. 

Reviewed by WILLIAM HENRY CHAMBERLIN 

Welfare minus the State 

Reclaiming the American Dream, by 
Richard C. Cornuelle, New York: Random 
House, 1955. xu + 171 p p .  $3.95 

WE ARE TOLD that our American society is 
divided into a “public sector,” which is the 
euphemism that covers every sort of gov- 
ernment interference in economic and so- 
cial affairs, and a “private sector” where 
(<  free enterprise,” meaning business con- 
ducted in expectation of profit, is permitted 
to survive. Mr. Cornuelle, however, identi- 
fies a third division, which he calls the “in- 
dependent sector,” exemplified in the vol- 
untary and cooperative activities of persons 
who are neither coerced by the government 
nor motivated by any hope of private gain. 

Mr. Cornuelle’s book should have been 
written long-but not too long-ago. There 
was no need for it in Thomas Jefferson’s 
time; but given the right timing, say in the 
early nineteen-thirties at the depth of the 
great depression, it might have forestalled 
the wholesale delegations of power over 
economic life to a multitude of federal 
agencies and commissions; it might have 
preserved the dike that would have protect- 
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ed us from an ever-increasing flood of bu- 
reaucratic directives governing decisions 
that were once, but are no longer, the re- 
sponsibility of individuals. 

The very title Mr. Cornuelle has given 
his book, Reclaiming the American Dream, 
should stamp him as a conservative, and so 
he is in the best sense of the term. His ideas 
of sinurquismo-to use a Mexican term, de- 
noting programs of social betterment with- 
out help or need of help from government 
-have already been bitterly attacked. Cu- 
riously enough, though, the criticism comes 
not from the socialistic or quasi-socialistic 
liberals, though he exposes without mercy 
the mess that has resulted from their efforts 
to create a utopia by police power and tax- 
ing power; the criticism comes rather from 
Mr. Cornuelle’s fellow-conservatives. 

The liberals by now are impervious to all 
exposures of their failures and fatuities. 
They have learned, as the pugilists say, 
how to “roll with the punch.” They 
are even willing to admit that the forced 
march to the Great Society ordained by the 
government has been “ineffectual, econom- 
ically wasteful, and ruinous to democracy,” 
but nevertheless “continue to promote big 
government, desperately hoping the next 
Federal program may somehow be better 
than the last.” The criticism from the right 
has been provoked by Mr. Cornuelle’s in- 
sistence that principal impetus in the “inde- 
pendent sector” is the “desire to serve oth- 
ers.” The phrase itself, I think, is somewhat 
unfortunate, because of its sanctimonious 
overtone which is quite alien to the emi- 
nently practial and down-to-earth nature of 
the author’s work. 

Mr. Cornuelle had his training in 
economics under the late Garet Garrett, 
that one-time giant among conservative edi- 
torial writers, and under Professor Ludwig 
von Mises, a foremost expositor of the rela- 
tionship between free enterprise and a free 
society. This should be enough to guarantee 
that Mr. Cornuelle is no friend to political 
“welfarism.” As a matter of fact he is now 
working very hard to prevent the welfare 

state from dominating one all-important 
phase of American life. He is head of the 
United Student Aid Funds, Inc., a very 
effective privately controlled fire-break 
against the threatened federal take-over of 
higher education in the United States. 

And what a job it is doing! In three 
years it has made it possible for 68,000 stu- 
dents, with no other collateral than a prom- 
ising academic record, to borrow money at 
private banks so as to permit them to com- 
plete their education. Here is an example 
of how the “independent sector” can chal- 
lenge the “public sector” at its own game 
-and at what odds! Loans arranged 
through the Student Aid Funds now amount 
to forty million dollars a year. I t  is true that 
the student who depends on the federal gov- 
ernment to get him through college pays on 
the average $207 less in the way of interest 
than if he were aided by Mr. Cornuelle’s 
organization; but then his college or univer- 
sity must shell out an average of $482.50 to 
process the loan. If any of our do-gooders 
has doubt about the relative moral value of 
governmental and privately provided stu- 
dent assistance, Iet him consider this impor- 
tant and rather startling fact: Nobody 
knows how many government loans are de- 
linquent, and since it is only the taxpayers’ 
money, hardly anybody cares; but in 196.4 
a survey by the General Accounting Office 
revealed a delinquency rate that was twen- 
ty times greater than the rate for the stu- 
dents who borrowed their college or univer- 
sity expenses through the United Student 
Aid Funds. 

For myself I doubt whether the motive 
that inspires the “independent sector” is ex- 
clusively “the desire to serve others.” Mr. 
Cornuelle, for one, exhibits an immoderate 
and selfish joy in clobbering with his facts 
and figures the federal bureaucrats whom 
we have allowed to play with unlimitcd 
funds and have absolved from any necessity 
of making their operations pay. But 
now the federal moneylenders had bet- 
ter tell the boys to forget about repayment 
-that is, if they want to put the “independ- 
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ent sector” out of business. 
Will the workers in the “independent 

sector” succeed in “reclaiming the Ameri- 
can dream” for the rest of us? Don’t be sil- 
ly-that’s not the question. As I wrote at 
the conclusion of The Lungage of Dissent: 

There is no finish line anywhere in the 
race for liberty. It’s a relay our ances- 
tors started and our heirs will be run- 
ning long after. 

Still, if you would like to read an authen- 
tic and carefully documented account of the 
disastrous consequences that have followed 
the expansion of the “public sector,” and if 
you wish to share some of the author’s op- 
timistic hope that the “independent sector” 
may succeed in reversing the trend toward 
socialistic stagnation, Mr. Cornuelle is cer- 
tainly your man. 

Reviewed by LOWELL MASON 

The Frustrated Dialectic 

American Foreign Policy : Beyond 
Utopianism and Realism, by Donald 

Brandon, New Ymk: Appleton-Century- 
Crofts, 1965. xii  + 295 p p .  $2.95 
(paper). 

AMONG THE FLOOD of textbooks, readers, 
and more or less profound analytical works 
that annually swell the literature of interna- 
tional relations, Professor Brandon’s com- 
pact book emerges as one of the most un- 
usual-and might have been one of the 
most necessary, had it fully succeeded in 
fulfilling its purpose. Examining the Amer- 
ican tradition in foreign relations, our first 
and second “crusades,” and the various 
segments of contemporary United States 
foreign policy, Brandon analyzes, not SO 

much the detailed substance of policy as the 
basic ideas that motivate American interna- 
tional behavior. 

Professor Brandon points out quite cor- 

rectly the rigidity and hence the lack of 
correspondence with reality of categorical 
approaches to foreign policy, such as the 
supposedly traditional “isolationism,” and 
that variety of historical revisionism which 
proceeds from isolationist premises ; moral- 
istic utopianism, frequently coupled with an 
uncritical urge to intervene in conflicts that 
do not directly concern American interests; 
and the modern “realistyy school, which ex- 
aggerates the limits of foreign policy and 
declares that the only function of ideology 
in relations among states is that of propa- 
ganda concealing the true motives of na- 
tional interest. Attempting to rise above 
these partial approaches, he searches for a 
“grand tradition” expressing both the en- 
lightened interest of the United States and 
the moral tradition of Western culture; the 
essence of this “grand tradition” can be 
sensed, he feels, from the continuity of those 
decisions and actions of diplomatic history 
which have stood the tests of time and hind- 
sight. 

Brandon’s discussion of the various 
schools of thought on American foreign pol- 
icy-such as isolationism and intervention- 
ism, realism and utopianism, and the histor- 
ical schools of orthodoxy and revisionism- 
suggests that all of them, a s  expounded by 
their recognized proponents, should be sub- 
jected to incisive criticism as logical cate- 
gories. The most valuable feature of the 
book is its implied invitation to the reader 
to proceed with such criticism, which should 
make evident a true dialectic of ideas and 
motives. Instead of following through with 
such analysis, however, Brandon attempts 
to define the “grand tradition” as a “mid- 
dle road,” a “compromise between two ex- 
tremes,” lacking any ideological substance 
of its own. Thus failing to accomplish his 
own purpose, he sinks into the quagmire of 
clichCs typical of much official and ac- 
ademic thinking. 

In the chapter analyzing the “isolationist 
tradition,” Brandon observes correctly that 
the Founding Fathers did not preach isola- 
tion as the eternal foundation of United 
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