Capital Letters
( 3 ) . . . we have done this to ourselves.
. . . Attacking the science because we don't like the
politics of some of the scientists is foolhardy. So I close
by asking the author. . .: W h a t evidence would cause
you to reconsider your position and accept the position
you have so far rejected?

Climate Change and
Species Extinction
To the Editor:
Re Christopher Lingle's September article about glob
al warming and species extinction: Just proposing that
species can adapt in the abstract does not mean that
they can adapt in the current environment.
Geography, politics, and human settlements frequent
ly make alteration in the range of a species impossible.
Moving to higher ground is not possible above a cer
tain altitude, and the species might already be at that
altitude. If moving to a higher latitude requires cross
ing a wide river . . . or sea, that likely will not happen.
. . . Sometimes the altered range intrudes into human
civilization, making adaptation impossible. . . .

—DAN KARLAN
Waldwick, N.J.

Christopher Lingle replies:
In response to Dan Karlan, I accept his reasoned
skepticism about species migration over space and
time. His points are well made and merit thoughtful
consideration. However, a response would go beyond
the space likely to be allocated to my reply.
Instead, I will address my remarks to his query con
cerning evidence that would cause me to reconsider
my position. First, I would have to see evidence that
reconciles the differing data from surface temperatures
that suggest a warming trend with the data gathered
from weather balloons and satellites that do not sup
port the notion of a warming trend.

Furthermore, implying that changing the range of
the species somehow magically increases the range is
utter nonsense. If the species must move to avoid
warming, some of their former range will now be off
limits for precisely that reason. There is no guarantee
that the new range will be larger. Most of the time, it
will be smaller. Moving to higher latitudes (close to
the poles) will mean less solar energy received, which
will mean less plant growth. Animals that depend on
that particular plant will find their numbers reduced,
perhaps critically. Predators that feed on grazers will
find their numbers also stressed.

I would also have to see evidence that modeling of
climate involves more complexity so that solar flaring
and water vapor can be accounted for. These natural
phenomena are much more important in influencing
climate and weather than the combined actions of
mankind. Indeed, one large volcanic eruption will dis
rupt weather patterns and alter climate to a much
greater extent than decades of anthropogenic effects.

The evidence that higher C 0 concentrations will
result in greater plant growth is quite equivocal, and
has been disproved for the most important crops. T h e
author posits that adaptation will solve this problem.
But adaptation usually takes place over the course of
centuries, not years. T h e plants might simply not have
enough time to move. And the animals that secured
their niche based on those plants will be more at risk.
. . . I lean toward accepting the following premises: ( 1 )
global warming is a real phenomenon; (2) it is already,
and will continue to be, a negative for human survival
(to say nothing about the rest of the biosphere);
2

Relating to the notion of global warming as he pres
ents it, Mr. Karlan's three premises are based on
inconclusive science. As such, any discussion on the
matter has no bearing on the legitimacy of the liber
tarian mindset that he mentions.
W e will print the most interesting and provocative letters we
receive regarding articles in The Freeman and the issues they
raise. Brevity is encouraged; longer letters may be edited because
of space limitations. Address your letters to: The Freeman, FEE,
3 0 S. Broadway, Irvington-on-Hudson, N Y 10533; e-mail: freeman@fee.org; fax: 9 1 4 - 5 9 1 - 8 9 1 0 .
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But at the heart of this fear is the unspoken recog
nition of the dangers of uncontrolled government, the
worry that new immigrants who do not share one's
devotion to the Western sources of American
government could, some day, influence the state, and
expand it, to the detriment of our constitutional
order. It should be noted, however,
that
this tragedy can only occur if the immigrants are
either unaware of the institutional advantages
that inspired them to emigrate, or they, like
contemporary politicians, shun the principles of
limited government and embrace statism. In
either scenario, it is not the immigrants per se
that cause the worry; it is the mechanism of
government. T h e longevity of our republic is surely
dependent on the character and ideals of those who
comprise it, but the more corrupt the framework of
government programs becomes, the more it under
mines the ideals of those who will shape it in the
future. . . .

Do Immigrants Threaten
Social Cohesion?
To the Editor:
While P. Gardner Goldsmith makes good sense vs.
some of the arguments against unlimited immigration
(September 2004), he omits the caution appropriate to
cultural integrity in giving blanket approval to it: "The
reason immigrants are not dangerous to the U . S . econ
omy is that they allow customers to buy the best
product they can for the lowest price, etc." Owe we not
a debt to social cohesion too? Or to assimilation of our
cultural mores? T o our Constitution? Must everything
start and end with "the U . S . economy" and "lower
prices"? Has he heard of La Raza or Aztlan, or studied
"Chicano studies," etc.? Rosy-hued immigration futur
ists seem to be at cross purposes with "Doomsayers" or,
at least, they should seek a middle ground of sensible,
moderate, assimilatable levels of immigration (e.g.,
250,000/year) rather than extremes of none at all or
massive, unlimited numbers.

Perhaps what most conservatives find troubling
about unrestrained immigration is not how many enter
the country, but the ideologies and work ethics
immigrants bring with them. Are they coming for a
chance to work or for a handout from a growing welfare
state? In the early twentieth century, the very Asians
who were banned from entering the United States pre
viously turned out to be some of the most productive,
patriotic, conservative citizens in the nation. While
retaining their cultural heritage, they also assimilated,
adding their own cultural contributions to our thriving
country. Likewise, refugees from Cambodia, Vietnam,
North Korea, and Cuba who came here from despotic
regimes all carried with them an appreciation of, and
devotion to, American freedom.

May we expect rigorous analysis of these challeng
ing issues facing economists in post-'60s America?
—W. EDWARD CHYNOWETH
Sanger, California

Gardner Goldsmith replies:
The intention of my article was to address the eco
nomic arguments against unlimited immigration,
nothing more. This is stated at the outset of the piece.
However, since other aspects of the issue are men
tioned, this might be an appropriate place to address
them. Specifically, Mr. Chynoweth stresses the impor
tance of social cohesion for a society, and, by
implication, the tendency of uncontrolled immigra
tion to break a country down into an atavistic mess, no
longer recognizable as the nation it once was.

Our current debate is not so much about immi
grants in general, but Mexican immigrants in
particular, and if we have problems with more
Mexicans entering, it is not the immigrants we ought
to blame. It is the system of government handouts and
schools that will attract the kinds of people who will
likely disregard the Constitution and vote in favor of
larger government.
||)

W h a t worries most conservatives is the thought
that immigrants with cultural differences might not
draw on our shared Western, classical-liberal values,
and this could erode our governmental institutions,
our economy, and our society over time.

THE F R E E M A N : Ideas on

Liberty
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curriculum in public schools, are undermining both
the practice of liberty and any knowledge of its history
and importance. T h e idea of group and collective
"rights" based on race, gender, ethnicity, and social
"class" has replaced the ideal of individual liberty. T h e
ethics of coercive redistribution of wealth has super
seded the principles of inviolate private property and
self-responsibility.

In Defence of the Realm:
The Place of Nations in Classical Liberalism
by David Conway
Ashgate Publishing • 2004 • 210 pages • $79.95

What needs to be restored, Conway argues, is a
national awareness of and patriotic pride in being a
Briton or an American born into the ideal of liberty. In
no way does Conway fall into the trap of "my country
right or wrong." He would consider that a false and
twisted sense of patriotism rightly understood.

Reviewed by Richard M. Ebeling

C

lassical liberalism is a univer
sal philosophy of the social
good. It argues that the individual
§F 181 Rfj\j,JHI
should be recognized as possessing
the fundamental rights to life, lib
erty, and property, which neither
>.».»c««w*»
private individuals nor political
authorities should be permitted to
violate or abridge. T h e role of
government in the classical-liberal ideal is protector
and respecter of those rights, and very little else.

\H DEFENCE

He refers to and extensively quotes from leading fig
ures of liberty over the last three centuries to
demonstrate that it was once understood that what
made someone a "real" Briton or American was the
knowledge that his forebears had fought for personal,
social, economic, and political liberty. That is what
created much of the national identity, political loyalty,
and social spirit in Britain and America.

Classical liberalism is universal because the rights
to life, liberty, and property are not reserved for any
special people or nation. Every individual, everywhere
and at any time, is entitled to those rights. For the
classical liberal, history is the story of the struggle
for liberty.

The central question then arises over how that
older sense of what it means to be an American (or a
Briton) can be restored. T h e issue is not the desirabil
ity of a rebirth of a national spirit of liberty. (See
Richard M. Ebeling, "What It Means to Be an
American: Let Freedom Reign," Notes from FEE,
November 2003.) T h e problem concerns the most
appropriate means to that end.

The tradition of liberty has been the heritage of
only a tiny number of nations. Its focal point over the
last several centuries has been Great Britain and the
United States, with a few other countries in the shad
ow of their influence. And for a hundred years now,
the tradition in those countries has been under con
stant attack by proponents of various forms of
collectivism, from the mild to the extreme.

Conway wishes to use the power of the state to
move back in this direction. While he recognizes the
rationale for privatizing education, he nevertheless
proposes to use the existing public schools to educate
young Britons and Americans about the true history of
their countries. He wants to impose legal requirements
to guarantee that English remains the national lan
guage. And he wishes to stem the flow and more
selectively determine the patterns of immigration into
the two countries.

If this heritage were to be completely lost in those
few countries, it would be a loss not only for them, but
also for the entire world. How shall the heritage of lib
erty be preserved, therefore, in Great Britain and the
United States? This is the question political philoso
pher David Conway attempts to answer in his recent
work, In Defence of the Realm: The Place of Nations in
Classical
Liberalism.

The problem is that those means will fail and may
very well make a restoration of the tradition of liberty
even more difficult. Given the stranglehold that advo
cates of political correctness and multiculturalism have
over the government's monopoly school system, the

Liberty is under attack, Conway warns, from the
ideology of political correctness and multiculturalism.
Government economic and social policies, and the
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