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THE STORY OF THE DECLAJ
By Dumas Malone, Milton K
A year before his death, Thomas Jefferson
was broke. A friend through whom he had invested large sums had gone belly-up, and Mr.
Jefferson's· money disappeared without trace.
A daughter's husband shrugged his shoulders
over the debts he had created; Mr. Jefferson assumed them. Monticello farm, never managed
fust for financial results and second for scientific inquiry, had had a series of bad years.
Mr. Jefferson was eighty-two. He resolved to
sell off some lands and mills he owned in
Albemarle County, Virginia; a fair price would
payoff his debts. But the market was momentarily depressed, and buyers
knew that in a forced sale they could afford to wait for a bottom price. A
lottery! That was the thing!
In Jefferson's youth, and still in many parts of the fifty-year-old United
States, a man could put a fair valuation on what he owned, sell a minimum
number of chances, and realize an adequate return for his property at exceedingly low cost to the buyer. But now the Virginia legislature had
taken over the licensing and regulation of lotteries. They were immoral,
you see, and while the state might operate one at any time, strict supervision of any private lottery was obviously required.
While Richmond endlessly debated whether to let Mr. Jefferson sell his
property in the manner he wished, ruin set in. Three months before death
he would have been evicted from his beloved lifelong home, as much a part
of his nature as he was of its, had it not been for the last-moment generosity of friends in Baltimore and New York. Mr. Jefferson believed he and
his family had been rescued, and died in peace.
The incident suggests what was happening to the revolution for individual freedom with which Thomas Jefferson's life was so entwined. It had
begun, perhaps, around 1760, when the efforts of France to gain the ascendant over the British Empire on the North American continent were finally crushed. The long fighting was over; the colonists could go home,
build, trade, create!
But a good king came to the English throne: George III. He was no donothing, like his father; he was determined that the now-secure Empire
should be arranged for the maximum benefit of all its citizens. (Good rulers have a way of being a fearful burden to their subjects, as opposed to
bad ones out only for their own purposes. How costly was good King
Richard I, and how much Englishmen g~ned under King John, so bad no
monarch in 800 years has cared to hold the name! For that matter, contrast the continuing. hideous world-wide chaos, so much the creation of
good President Woodrow Wilson, with the tranquillity prevailing whilst relatively non-interventionist, bad Calvin Coolidge was president.)
Of course, North America, for openers, had to repay to England a part of
the cost of the wars with the French, and George and his ministers conscientiously set about to organize that. Dumas Malone and his co-authors,
Milton Kaplan and the late Hirst Milhollen, set about relating and illustrating the sequence of events in the fust part of The Story of the Declaration
of Independence. Tariffs, of course, were imposed upon colonial imports.
When smuggling became rampant, the Crown authorized writs of assistance

-a sort of early no-knock law-to run down violators. James Otis, in his
Massachusetts court arguments against them, was "a flame of fire" and
roused the populace. The Stamp Acts (payment to the Crown for the privilege of legally concluding a contract or issuing a deed for property) followed. Patrick Henry declaimed that Caesar had his Brutus, Charles I his
Cromwell, and George III ..."Treason!" cried older members of the House
of Burgesses, but the leader of protest had forever made his point among
Virginians and all the ·colonists. The Townshend Acts, which when eventually repealed after solid colonial opposition, still left the tax on tea symbolic of British power over the American economy. And then came the
Tea Party in Boston harbor.
George had to end all these resistances. He closed Boston harbor and remodelled the Massachusetts government to bring it under his hand.
But it didn't work; force met with its response in the First Continental
Congress, called in Philadelphia in 1774 to see what was to be done. Sam
Adams (the Murray Rothbard of the first libertarian revolution) and John
Adams were there; they could see the inevitable denouement, but publicly
stayed not too far ahead of their compatriots. Nonetheless, after shrewd
diplomatic maneuvers, they achieved passage of the non-importation
agreement aimed at British traders, which they knew would force a political showdown.
Thomas Jefferson wasn't there. He was a young farmer and lawyer of
thirty-one years who had picked up a remarkable sort of self-education
while atten~1ng the college of William and Mary in Williamsburg-Devilsburg, he called it! Why studies of the libertarian bent of so many Virginians of the period omit or downplay mention of George Wythe, extraordinary professor (then "tutor") of law, is a mystery to this reviewer. He
had a profound effect upon the early shaping of Jefferson's mind, and of
innumerable others. It may be that he is one of the seminal libertarian
thinkers.
While the Congress sat, Jefferson wrote a pamphlet offering the then-advanced view that Crown and Parliament had no authority whatsoever over
the colonies. The Adamses saw an intelligent and capable ally; when Jefferson was sent to the second Congress, they urged his seating on the committee which soon metamorphosed from that to draft A Declaration On
The Necessity of Taking Up Arms to one for drafting a declaration for independence.
In the meantime, Bunker Hill had been fought, Patrick Henry had spoken, and boys were wearing the motto "Liberty or Death" on their hunting-shirts (like political slogans on T-shirts during the last few years).
Early on the delegates saw that Jefferson's words could set the controversy on a higher plane than mere taxation: "Our fathers, inhabitants of
the island of Great Britain, left their native land to seek on these shores a
residence for civil and religious freedom." And when the military and diplomatic relationship between Crown and colonies became inflamed in 1776
beyond the power of conciliatory poultice to soothe, Jefferson was appointed to draft the fateful Declaration whose words are nearly all his.
Mr. Jefferson later said he was not straining for novelty, but "to place
before mankind the common sense of the subject, in terms so firm and
plain as to command their assent, and to justify ourselves in the independent stand we are compelled to take." To his countrymen, Malone adds
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By D. C. North (
This is a half-priced, improved version of The Economics of Public Issues,
which has been widely used as a supplemental text. (Harper & Row has been
ripping-off students.) Since it approximates my own views more nearly than
any other book-except perhaps Roger Miller's magnum opus, Economics Today-I will play the devil's advocate in this review.
One interesting change from the textbook version is that "The Economics of
Standard Oil" has disappeared. That chapter typified the phony posturing
about moral neutrality that permeates the book: "Again we leave to individual judgement the decision as to whether the results are 'good'or 'bad'." (Two
pages later, the authors are caught saying, "Although the distributional aspects
of the gains from oil imports may not seem equitable....") Now, why put
quotation marks around good and bad? This sort of thing irritates moral
philosophers, and rightly so. Abdication on ethical matters is not neutrality; it

implies that moral reasoning is invalid. Yet the book's opening sentence
declares, "Very few of the major issues of our time are purely economic...."
More ethical neutrality: "Socialization of medicine would, in fact, allow
low-income people (actually all people) to obtain medical care that they might
not have chosen to spend their money on if forced to pay for it directly... .If
society feels this is a desirable goal," say North and Miller, "then socialization
of medicine is a possible course of action." But why is it okay for a majority
to decide to send its medical bills to a minority? Again, the statement is factually dubious too: Wealthy, higher-income people make more use of medical
facilities because they are better-informed about dangerous symptoms, and
most socialized medicine schemes are designed (by rich senators) to be financed by regressive payroll taxes. Thus socialized medicine would surely be
another subsidy of the rich by the poor!

8 UNZ.ORG
LICENSED TO
ELECTRONIC REPRODUCTION PROHIBITED

~SON----------------lay Nock

RATION OF INDEPENDENCE
aplan, and Hirst Milhollen
"it has seemed that [this] first public paper of the Republic is the best
one. Its well-worn phrases still have the freshness of life because it nobly
evokes the undying spirit of human freedom."
The triple authors of The Declaration of Independence carryon its story
in 275 pages lavishly illustrated in black and white. The events surrounding its proclamation, the lives of the Signers, the fate of the document itself over eight generations, are all swiftly and accurately covered. As an
overview for those not familiar with the events of the time the book is
sound, if not gripping. It was rust published in 1954 by Oxford University
Press; I wonder if this "Bicentennial Edition" reissue at fifteen dollars is
not an act of English economic revenge.
Jefferson saw the Revolution, and the events following it with which he
was intimately involved, as one for and about the liberation of most of
mankind-and especially from the State and the institutions created by the
State for the profit of its supporters. Having served as governor of Virginia
during the war, having narrowly escaped capture at his home by Tarleton,
and having suffered extensive property destruction by Cornwallis, when
peace came he was eager to settle back in Monticello and live the life of
writer, farmer, and scientific experimenter. He probably would have done
so but for the early death of his wife Martha in the fall of 1782.
Congress asked him to be minister to France; he went in 1784 and remained on the continent for five years. He delighted in the amenities-every civilized person, it is said, has two countries, one of which is Francebut there was a missing sense of freedom. "The immense majority was in
bondage to its masters, the masters were in bondage to vices which were
the natural fruit of irresponsibility, which kept them in a condition really
worse and more hopeless then that of those whom they exploited." So
comments that great libertarian Albert Jay Nock in his fascinating study
Jefferson. His subject, commenting upon the ultimate masters, the French
Court, said that that spectacle is to be seen as you would see "the menagerie of Versailles with [its] lions, tigers, hyaenas, and other beasts of prey,
standing in the same relation to their fellows. A slight acquaintance with
them will suffice to show you that under the most imposing exterior, they
are the weakest and worst part of mankind." Indeed. Mightn't that description be aptly applied to the Nixon "court"? Mr. Jefferson would have
done so if resurrected at the appropriate moment for comment, I have no
doubt. What he saw and what raised his gorge in Europe in the 1780s has
recently been routine in the United States.
Mr. Jefferson came back and again longed to stay at Monticello. But he
became President Washington's Secretary of State in a cabinet of four. He
almost alone was qualified to advise on matters relating to the revolution in
France, rapidly assuming stage center in world affairs.
His first shock was to find that in fashionable circles the talk was of the
need for a strong government for the United States. "Where," asks Nock,
"was the old high spirit, the old motives, the old familiar discourse about
natural rights, independence, self-government?" Jefferson said, "I can not
describe the wonder and mortification with which the table conversations
filled me."
It was, of course, a swing of the ideological pendulum. It had been

pushed by everyone's perception of the wrong turning taken by the French
Revolution, and again by that determined and successful advocate of the
central state, Alexander Hamilton. Jefferson was no debater, no orator;
in his years in the cabinet he almost always opposed Hamilton's plans to
create a class of creditors of the federal government whose interests therefore would be made to coincide with the government's desire for strength,
solvency, and growth. Jefferson lost, every time. And to this day, it is,
at bottom, the Hamiltonian system of those persons and corporations who
have been deliberately made economically dependent upon Washington
(and especially the close association between banking and government)
which holds up the federal government.
Nock's study of Jefferson's learning curve (as we might today call it) during this period is not to be matched. And Jefferson's comprehension of
the wheels within wheels was perhaps not complete even when the pendulum returned and he was made president in 1801; he believed Hamilton's
general system was a fixture. "When the government was first established,
it was possible to have kept it going on true principles, but the contracted,
English, half-Ietted ideas of Hamilton destroyed that hope in the bud. It
mortifies me to be strengthening principles which I deem radically vicious,
but this vice is entailed on us by the first error .... What is practicable
must often control what is pure theory."
Libertarian Jefferson was, but not a "pure" one, either compared to the
Thomas Paines and Patrick Hemys of his day, or, of course, to the thinkers
of today's renewed and refined libertarian cause. In ,his administrations,
Mr. Jefferson reduced government expenditure and taxes of all kinds, eliminated the military projects commenced by the Adams administration, and
ended pomp and expensive governmental ceremony. But he bought the
Louisianna Territory with eyes open to the unconstitionality of his act, imposed (with Congress) the dreadful Embargo upon this country, and wrote
to his Secretary of the Treasury in 1808, "The appointment of a woman to
office is an innovation for which the public is not prepared, nor am 1."
At last in 1809 Mr. Jefferson was free. He went to Monticello, and quite
literally stayed home the rest of his life-seventeen years. He was by nature a private person. "Hide thy life, said Epicurus; and no one ever succeeded better than Thomas Jefferson at hiding his inner springs of sentiment." So Nock; but Jefferson loved his scientific pursuits, visits from the
great of the world, his correspondence that went to the limits of the Western world, and the University of Virginia, whose creation was the major
occupation of his last years.
But best of all Jefferson loved his surviving daughter, his grandchildren,
and the incomparable Monticello. Jefferson had had only one real tragedy in his life: the loss of his wife. It is a happy thought for any admirer
of his great contributions that his far-away friends spared Mr. Jefferson a
second tragedy in the closing months of his life.
Nock's book is also a reissue, in paper, at a price of $2.95. It's a steal!
But it is not a biography; it is best read with a prior nodding acquaintance
with the history of America between 1760 and 1820. Professor Peterson
of Brandeis wrote a sound and accurate introduction to the new edition,
yet hardly in the slightest what I in his place should have written. Nock is
that rich. Reviewed by Roger Lea MacBride / History-Biography / Jefferson / LR Price $2.95 / Story / LR Price $15

:CONOMIC ISSUES OF OUR TIMES
Ind R. L. Miller
More quirks:
"The New York Stock Exchange is perhaps the most perfectly competitive
market we know." That should at least be qualified with a reference to the
SEC brokerage cartel, perhaps the most perfectly monopolized trade we know.
"A federal bureaucratic job offers little risk of termination, but also little
chance of a large income." False. It offers both low risk and high income
(particularly if you include the opportunities for graft).
"Those who pay additional taxes must in turn decide whether they feel the
additional public services made available are worthwhile." When was anyoneoutside of California-last given a genuine opportunity to vote against a perpetually increasing tax bite?
These reservations aside, the book is truly remarkable. The scope is heroic,
covering thirty subjects and at least as many economic concepts. Examples:

application of peak-load pncmg to energy problems, of information-cost
theory to consumerism, of human-capital theory to discrimination against
women and blacks, and of risk-aversion theory to usury laws. A typically
novel insight: "Income is redistributed by laws which make abortion, prostitution and narcotics illegal. . .. Since information is more costly for illegal
goods and services, in general those who can afford to pay more (the wealthy)
receive a better product than those who are poor."
This is a fun book, full of simple yet challenging ideas. Nearly every imaginable issue is stripped to its essentials and subjected to embarassing (for the
State) analysis and evidence. It is also a useful reference for getting your head
together on seemingly complicated subjects. It was a bargain at $2.95, so the
difference is pure consumer surplus. Reviewed by Alan Reynolds / Economics / LR Price $1.50
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VITAMIN B-17:
FORBIDDEN WEAPON AGAINST CANCER
By Michael L. Culbert

In a decade when the federal government is spending billions annually on its
War on Cancer, this book treats of what the cancer establishment calls an "unorthodox" cancer remedy. Vitamin B-17: Forbidden Weapon Against Cancer
outlines the history of the suppression of Laetrile, a non-toxic substance
derived from apricot pits and a variety of fruits.
Laetrile advocates argue that cancer is caused not by external factors, but by
a metabolic breakdown within the body. Furthermore, cancer is a disease of
modern man living on a high level of civilization. It follows that cancers may
be set off by the lack of something in a diet, a lack for which Laetrile is said to
compensate.
Based on interviews with the originator of Laetrile, biochemist Ernst T.
Krebs, Jr., author Michael L. Culbert concludes that "cancer is not formed by
an alien, outside force but through natural processes that run wild when man's
tampering with nature has removed or diminished the natural restraints on
those natural processes."
Few claim that Laetrile offers a total cure for cancer, but many point to the
tumor-reducing effect reported by the cancer patients of Dr. Ernesto Contreras, who, in his Tijuana, Mexico, clinic, each month administers the cancer
remedy that is banned in the U. S. to numbers of American patients. There is,
however, general agreement on the pain-reducing characteristics of Laetrile.
Because of the Food and Drug Administration's unwillingness to permit clinical testing on Laetrile, it is available only through the "Laetrile underground."
Culbert describes the growth of the Laetrile lobby, which includes those from
both ends of the political spectrum who advocate freedom of choice in cancer
therapy. He concludes that "there is something to Laetrile, and the growing
wave of evidence makes a compelling case for facing this fact without assuming Laetrile is the total answer or that all opposition to Laetrile has an identical vested interest in its suppression."
The reader is, led to feel that the ban on non-toxic Laetrile, which mayor
may not be efficacious in cancer treatment, is perhaps as senseless as the legalization of highly toxic cancer drugs that have done little to cut the cancer
death rate and frequently only further debilitate systems already weakened by
cancer.

In 1953 the California Cancer Commission issued a report stating that Laetrile had no effect on cancer tumors and citing the use of 44 case studies in its
research. Subsequent statements have been based on the 1953 study, despite
the fact that it was later discovered that in the California study Laetrile was
not given in dosages large enough to warrant reaching any conclusions about
the substance. In recent years raids have been made on doctors' offices where
officials suspect that Laetrile is being used. In 1973 Dr. John A. Richardson
was charged for using Laetrile under California's "cancer quackery" statutes.
The FDA and the National Cancer Institute have followed the line taken on
Laetrile in 1953. In December 1973 NCI stated: "Based on all of the studies
we have carried out, we conclude that the material does not possess activity in
any of the tumor systems that we have utilized." Recent statements echo the
same sentiments, including that of the Sloan-Kettering Cancer Institute, which
several years ago "leaked" positive findings on Laetrile to the public. Among
those who disagree with NCI's official statement is the recently retired former
head of NCI's cytochemistry unit, Dr. Dean Burk.
Laetrile's foremost advocate, Ernst Krebs, points to the "billions ,of dollars"
at stake in cancer therapy and cites the "fantastic ego considerations" among
scientists and bureaucrats as key elements in cancer politics. "If you bring in
Laetrile you've eliminated the department of tissue pathology, therapeutic
radiology, and will have made one hell of a dent in surgery," is how Krebs explains the perceived threat of Laetrile.
Culbert's book does not plead the case for Laetrile, although it includes a
chapter of remarkable testimonials. Instead it demonstrates the logicality of
acting upon the "test Laetrile now" slogan in order that cancer patients may
have freedom of choice. Despite the fact that a predicted 350,000 persons in
the US will die of cancer this year, the cancer bureaucracy keeps a closed mind
to anything but the time-tried and minimally successful orthodox cancer
therapies. This book makes it clear that the basic issue is not the efficacy of
Laetrile, but the infringement of .freedom in what amounts to a life and death
question. Reviewed by Solveig Eggerz / Survival / LR Price $8.95

THE BALANCING ACT &
BLACK STUDIES REVISITED
By George Roche, Alan Reynolds, and Ernest Van Den Haag

that discrimination has in fact taken place in higher education, the cure seems
to be worse than the disease.
The sad thing about Black Studies Rftvisited is that it hints at what eould
have been. The push for Black Studies courses could have led to the establishment of a true line of scholarship in this area-something which is totally legitimate. Instead, as the authors point out, Black Studies became, something.
quite different-group therapy for black students who were not academically ,
qualified and a place to isolate unqualified black students whose presence elsewhere would have lowered standar.ds (but who, safely locked away in Black
Studies courses, were harmless to the university as a whole). In addition, since
the number of people qualified to teach Black Studies could not possibly
meet the demand in so short a time, many .unqualified instructors had to do.
Reynolds and Van Den Haag point out that the real contributions to Black
Studies came from those trained in other disciplines, such as economics and
history.
I found the authors of The Balancing Act a bit overzealous in expressing
their indignation; they might have benefitted by a less exclamatory style of
writing. I must admit, however, that their indignation was infectious, for I
too found myself outraged. Also, I found myself wincing at Roche's use of a
Mencken quotation about women that seemed like an underhanded swipe at
the women's liberation movement (an ill-placed and ill-informed one at that).
But all in all, The Balancing Act provides a lot of insight into the problems
of quota hiring and Black Studies, and it demonstrates the ramifications of
political intrusion and maneuvering in the academic realm. Reviewed by
Susan ,Love Brown / Education / LR Price $8.95

The Balancing Act, consisting .of two separate pieceS-Quota Hiring in Higher
Education by George Roche and Black Studies Revisited by Alan Reynolds
and Ernest Van Den Haag-lays bare facts that should frighten the hell out of
anyone interested in America's colleges and universities. Although the problems of higher education are by no means confined to these two issues, these
issues are symptomatic of the kind of behavior that is threatening to destroy
the American university, if in fact it has not already been destroyed.
Quota hiring in colleges that receive federal money is by no means an "official" policy, Roche tells us. Rather it is masked by all sorts of subterfuge,
such as the employment of Newspeak which insists that the "goals" the Office of Civil Rights lays down for colleges under its grip are not the same as
"quotas." Nevertheless, "When a bureaucrat can threaten withholding virtually millions of dollars in funds from Columbia University, not because Columbia has been found guilty of specific acts of discrimination, but because
Columbia, after a half-dozen attempts and the expenditure of tens of thousands of dollars in computer studies, has failed to come up with an Affirmative
Action plan satisfactory to the bureaucracy, the results should be obvious to
all...."
Roche makes an impressive case for the thesis that the bureaucracy is in fact
operating a quota system, not the least evidence of which is the fact that the
Equal Opportunity Employment Commission itself has been hit with a number of complaints charging Teverse discrimination and a quota system of hiring.
On top of everything else, many members of minority groups end up being
discriminated against because they do not fit the image of deprivation-the
stereotypes-dreamt' up by those who make the rules. While Roche agrees
10
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