two other great Japanese directors, Ozu
and Mizoguchi. He caught the attention
of American audiences in the ’50s with
Rashomon, a murder mystery seer1 successively from four perspectives, and
Seven Samurai, the adventure story to end
all adventure stories. His Hidden Fortress
was the main inspiration for Star Wars
(whose director, George Lucas, coproduced this film), and his Ikuru starred
an old man weary of a meaningless bureaucratic job and determined to make his
last months memorable. Kurosawa’s sensitive and probing treatment of this theme
rendered this film the equal of De Sica’s
acclaimed picture on the same theme,
Umberto D. Kurosawa’s 1976 film, Dersu
Uzala, starred a benevolent old Siberian
trapper and was an enduring paean to
man’s closeness to nature. (It’s still my
favorite film of the last five years.) And
now comes his latest, KAGEMUSHA
(The Shadow Warrior), in which Kurosawa returns to the samurai theme of his
earlier films such as Yojimbo and Sanjuro. If you enjoyed seeing Shogun on
television (set in the same period of
Japanese history), you might enjoy seeing
the real thing in Kagemusha.
The realistic scenes of war and carnage
will not be t o everyone’s taste, but the
psychological penetration into the main
characters should, as will the story line: a
petty thief who is about to be crucified for
his crime turns out to be an exact double
of the local warrior-king, and to save his
own life he is ordered to impersonate the
king after the king’s death, thus keeping
the clan together. The problems involved
in keeping this pretense alive are fascinating as well as sometimes funny: memorable too is the tragedy that ensues when
the one-time thief has been inwardly
transformed into a regal personality, but
his retinue isn’t aware how ably he is now
impersonating the dead king. The theme
of “the double” seems to have a constant
allure, as seen in remakes of The Prisoner
of Zenda and The Great Impersonation
(the latter is still the greatest cliff-hanger
of all novels on this theme, though the
film made from Oppenheim’s novel was
far from adequate).
But Kurosawa’s luminous imagination
transcends the others, and his story is
Homeric in its epic sweep (the three-hourlong film is condensed from a longer version shown overseas). As always in
Kurosawa, the story line is clear, coherent, and absorbing. He proceeds at his
own meticulous pace, and his refusal to be
hurried provides enrichment and depth.
Nor does Kurosawa hesitate to go in for
such “uncinematic” devices as long conversations in one place, with protracted
facial close-ups. The characters are
treated with great understanding and
compassion. Best of all perhaps is the en-

trancing visual imagery with which the
film is saturated-never flashy or arty,
but with a kind of stately autumnal majesty, as if Kurosawa, who is now 70, is
saying to us, “Whatever happens, beauty
and order endure-see, here it is, surrounding us even in the midst of chaos
and destruction.”
John Hospers is a professor of philosophy
at the University of Southern California. His
book Understanding the Arts will be published this year by Prentice-Hall.
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Reviewed by John Hospers
“While capitalist countries live in the
greatest prosperity the world has ever
seen, the supporters of the market system
are an embattled minority, certainly
among the intellectuals, but also among
other groups,” writes Ernest van den
Haag in the introduction t o Capitalism:
Sources of Hostility. Why this is so is the
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subject of this book.
Though the market system produces inequalities of distribution, says van den
Haag in the opening essay, it leads to
superior economic results for everyone:
the market is so efficient that even if only
a small percentage of the national income
is redistributed, more is available for
redistribution to those disadvantaged by
nature or misfortune than in any alternative system. The technology it has produced (including medical technology) is so
enormous that even those who did
nothing t o earn its rewards obtain them as
if they had been gifts from above. But the
recipients are not aware of this difference
between the fruits of capitalism and the
poverty of all precapitalist times. What
they d o see is that they have less than
others around them, and for this they
curse the market system that is in fact
their chief benefactor.
Compared with all previous ages, capitalism has eliminated poverty. Yet we
hear more about the “war on poverty”
than ever before. Why is this? “Poverty
has come t o mean inequality, not plain
misery,” and anything but a completely
equal distribution of income would fail to
satisfy the claimants’ demands. The result
is resentment by anyone who has less
against anyone who has more; yet the
complete egalitarianism that alone would
squelch that resentment would make economic risks not worth taking and, by
bringing production t o a halt, would
culminate in having nothing to distribute.
The young are hostile t o the market
system that enabled their parents t o become affluent. But for the young this affluence is a “given” that does not have t o
be earned but only redistributed: “production has been taken care of,” and
distribution is the only problem. Moreover, their background of affluence has
gotten them in the habit of immediate
gratification of their desires-something
that the market, with its inevitable risks
and initiative and patience, cannot
supply.
Roger Starr, in a n ensuing essay, discusses the groups hostile t o the market:
the Third World (it must preserve its
socialist dictatorships), international
organizations (concerned with distribution, not production), and intellectuals
(they d o better for themselves when tied to
political rulers than they would in the
marketplace). To compound all this is
guilt about being affluent when others are
not, and a failure t o see that others could
have become affluent by adopting the
same policies as those who are.
In the most psychologically probing
essay, Prof. Louis Feuer discusses why
such men as Bernard Shaw, Eric Fromm,
and Herbert Marcuse came to be enemies
of the market. Unlike physical scientists,
JANUARY 198llREASON 57

the humanistic intellectual “lacks the
ballast of empirical verification for his
hypotheses [and] empathizes with the sufferings of men under the yoke of the
market system. He forthwith visualizes a
social system in which these sufferings will
be removed.” The universities, meanwhile, spew out thousands of people
“psychically unemployable in lower
occupations,” nourishing discontent.
“Today’s younger generation has enjoyed
more maternal care than any previous
one” and dislikes the harsh winds of competition, preferring instead a paternalistic
socialistic government. The more radical
students, writes Stanley Rothman, have
“strong power drives, little concern for
people as people, high levels of generalized hostility, and a considerable narcissism”-hardly a combination of qualities that renders their conversion to the
market system a likely prospect.
There are essays by Nathan Glazer and
Dale Vree partly critical of the above conclusions. In summarizing all the data,
Rothman concludes that “liberal capitalism has indeed been an historical
oddity that, like an earlier experiment in
democracy (Athens at the height of its
glory), always carried within it the seeds
of its own decay.” None of the symposiasts disagrees with this, though not all
are equally convinced.
This is not the kind of reading to console you after a hard day’s work. But it is
full of unexpected insights and well worth
reading whether or not one agrees with its
central thesis. The arguments leading to
the conclusion, however, are much less
systematically arrayed than they are by
Benjamin Rogge in his recent book Can
Capitalism Survive? (Liberty Press, 1979).
Those who are not hostile to capitalism
could use a book like McManus’s to hand
to any acquaintances who believe that
socialism is the best method for the production and distribution of goods. The
needed book, however, would have to be
unlike McManus’s, also, for it adds up to
200 rather uninspiring pages of prose,
complete with charts.
The book does live up to its title. It not
only defends prosperity but tells us how to
achieve it as a nation. There is a chapter
on how wealth is created (by production
in the private sector). There is an account
of how economic growth is achieved
(laissez-faire). There is a chapter on the
distribution of wealth in the free market
(everyone is better off) and how poverty
has been largely created (through the actions of government). There is a chapter
on how to obtain and sustain economic
rewards (don’t stifle incentive).
There is a chapter on capital formation
and why it is lagging in the United States
(the government absorbs too much
through taxation), and why cheap mass
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production is faltering (the current market
value of capital goods, not their replacement value, is tax-deductible). There is a
discussion of what happens when the national budget is in deficit (the government
competes for loan money with private
borrowers, sending the rates up) and why
it is necessary to have profits (it enables
producers to put the profits back into production, thus expanding employment).
We are instructed, too, about regulation: it places too much power in the
hands of government (government operates inefficiently, and “too much regulation is counter-productive”). Government
“social spending” is discussed at length
(transfer payments increase, but poverty
continues and the middle class is squeezed)
and how to stop this (lower taxes; don’t
expand the money supply). What should
government d o in the future? Tax less,
spend less.
All this is true and important. But the
tale has been told many times-and much
better. Henry Hazlitt’s Economics in One
Lesson (2nd ed., Arlington House, 1979)
is a much better book to put into the
hands of a dogmatic liberal-socialist: it
presents basic economic facts with exemplary clarity and order while riveting

the reader’s attention. Carl Snyder’s 1940
volume Capitalism the Creator does a
much more thorough and systematic job
than McManus does, and so does
Laurence Fertig in Prosperity through
Freedom. On special topics, such as the
present deterioration of American capital
formation-which
is indeed cause for
high alarm, yet not one American in a
thousand knows anything about it-there
are pieces in recent issues of the Freeman
that d o this much better.
To carry conviction to those unacquainted with the economic facts of life,
this kind of material must be presented
with a certain elan that is quite lacking in
the sluggish pages of this book. A needed
infectiousness of style is primarily what is
missing. Nor is there any overall philosophical viewpoint to organize the facts
and make them come alive. Hostility to
the market will not be countered with the
facts alone; the praises of capitalism must
be sung.

The Perils of Futurism

science of geology. In any case, I sympathize with Davis’s task, faced with such
a mass of opinion and data.
And what a mass of data, well-interpreted and cleverly related. Davis
copiously quotes to “prove” that industry
is not only depleting our resources but is
killing us with wastes, filling our minds
with materialistic ideas, and boring us
with the drudgery of the workplace.
Largely ignored are facts such as these:
that life expectancy in industrial societies
continues to increase, and that technology
has historically created more resources
than it has used-that is, mineral reserves
are human concepts, created by demand
and technology. Any calculation of
known mineral reserves versus demand at
any time in human history could have
shown-and over and over again were
taken to have shown-that reserves were
rapidly approaching exhaustion. Ten
thousand years ago it would have been
arrowhead flints.
Historically, people in agrarian societies have always sought to escape the
drudgery, frustration, and uncertainties
imposed by living off the land. The author
does not deal with this, nor does he deal
with the fact that the agrarian societies of
Africa, South America, southern Asia,
and the Middle East are destroying, at the
highest rate in human history, their land,
their forests, their soil and water resources. Even in China reforestation is
only marginally successful, although it

The Seventh Year: Industrial Civilization
in Transition.
By W. Jackson Davis.
New York: W . W . Norton. 1979. 296
pp. $18.95.
Reviewed by James R. Dunn

“This book is a chronicle of the future,”
says its author, W. Jackson Davis; and indeed it is. Unfortunately for Davis’s
thesis, no chronology exists for the future,
so one must be fabricated from trends.
(We would say “extrapolated” if futurism
were a science.)
Davis’s fabrication is seductive. He
begins with excellent definitions of
physical laws for the nonscientist and
woos the reader with data and graphs
leading to the conclusion that only a “cornucopian,” as he calls the nonbeliever,
could disagree that a totally new era
(depletion, etc.) is imminent.
Not only am I a cornucopian, focusing
on a different future from that which
Davis sees; I am also a geologist. I have
spent my professional life dealing with
natural resources as unseeable as The
Future, but there has been this discipline:
since subsurface reserves extrapolated by
geologists are soon measured as “production,” being right is fairly critical in the
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