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When the Lights Go on Again 
In keeping with the recently inaugurated 
policy of prefacing each FREEMAN article with 
a few words about the author and a hint or 
two as to what the thing is all about, it now 
falls to the present writer, C. 0. STEELE, to 
say that the subjoined composition is nothing 
more nor less than some random thoughts 
on a somewhat rambling speech by a certain 
scholarly gentleman now much in the public 
eye. 

The author came to THE FREEMAN as editor 
a year ago, after ten years on the editorial 
staff of Standard Statistics. His earlier back-
ground includes twelve years in Wall Street, 
and overseas service in the first World War. 
He is a member of the faculty of the Henry 
George School of Social Science and a lec-
turer on economics and sociology. He is mar-
ried and makes his home in Forest Hills, N. Y. 

IN his Woodrow Wilson anniversary address deliver-
ed in Washington the night of December 29, Vice Presi-
dent Wallace ranged from lofty idealism to pernicious 
economic nonsense. From such warming sentiments as 
"Yet even while warfare rages on and we of the United 
Nations are doubling our great drive for victory, there 
is dawning the hope of that day of peace, however 
distant, when the lights will go on again all over the 
world," to the prize asininity, "The 'new freedom' for 
which Woodrow Wilson fought was the forerunner of 
the Roosevelt 'New Deal' of 1933," the speaker regaled 
his listeners with fact, fiction, fancy and emotion-stirring 
sentiment, mixed with a dash of unblushing political 
buncombe. 

It was Woodrow Wilson who said, "The history of hu-
man freedom is the history of the limitation, not the 
enlargement of governmental power." It was the pro-
genitor of the New Deal who said, for the first time in 
American history, "The State owes its citizens a liv-
ing." If there is any affinity between those two pro-
nunciamentoes it is more than this keen and discerning 
eye can perceive. The first reflects the sage counsel of 
Thomas Jefferson, who held that the least governed 
state is the best governed state; of Herbert Spencer, 
who wrote in 1850, "Be it or be it not true that Man is 
shapen in iniquity and conceived in sin, it is unques-
tionably true that government is begotten of aggres-
sion, and by aggrethion." It is the forerunner of the 
shrewd observation of Jose Ortega y Gasset, who, 
writing of the accretion of State power in 1922, said: 
"This is the gravest danger that today threatens civiliza-
tion: State interveition, the absorption of all spon-
taneous social effort by the State; that is to say, of  

spontaneous historical action, which in the long run 
sustains, nourishes and impels human destinies." It is 
a fitting prelude to the Henry L. Mencken statement of 
1926 to this effect: 

"It (the State) has taken on a vast mass of new 
duties and responsibilities; it has spread out its powers 
until they penetrate to every act of the citizen, how-
ever secret; it has begun to throw around its operations 
the high dignity and impeccability of a State religion; 
its agents become a separate and superior caste, with 
authority to bind and loose, and their thumbs in every 
pot. But it still remains, as it was in the beginning, the 
common enemy of all well-disposed, industrious and 
decent men." 

To say that Woodrow Wilson's "new freedom" and 
the current economic philosophy known as the New 
Deal have anything in common is like saying that a 
horse chestnut and a chestnut horse are one and the 
same. If Vice President Wallace, born and reared in 
the old school Republican party tradition, the son of 
a father who, as Secretary of Agriculture and a suc-
cessful politician and country editor, was opposed to 
practically everything that Woodrow Wilson stood for, 
holds that the two schools of thought are even remotely 
similar, he is either less intelligent than one would sup-
pose or less honest than one would like to think. 

When Mr. Wallace, speaking of the machinery that 
must be set up to cope with post-war conditions, says 
that "the aim would be the maximum of home rule 
that can be maintained along with the minimum of 
centralized authority that must come into existence to 
give the necessary protection," we are ready to rise 
and cheer. In many ways Shanghai is nearer New York 
today than was San Francisco but a generation ago. To 
say that we can hold ourselves aloof in so small a world 
as this has now come to be, that we can refuse to play 
our part, to assume our responsibilities in the making 
of the peace, that we must again turn to the old isola-
tionism that doomed the World War I settlement to 
failure and undermined the League of Nations, would be 
to proclaim ourselves a nation of incorrigible nitwits 
who had never learned anything and never would. But 
when the Vice President goes on in the next breath 
to say, "We must recognize, for example, that it is per-
fectly justifiable for a debtor, pioneer nation to build 
up its industries behind a protective tariff," we slump 
in despair at such an exhibition of economic illiteracy 
in high places; and the added statement that "a creditor 
nation can be justified in high tariff policies only from 
the standpoint of making itself secure in case of war," 
does nothing to alleviate the mortification. 

Practically every nation on earth is in debt to the 
United States. Does that unpleasant fact justify the 
erecting of tariff barriers by each to keep out American 
products? If the Vice President is correct in his reason-
ing, it does. This country in turn wants to feel that it 
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would be secure in case of war. Does that mean then 
that to attain that security we must raise an unsur-
mountable tariff wall to shut us off from the other na-
tions of the world? Mr. Wallace's reasoning permits of 
no other conclusion. 

This is not the time to give the Vice President of the 
United States a lesson in fundamental economics but 
some one should explain to the distinguished gentleman 
that the only "secure" man is the fellow who is in 
jail, that the only truly self-contained community is a 
cemetery. He need but look to the history of his own 
country to find a complete refutation of his belief that a 
pioneer nation needs tariff protection in order to de-
velop its infant industries. Industrial America had its 
earliest development along the eastern seaboard. The 
output of manufactured goods in wide variety had 
reached substantial proportions in the coast settlements 
while territory but a few hundred miles to the west was 
still virgin forest. That territory would be virgin forest 
today if its industrial development had depended on a 
tariff wall for protection against the well-established 
industries of the East. 

Pittsburgh, center of the nation's gigantié steel in-
dustry, source of electrical goods. and equipment in 
common use in every civilized country on the globe, 
would be merely a good hunting ground or, at best, 
a community of farms. The pottery and tires of Ohio, 
Detroit's vast automotive industry, the extensive manu-
facturing activities of the Pacific Coast, fabulous Holly-
wood—all would be lost, not in the limbo of long-for-
gotten things but in the mystical Never-Never Land, if 
their development could have been accomplished only 
behind a tariff wall which would have shut out the 
competition of the manufacturers of New York and 
New England. For, as Mr. Wallace must know, there 
were no tariffs between states of the Union in those 
days. 

Even more preposterous is the inference that a nation 
can make itself secure by high tariff policies in case of 
war. The peril through which this country has been 
fighting its difficult way for more than a year is great-
ly intensified by the fact that we admitted too little 
from abroad, rather than too much, in the years preced-
ing our entrance into the war. What would we not give 
today for adequate, supplies of such vitally-needed raw 
materials as rubber and tin from Malaya, manganese 
from Russia, India, Brazil, or wherever else it could be 
obtained if only we had the ships and could bring it to 
our own shores in safety? Our own manganese industry 
is still in the "infant" stage, producing less than ten 
per cent of our needs notwithstanding that it has long 
been "protected" by an import duty of nearly ninety 
per cent. - 

The United States is probably more nearly self-suffi-
cient than any other nation on earth yet a statement 
from the War Department shows that during the First 
World War we were forced to look to other countries for 
no less than thirty commodities that were highly essen-
tial to the war effort. In normal times the steel indus-
try alone regularly imports some forty needed com-
modities from fifty-seven countries. As to the effect of  

self-sufficiency on our national well-being, did this 
country's outstanding position in that respect give us, 
prosperity through the nightmare of the Thirties? 

Shutting out foreign goods in order to make ourselves 
secure in case of war would defeat its purpose by the 
dual method of lowering our capacity to wage war and 
at the same time making the occurrence of war more 
probable. In normal times many of the items going into 
our daily requirements in food, clothing and shelter 
come from abroad. For these, no doubt, or for most of 
them, we could in time find reasonably satisfactory 
substitutes, but a substitute is always inferior; other-
wise it would not be a substitute. Our standard of liv-
ing would quickly decline. Few will contend that a 
lowered living standard would make for a higher calibre 
of fighting men. Our civilian population is today sub-
mitting to an increasingly strict program of rationing 
only because of the belief that our armed forces must 
have nothing less than the best in food, clothing and 
shelter. 

By the same token the quality of our fighting equip-
ment—ships, guns, tanks, all the. vast paraphernalia of 
large-scale slaughter—would quickly deteriorate. You 
don't make first-class implements of war out of second-
class materials. Our merchant marine would largely 
disappear from the seven seas. Old-time tariff advocates 
to the contrary notwithstanding, you can't make trade 
a one-way street. You can't sell abroad without buying 
there. Ships would lie idle. Shipbuilding—not only be-
cause of the lack of need for ships but also because of 
the poorer materials and higher costs resulting from 
high tariffs—would become something of a lost art. And 
yet naval men the World over are agreed that the build-
ing up in peace-time of a huge merchant marine is a 
vitally important part of preparedness for war. 

Since our refusal to buy foreign goods would make 
it impossible for foreign nations to buy anything from 
us—unless we repeated the incredible folly of lending 
them the money with which to pay for what we sold 
them, as we did in the Twenties—friction between those 
nations and ourselves would immediately arise. For, 
however stupid we might be in the circumstances, it is 
most unlikely that they would regard with complacency 
our efforts to bar them from the many raw materials 
and manufactured articles in which this country excels. 
One of the few demands of the Axis countries which had 
any real justification was that they must have access 
to the raw materials of the earth, wherever located. And 
we have only to go back to the Smoot-Hawley bill in 
1930 for evidence of the repercussions which invariably 
follow the enactment of a high tariff measure. 

During the making of that piece of legislation, twenty-
six nations protested officially against its contemplated 

In a free society the State does not admin-
ister the affairs of men. It administers justice 
among men, who conduct their own affairs. 

WALTER LIpPivrirr ("The Good Society") 
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rates. After its passage more than a thousand American 
economists urged President Hoover not to sign the bill. 
Following its enactment no less than fifty nations took 
action against the United States by raising their tariffs, 
or establishing quotas, special import duties or em-
bargoes. It might be added that world trade fell from 
$68,000,000,000 to $23,000,000,000 a year, and that the un-
precedented unemployment of the Thirties was largely 
a result of this drop. In 1929 United States exports pro-
vided a livelihood for 2,585,000 families; in 1932 the 
number had dropped to 967,620. The strain that would 
be put upon international relations by the attempt on 
the part of any one nation to make itself self-sufficient 
through the instrumentality of tariffs can easily be 
imagined. Developments would be conducive to any-
thing but peace. 

Mr. Wallace speaks of this country having given away 
billions of dollars of stuff to foreign nations in the 
decade of the Twenties because prevailing high tariff 
laws prevented our taking their goods in exchange, and 
so we took bonds of doubtful value, and he deplores 
"high-tariff, penny-pinching, isolationist policies which 
hide under the cloak of 100 per cent Americanism." All 
of which makes it but the more difficult to understand 
his views on tariffs for the protection of pioneer na-
tions and to make a nation secure in case of war. 

When the Vice President says that we, or the United 
Nations, must supervise public education in the van-
quished nations after the war has been won, he is corn- 

ing pretty close to the policy which 'has Ièen followed 
by the dictators themselves in the Aids cOuntries. The 
Germans, Japs and Italians, adults as 'well as school 
children, have long been told not only what they may 
say and read but even what they must think, and woe 
betide the unlucky individual who is so much as sus-
pected of stepping over the lines. TO most of Us who 
like to boast, of our four freedorns--.freadom of speech, 
freedom of 'assembly, freedom of religion and freedom 
of the press—the position will seem distinctly Un-
American. It was bad enough to have the dictators tell 
their own people what to think; that we should take 
over the job is unthifikablO. 

It is possible, of course, that Mr. Wallace had no such 
thought in mind; his statement, unfortunately, is not 
so clear as could be wished. The following is what he 
did say: 

"The United States must back up' military disarm-
ament with psychological disarmament—supervision or 
at least inspection of the school systams of' Germany and 
Japan, to undo, so far as possible, the diabolical work 
of Hitler and the Japanese war lords in poisoning the 
minds of the young." 

A careful perusal of the somewhat lengthy speech 
leaves the reader with the clear conviction that the 
Vice President is a statesman of the highest ideals and 
a gentleman of the old' school. 

Now if he could only be brushed up a little on his 
economics. . . . 


