
             But when the state is the sole owner of property, produc-
tion is taxed directly practically at a rate of one hundred per



cent.  The state then distributes at whim what has been taken away 
from producers, under the guise of  wages and free services.  As long 
as the amount is the same, it makes me neither richer nor porer if 
whatever is taxed out of my production is termed a contribution to 
the common fund of the people. I would have to be crazy to prefer a 
collective economy which provides me with health, education and 
other services for free, plus ten dollars a month to spend on other 
things, over a free market economy which charges me one thosand 
dollars for those services, but allows  me an income of twelve hun-
dred dollars a month. One has to  be impractical, confused or hypo-
critical, not moral, to do otherwise. Capitalism channels rationally 
the natural individualist disposition of man into social life. Private 
gain is not a lower ethical value than cooperation. Rather, they are 
not comparable in such an unquailified way. We cannot refer here 
to cooperation as the result of a humanist disposition, but as the re-
sult of particular economic undertakings organically considered. 

































































282  POWER TO THE WEST! 

Those who support either the group or the individual to 
the exclusion of the other resolve issues easily: they need only 
deny one pole of right, which actually, in one way or another, 
ends up denying individual rights. Solutions which satisfy 
each and every one in generic and particular terms cannot be 
that simple. Recognizing the bipolar-affirmative nature of the 
political dynamics of society and validating its three principles 
or right, however, we can reject both socialism and (mercantilist) 
liberal capitalism, and identify the heart of fundamentalist 
capitalism, which would be a part of a rational normative 
universal suprasystem. Such a suprasystem (or nomocracy 
dictates how freedom must be understood and practiced, 
and within the context of the achievement of the common 
good―in the praxical way demanded by each epoch and cul-  
ture―it differentiates as well as integrates microcosmic and 
macrocosmic social labors in a synthesis ultimately based on 
justice. Thus, it fosters the most complete expression of the 
rights of each and every one, and molds itself in the essence of 
every ethical and natural system of life. 

Notes 
1There are ―without the slightest doubt―individuals and associations 

of inestimable value to the cause of freedom in the ranks of liberal capital-
ism. But there are also those who lean heavily toward hypostatizing practical 
rules of conduct, free trade and contract practices for the most part. On this 
basis, we must recognize that the socialist critique of liberal capitalism has its 
raison d’etre. For those lacking in real effective socio-mercantile power, their 
free choice is only a theoretical possibility. Given all this, no compelling ideo-
logical reason is given to exclude the state as the agent of redistribution, as 
long as the utilized resources can be considered legitimate social patrimony, 
and a state monopoly is not legally enforced. The contrary argument is upheld 
on the basis of practical considerations (the abuse and poor planning of state 
investments, subsidies and credits in this case), and assert that private enter-
prise is more capable of detecting where it is better to utilize resources so that, 
over the long term, if these remain in its hands, more wealth will be produced 
which, reinvested, will best meet the needs of the group. 

These are reasonable assertions. Even though private enterprise does 
no have a monopoly on good management, the often unlimited and unquali-
fied access to resources that state enterprises enjoy is prone to inefficiency. 
On a related matter, politicizing credit (common under central financing) and 
reserving it for a clique (as private enterprise is wont to do) are two sides 
of the same coin. There is, of course, no right to credit, and the legal owner  
or depositary of resources has the right to place them as fit. But since thus 
many potentially good producers may be overlooked, the state may allocate 
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credit resources to those who truly deserve them, and are thus in a position  
to contribute to the advancement of society. But even if private financing put 
resources in the best hands, private investment may remain localized for too 
long because it seeks out the best markets first. It would not be unusual if  
private enterprise were not interested in the meager returns from investing 
in basic housing, health or education for laborers in underdeveloped coun-
tries, for example, given the poor economic circumstances of the projected 
beneficiaries. Thus, by the time business enterprises find such markets at-
tractive and can effectively project themselves on a large scale, perhaps 
through offering insurance plans, labor may be in bad shape ―an institu-
tional delimitation of wages does not offer solution by itself―only able, in 
the short term, to contribute to the productive process with scant creativity, 
and social malaise may have appeared, resulting in the capital flight which  
is to be expected. This flight is further intensified by the concentration of 
wealth in the hands of certain individuals who thereby gain access to attrac- 
tive international markets. It is much too easy, under these circumstances,  
for the general population to become impoverished. 

Extreme monetarists even attempt to justify the above by arguing that 
capital flight still benefits the recipient of the resources, and that in the long 
term all mankind will benefit. I object to such reasoning: it would be unethi-  
cal to produce disproportionate wealth for some groups―a metropolis would 
be a likely case―by causing increased peripheral poverty, for this violates the 
third principle of nomocratic right, especially when the immediate social cost 
is offensive to human dignity. Besides, the projected benefits for all mankind 
cannot be taken for granted in real life, and even if they could, they would 
probably come too late to matter in situations like the above. The argument  
could not be supported even if everyone were free to migrate to wherever 
resources were plentiful, partly for practical reasons―among them the pos-
sibility that immigrants may be discriminated against―and partly because  
(as we will see at the end of the book) it is contrary to natural law. The mer-
cantilist argument supposes that the initial pattern of distribution is irrel-
evant as long as there is an increased productivity, for in this case reinvest-
ments and increased public wealth, derived in part from taxation, will benefit 
everyone. But that depends, as we have said, on the type of such reinvest-
ments, and above all, if they do not continue practices of exploitation. Besides, 
a public treasure capable to guarantee a minimum social opportunity, derives 
mostly from a large middle class, which is not to be expected in the midst of 
the above-mentioned conditions.

I am not in any way arguing that public investment―which is to some 
extent a form of redistribution and subsidizing, since the resources are not 
assigned through the market process―is indispensable, nor that private  
investment must always lead to the above-described situation. I am simply 
saying that, while private investment is ideal where the general population 
possesses an adequate economic endowment (because, among other reasons,  
the economic information every individual has is properly made use of only 
in the market economies), public investment might be better able to deter-
mine social priorities under different conditions because it is not motivated  
by profit. Of course, public investment must never be funded by running the 
country into debt or sweeping inflation, and limited only to supplying the ben-
efits which private entities are unable or unwilling to offer. Falling into a full 
blown mixed or Keynesian economy is to be avoided. Although the creation  
of employment by the government is not in itself anti-libertarian prax- 










