
Among my favorite statist inconsis-
tencies is their insistence, in one breath,
that income inequality is an evil of the
first rank, along with the accusation in
the next breath, that free-market advo-
cates have an unsavory concern with
material matters. Enemies of the market
are forever applauding themselves for
recognizing that non-material pursuits
are far more ennobling and satisfying
than the pursuit of financial gain.

Well, if non-material pursuits are

deeper and more rewarding than are
material pursuits, then income inequali-
ty should rank very low on statists” list
of capitalist outrages. The minimalist
poet earns far less money than does the
CEO of Coca-Cola, but the poet presum-
ably enjoys far greater spiritual and
mental rewards than does the corporate
chieftain. Rather than taxing the CEO
more heavily than the poet, perhaps gov-
ernment should offer the CEO a lower tax
rate to help compensate him for his mea-

ger spiritual rewards.
Statists are also inconsistent in their

assessments of self-interested actions.
Corporations are scolded for seeking
profits for their shareholders, while
labor unions are glorified for seeking
higher wages for their workers. There
are, of course, differences between the
self-interested actions of private corpora-
tions and those of labor unions. Corpora-
tions unaided by government privilege
profit only by making those with whom
they deal better off. Modern labor
unions, in contrast, derive most of their
effectiveness from government privi-
leges and achieve their gains only by
making those with whom they deal—
and even many with whom they do not
deal!—worse off.

Another statist inconsistency is the
confused attitude toward change. Sta-
tists today condemn the market because
it brings change. Once-thriving indus-
tries are rendered obsolete by newer

products and sources of supply. Towns
once built around a particular industry
are depopulated by the demise of that
industry. Dejected workers, pink slips in
hand, trudge haplessly across the televi-
sion screen. Abandoned factories, win-
dows broken and weeds overrunning
their parking lots, appear in faux-
poignant newspaper photos. The mes-

sage is clear that market forces unfeel-
ingly unleash immense changes that
upset familiar and cherished ways of
life.

The market is indeed a force for
change, but always change that results in
far more improvement than harm. Any-
one who doubts that the market is a con-
tinual source of improvements for
humankind need only reflect on what
life in America was like, say, 50 years
ago. Polio still raged, only the wealthy
elite could afford air travel, all but the
very rich sweated through the summer
heat without air conditioning, and even

top-of-the-line automobiles broke down
with appalling frequency. Advances
spawned by entrepreneurs and made
widely available by the free market
solved these and countless other prob-
lems that plagued Americans in 1948.

It’s true that workers who manufac-
tured iron lungs for polio victims suf-
fered job losses when Dr. Jonas Salk ren-
dered their services unnecessary. But
should we condemn the market for this
change? Or should we applaud the mar-
ket for making possible Salk’s cure? The
answer is obvious—and the same
answer holds for all changes, big and
small, promoted by free markets.

Yet it is these improvements that sta-
tists condemn—while going on in speech
after speech about the nobleness of
efforts to “change the world.”

They can’t have it both ways. If
change is bad, then it’s bad whether it’s
achieved by government or by markets.
If some change is acceptable, then sta-
tists must make the case that change
sponsored by government is superior to
change sponsored by markets. But such
a case is never made. Statists are content
to condemn market-directed change and
to praise all change that results in greater
politicization of our lives.

If inconsistency of thought is a symp-
tom of bad ideas, then the “ideas” sport-
ed by statists are surely about as bad as
ideas get.
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