outargued? We can hardly think so if we recall
only a tew of the great minds that have under-
taken the task of detense, directly or indirectly,
in the past—Hume, Adam Smith, Ricardo, Mal-
thus, Bastiat, Senior, Boehm-Bawerk, John Bates
Clark: or of the fine minds that have undertaken
it in our day—Ludwig von Mises, F. A. Hayek,
Milton Friedman, Murray Rothbard, Hans Senn-
holz, Israel Kirzner, David McCord Wright, and
so many others.

What, then, is wrong? I venture to suggest
that no defense of capitalism, no matter how bril-
liant or thorough, will ever be generally accepted
as definitive. The attacks on capitalism stem
from at least five main impulses or propensities,
all of which will probably be with us permanent-
ly, because they seem to be inherent in our na-
ture. They are: (1) genuine compassion at the
sight of individual misfortune; (2) impatience
for a cure; (3) envy; (4) the propensity to think
only of the intended or immediate results of any
proposed government intervention and to over-
look the secondary or long-term results; and
(5) the propensity to compare any actual state of
affairs, and its inevitable defects, with some
hypothetical ideal.

These five drives or tendencies blend and
overlap. Let us look at them in order, beginning
with compassion. Most of us, at the sight of ex-
treme poverty, are moved to want to do some-
thing to relieve it—or to get others to relieve it.
And we are so impatient to see the poverty re-
lieved as soon as possible that, no matter how
forbidding the dimensions of the problem, we
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are tempted to think it will yield to some simple,
direct, and easy solution.

The Role of Envy

Let us look now at the role of envy. Few of us
are completely free from it. It seems to be part
of man’s nature never to be satisfied as long as
he sees other people better off than himself. Few
ot us, moreover, are willing to accept the better
tortune of others as the result of greater effort
or gitts on their part. We are more likely to at-
tribute it at best to “luck” it not to “the system.”
In any case, the pressure to pull down the rich
seems stronger and more persistent in most de-
mocracies than the prompting to raise the poor.

Envy reveals itselt daily in political speeches
and in our laws. It plays a definite role in the
popularity of the graduated income tax, which
is firmly established in nearly every country to-
day, though it violates every canon of equity. As
J. R. McCulloch put it in the 1830’s: “The mo-
ment you abandon the cardinal principle of ex-
acting from all individuals the same proportion
of their income or of their property, you are at
sea without rudder or compass, and there is no
amount of injustice or folly you may not com-
mit.”

McCulloch’s prediction has been borne out by
events. Historically, almost every time there has
been a revision of income-tax rates the progres-
sion has become steeper. When the graduated in-
come tax was first adopted in the United States
in 1913, the top rate was 7 per cent. Some thirty
years later it had risen to 91 per cent. In Great
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