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Chapter 3

The Capitalists-Libertarian-Objectivist View of Economics*

One of the corner stones of Ayn Rand’s philosophy is its deification of capitalism.  In the main, her attitudes are unrealistic, dogmatic, and essentially religious, as are other objectivist views.  
Utopianism. 

Rand’s idealistic notion of laissez-faire capitalism, if it did exist, is utopian and impractical for many reasons:

1.
It does not consider the dualistic possibility that… people may be better off when they consider themselves first and the members of their community as a close second. 

2.
Objectivism confuses capitalism with freedom and implies that complete capitalism would mean complete human freedom.  Rand’s allegation is invalid for several reasons:

a.
Humans are never really totally free. 

b.
Capitalism by no means protects an individual’s “rights” to life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness.  


c.
Although collectivist economies have partly protected the individual’s pursuit of life, liberty, and happiness, they have done so to a minimal degree in many instances.  Moreover, just as capitalism --as Rand shows--can encourage considerably more life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness, so have some collectivist economies.

3.
Rand’s “pure” capitalism requires an ethical outlook by all members of a society that is utopian, has never existed, and probably will never exist.  These objectivist views do not make much sense for several reasons:


a.
While one of the essences of capitalism is the operation of a free market, its practical and actual essence is profit making.  


b.
Although it may have been true at one time that coercive monopolies were not necessary and that it was possible (but not easy!) to avoid their growth, this is probably not true today.  

c. 
The capitalist economists assume that the “free market” has [costless] mobility of resources, infinite availability of capital to start competing companies, and virtually instant creation [of] competing factories and support systems.
 Unrealism.  Rand’s objectivism … remains in a world of deep denial about its “rational” fictions… For example:


1.
Ayn Rand states, “without property rights, no other rights are possible,” (1964.) This is hogwash,… 


2.
“When I say ‘capitalism,’ Rand writes, “I mean a full, pure, uncontrolled unregulated laissez-faire capitalism,” (1964).  She means capitalism with a separation of state and economics, like the separation of church and state [which does not really exist either].  


3.
“Capitalism,” states Rand’s credo, “demands the best of every man--his rationality--and rewards him accordingly,” (1962).  
What a pious hope!  


4.
Rand’s followers say, “The fundamental issue...is not what kind of economic controls a government enforces, nor on whose behalf; the real issue is a controlled economy versus an uncontrolled economy… slavery versus freedom,” (Branden, 1965b).  Several errors:

a.
Obviously, a controlled economy--such as we largely have in the United States today, and exists in most parts of the world--hardly means complete slavery.

b.
It is highly doubtful today whether the issue any longer is a controlled versus an uncontrolled economy.  Uncontrolled economies never seem to have existed anywhere; 


c.
The implication of Rand’s “free” capitalism is that government controls exist entirely in themselves, because the state, government, legislature, or some other body insists on these controls.  

d. Rand’s position on a controlled economy is highly unrealistic:
5.
Ayn Rand holds that there are three schools of thought on the nature of good:
 (a) the intrinsic theory, 
(b) the subjectivist theory, and 
(c) her objective theory, 
But, there are rational problems with this. “Rationality” Her objectivist allegation is unrealistic for these reasons:

a.
Capitalism is the only system implicitly based on an objective theory of values according to Ayn Rand and her followers.  

b.
Like collectivism, forced rule is opposed by the great majority of social and political thinkers--and a good many of those who oppose it hold what Ayn Rand calls the intrinsic or the subjectivist view of the good.

c.
Rand and her acolytes imply that there is only one possible evaluation of the facts of reality by human consciousness, and that there is only one rational standard of value by which this singularly correct evaluation can be made. 

d.
The objective theory of values that Rand finds so implicit in capitalism exists in Rand’s head and not uniquely in capitalism itself.  

6.
“Within every category of goods and services offered on a free market,” Ayn Rand asserts, “it is the purveyor of the best product at the cheapest price…” who gains the greatest financial rewards, not automatically nor immediately nor by fiat, but by virtue of the free market, (1966b). Rand’s statement is hogwash, as virtually any reasonably intelligent student of economics should be able to see:

a.
Frequently, the greatest financial rewards in a given field, such as the field of producing furniture, are won by the firms that make a shoddy product at a cheap price, or that produce a good product at an inflated price. 
b.
The “rationality-producing tendencies” of the free market are beautifully defeated in many (or most) instances by other aspects of the profit-making system. 

c.
[Rand claims that] the free market teaches every participant to look for the objective best “within the category of his own competence.”  This may not have been a bad rule several hundred years ago… when buyers often were quite competent... Today, however, the buyer is usually quite divorced from producing anything but the one particular kind of material he may work on in his own factory  

d.
Consumerism, at present, is based much more on fad and fashion than on any “intrinsic” value for the goods that are purchased. 
7. 
The myth that quality products win out under capitalism is continually perpetuated in Rand’s writings. [The current banking crisis? Were packaged mortgages a good product? Billions of innocent people’s money is gone.]
8.
She says that the economic value of people’s work is determined, in a free market, by a single principle: by the voluntary consent of those who are willing to trade them their work or products in return.  Some of the unrealistic statements in this paragraph include:

a.
No free market has ever existed, (which at least is one point on which I and Ayn Rand agree!)…  
Not only would it be determined by the voluntary consent of those who are willing to trade them their work or products in return, but it would also be determined by 
(i) their innate abilities, 
(ii) their willingness to work at all,
 (iii) their willingness to work well or badly, mightily or weakly; 
(iv) their ability to convince their employer that they were working well, whether or not they were; 
(v) the number and ability of other people who are available for the jobs they want; 
(vi) the strength of their desires for various necessities and luxuries, etc.  
b.
The “two vicious doctrines” that Rand talks about--the tribal premise and altruism--here basically seem to be the same doctrine: that people sometimes put others, or the members of their tribe, above themselves.  Why are they “vicious?”  

c.
Actually, the moral meaning of the law of supply and demand may be a number of different things: in fact, almost anything that you care to make of it.  
d.
The allegation that the law of supply and demand represents the recognition that people are not the property, or the servant of the tribe, and that they work in order to support their own life is sheer drivel… The law of supply and demand tends to exist even under a collectivist society and is by no means entirely indigenous to capitalism:  
…only in Ayn Rand’s work does pure capitalism and pure collectivism exist.  In reality, all economies are and always have been, mixed. The prime examples are families (a collective)[,…] profit sharing in companies under capitalism, and black markets under collectivism. 

It is also nonsense to believe that the law of supply and demand represents recognition of the fact that people work in order to support their own lives. 
People need not, today [in modern, industrialized society], work to support their own lives since machines produce the vast majority of what we consume. [The US is a service, not production economy]

Second, even when people do not work to support their lives, the law of supply and demand still largely operates.  

e.
Rand contends that a man cannot expect to receive values without trading commensurate values in return when the free market operates.  Balderdash!  
(i) The free market, I reiterate, is a fiction.  It never has existed and it probably never will exist.  
(ii) People can very often, even in a so-called free market, give something that means very little to them and get something that means very much--as long as they can find other individuals who have different kinds of consumer values.  

f.
According to Rand, the sole criterion of what is commensurate, in regard to trading values, is the free, voluntary, un-coerced judgment of the traders.  This may be her sole criterion, but it is hardly mine, that of many others, or often even that of the traders themselves.  

9.
The objectivists uphold the free market even when it leads to such results as rock singers making more money than Albert Einstein.    [her] argument is unrealistic:

a.
…Obviously, if they produce nothing else and with the proceeds, consume considerable goods, as well as using facilities and resources that others produce, it is very probable that those who do not enjoy their singing, sports, or gambling will have less of the world’s earthly goods and services in order that the singers, casino owners, sports stars, etc. may have more of it.

b.
It is even more likely that the rock singers’, sports stars’, and casino owners’ fortunes are to some degree taken from Einstein.  

c.
Although Albert Einstein may not lack proper recognition and support in a free society, on what Rand calls an appropriate intellectual level, most scientists and professors get much less publicity than he did and may not be recognized by the public at all, 

10.
Here are some of the palpable errors of Rand’s view:

a.
Rand implies only capitalism has achieved magnificent progress in a brief span of time.  But, of course, non-capitalist systems, such as those in the Soviet Union and Communist China, have also achieved magnificent progress [greater percentage] in briefer spans of time.  

b.
What Rand forgets is that the “individual surplus” that she says is created under capitalism is usually also created by individuals depriving themselves of consumer goods in order that they may accumulate capital to invest or reinvest in their businesses.  

c.
Rand excoriates the starvation of the masses produced in the collectivist Soviet Union but ignores the following:

(i)
Even in the United States, … many workers and their relatives, …have often practically starved during our most prosperous times. 

(ii)
During periods of depression, which have so far been chronic and indigenous to capitalism, extreme poverty and near-starvation have been known by high percentages of our populace.  

(iii)
Just as Soviet agricultural mismanagement produced famine, so has American shortsightedness led to an immense amount of soil erosion, stripping of fertile land by poor crop growing practices, the harvesting of under-ripened eatables,

d. (mis-labeld as c again in book].
…progress under capitalism is part of the living present and is achieved while people live and enjoy their lives, is at best a sorry half-truth. … Even the most successful capitalists tend to live much more for the future than for the present and to amass huge paper fortunes, which they use in minor ways for personal consumption.
11.
The psychology of people under capitalism is mainly ignored by Ayn Rand and a myth is set up in its place to the effect that these people really want to work hard for a living, to discipline themselves to save their money, and to produce useful products for themselves and their fellow men.  “Most people,” states Ayn Rand “are not moochers who seek the unearned, not even today,” (1963).

Now that full-bodied American capitalism is a few centuries old, most people in this country are engaging in various kinds of organized and unorganized gambling; are cheating on their personal and business taxes; are padding their business expense accounts; are trying to acquire millions of dollars on the stock market (gambling really) ….
12. “Under capitalism,” states Nathaniel Branden, “any man or company that can surpass competitors is free to do so.” (1966g). This is another half-truth by the objectivists. …under capitalism… any person who can surpass competitors is free to do so if:

a. he can beg, borrow, or (often!) steal enough capital to work with;
b. he can sell the product he produces; 
c. he can meet innumerable government regulations about manufacturing, selling, hiring employees, and paying taxes; 
d. he can somehow arrange to induce enough legislators to pass the laws he wants and repeal the laws he dislikes;
e. his products are wanted in a war or peace economy, whichever happens to exist from time to time; if competition from abroad, often subsidized by foreign government doesn’t put him out of business; and
f. many other events that are largely out of his control do or do not occur.  
Capitalist production is regulated, today, from beginning to end by all kinds of important influences.  Perhaps, as the objectivists contend, it shouldn’t be.  But it is, and it seems that it will continue to be.

13.
The inevitable goodness and holiness of capitalism … Branden notes that capitalism, by its nature, is a constant process of motion, of growth, of progress.  Under capitalism no one has a vested right to achieve.  All people have the right to do better--if they can, (1967b).  This is mistaken in several respects:

a.
…  Once a large corporate entity becomes established, it tends to acquire what Gaibraith calls a “technostructure,” and to have all kinds of vested interests which encourage it to maintain its policies, whether or not these make for economic progress or retrogression.

b.
Although, under capitalism, no one has a vested right to a position purely because the state keeps him in power and refuses to let others take his position from him (as is often true in collectivist states), there may actually be a great deal of state power behind him which tends to keep him where he is.  

c.
Vested rights to a position exist under capitalism in millions of instances where no governmental control backs them up.  

14.
…In a pure form of laissez-faire, free-market capitalism there would be no severe recessions and depressions. Really?

There is… no way to check the truth of this hypothesis, since no unregulated economy has ever existed; 

The capitalist cycle can be easily outlined as:  
a.) Optimism, or the creation or discovery of a product, process, or service which brings new or increased sales and profits; 
b.) The infusion of capital and labor into that and subsequent markets by competitors to produce the same or similar goods to order to acquire those new or better profits; 
c.) Over-supply of those goods and services, since there is no overall plan to match production with consumption; which then results in: 
d.) The dropping of prices and profits; the failure of many of those businesses; the losses of the capital invested; increased unemployment, and possible recession or depression. 

But capitalism has enormous disadvantages and there is no reason to believe that ideal capitalism 
(a) will ever exist or 
(b) if it ever does, that it will not have its own disadvantages

15.
An unrealistic attitude toward the hazards of economic planning and the supposedly enormous ease and automatic nature of the free market.  Some of the fairly obvious objections:

a.
When entrepreneurs make an error of economic judgment, it is by no means merely they and their associates who suffer the consequences.  
(i) he may throw thousands of people out of work; 
(ii) he may upset the economy of an entire community; 
(iii) he may help precipitate a serious recession or depression in his country; [déjà vu]
(iv) he may upset the economic balance in a huge industry; and 
(v) he may create all kinds of other economic, political, and social repercussions.


b.
…the free market works automatically and that economic planners have to work consciously to make good plans.  False: 

…the free market, as Frederick Hayek and some other economists have said, does not work at all automatically but probably requires more work and worry than any other system of economics yet to be devised… 

The free market only works “automatically” because millions of men and women who take part in it “automatically” run to their battle stations, put on their thinking caps, and make innumerable decisions which cause prices to rise, fall, or remain stationary.  


A truly “rational” system of economics [concerns itself] also with the human cost of making such decisions.  
16.
Labor itself is worth relatively little but gains most of its value through the creative ingenuity of individual capitalists… It is quite probable that creative ingenuity, in the long run, tends to develop better under conditions of politico-economic freedom than under authoritarian regimes.  But it certainly can flourish quite well under politico-economic systems that Ayn Rand in no way tolerated (and which I, too, would deplore).Objections:


a.
Both the Marxist view and the objectivist view are myopically one-sided.  


b.
The capitalists themselves are workers. 


c.
There is no evidence that the creative ingenuity of individuals requires, for its exercise, a politico-economic system that protects the individual’s rights and freedom.  

[not numbered] The real essence of capitalism is the direct rewarding of effort. … 

There is no reason that rewards cannot be built into a collectivist system. 


17.
Rand takes the unrealistic attitude that humans can only be coerced by the threat of physical violence and that economic coercion itself never leads to such violence. This is simply not true, because:


a.
A free, unregulated economy does not bar coercion; it sanctions it.  For coercion does not mean only physical force, compulsion, restraint, or constraint.  It also means the use of any kind of power or control to force…

b.
Economic coercion is so pervasive and subtle that it is probably far worse [overall soiciety, not to that individual who is forced] than most coercion by physical violence.  


c.
When physical constraint does occur these days, … it is generally economic power, which starts and makes possible the physical coercion.  


18.
Capitalism, by its nature, must lead to honest dealings by businessmen and to their turning out a quality product.  Says Alan Greenspan in this respect: “What collectivists refuse to recognize is that it is in the self-interest of every businessman to have a reputation for honest dealings and a quality product.  Since the market value of a going business is measured by its moneymaking potential, reputation or ‘good will’ is as much an asset as its physical plant and equipment,” (1966b). [Greenspan has said after his destruction of the economy that he is in “shocked disbelief that what he and Rand said here is not true. Other than reality. ] There are several major flaws in this kind of “description” [of] capitalism:


a.
It is hardly in the interest of every businessman to have this kind of reputation.  

(i) Today, the individual businessman is hardly known to the public; 

(ii) Nothing succeeds like success; and most people admire the successful person even when he is obviously dishonest. 

(iii) If people make enough money by skullduggery, they can live quite happily in spite of their poor reputation.  

(iv) If capitalists totally control the media… they can downplay, ignore, or outright lie about them with such a loud voice that it drowns out the cries against them.


b.
Many …[capitalists], in fact, only make huge profits because of the shoddy products they manufacture and sell, while many quality manufacturers, in similar lines of industry, go bankrupt.
… the existing capitalist system virtually forces some individuals to produce shoddy goods if they are to stay in business


c.
Greenspan is naïve if he believes that the “good will” of a going business is based on its reputation or on the quality of the goods it produces. [proven by his words today, “shocked disbelief”] As he himself states, “the market value of a going business is measured by its moneymaking potential,” 


19.
Ayn Rand claims that, because people apply knowledge and effort, they have an absolute right to own the thing they apply it to.  This is pretty crummy thinking, for these reasons:


a.
Virtually any material element or resource that requires the application of human knowledge and effort to make it useful not only requires an individual’s but many people’s application.  

Indeed, the whole concept of the self-made person is ludicrous. First, we are totally dependent on others as babies. Second, language, math, literature, organizational and management principals, laws, etc. that we all must use in our pursuits, were given to us….

b.
Although it is true, that which exists in nature is only the potential, and the space through which broadcasting waves must travel, it does not follow that therefore; the person who first discovers them should own these waves.  


20.
Rand…refuses to face the true reasons for [capitalism’s] failure to flourish.  …”The statist element of this mixture wrecked pure capitalism, and its free, capitalist element took the blame, (Rand, 1966b).  This is misleading:


a.
The capitalism that Rand says was destroyed in spite of its beneficent record apparently never existed.


b.
Rand’s “incomparably beneficent record” of early capitalism is another myth.  


c.
Virtually any system of economics or politics has a philosophical base; people make certain rules because they believe, on some basis, that x is good and y is bad.


d.
 “a resurgent tide of mysticism engulfed philosophy in the 19th century” (Rand, 1966b)…  Actually, the end of the nineteenth century and the beginning of the twentieth saw the rise of logical positivism, empiricism, pragmatism,


e.
Assuming that the … principles of capitalism had never been fully understood or defined, there is no evidence that it therefore declined.  
Some of its inconsistencies in regard to capitalism are these:


1.
Ayn Rand insists that since values are established contextually, all people must judge for themselves, in the context of their own knowledge, goals, and interests, (1966b).  Since values are determined by the nature of reality, it is reality that serves as their ultimate arbiter: if people’s judgment is right, the rewards are theirs.  If it is wrong, they are their only victims.  This is rather contradictory gobbledygook on a number of counts:


Human values are established contextually

It may be reality that serves as men’s ultimate arbiter; but reality includes the person.  

If a person’s judgment is right, the rewards are not only his or hers; they are for their community as well.  And if it is wrong, the wrongdoer is not necessarily the only victim; many others may also suffer.


Rand seems to hold, at least implicitly, two contradictory creeds:
 (i) people are the only creators of their own values; 
(ii) systems, such as capitalism and collectivism, create values, which impose themselves on people.  


2.
Nathaniel Branden points … the essence of the social system Ayn Rand advocates… in a single principle: “No man--or group of men--may seek to gain values from others by the use of physical force.” (1965b). 
The capitalist system is precisely that system of economics that does give one person enormous power, both physical and propagandistic…

3.
Ayn Rand keeps contradicting herself as to whether or not free capitalism exists and whether or not un-free capitalism is good.  She insists that capitalism, in her sense of the term, is only an ideal that has never existed; but then takes existing capitalism, which she presumably abhors, and insists that it, with all its horrors, is much better than statism or collectivism, and presumably even good in its own right. 
Rand’s thinking is poor for these reasons:


a.
Both capitalism and socialism are really forms of state capitalism and state socialism, and are hardly entirely different from each other.


b.
Even if socialism in East Berlin in the 1960’s did not match the output of contemporary capitalism in West Berlin that would hardly answer the question of any comparisons between capitalism and socialism “once and for all,” as Rand states.  

c.
Productivity and speed of economic progress made great gains in East Berlin; and, reports tend to show that the building of the brick and mortar and steel wall between the two sections of the city by the East Berliners was one of the main factors in the economic progress of the eastern half of the city.  

d.
She ignores the fact that the US and NATO poured huge amounts of capital into Berlin 


4.
If the objectivist position in regard to capitalism were half as sound… we would presumably tend to have 
(a) universal capitalism and 
(b) pure laissez-faire.  
The great merit of capitalism was that it uniquely aids human survival and people’s need to grow.  It leaves people “free to think, to act, to produce, to attempt the untried and the new.”  It rewards effort and achievement, and penalizes passivity, (1964a).   This statement leads one to ask:


a.
If capitalism is so uniquely appropriate to the requirements of human survival, why should Ayn Rand and her associates have to keep beating the drum in its favor? Obviously, it should win out completely on its own.


b.
Why… do capitalist nations… modify the [capitalist] system so extensively that true believers in capitalism, such as Randians, can hardly recognize it as such?


c.
Why do capitalists try to get away from its pure state?  

Irrelevant arguments of Randians.  The objectivists, who again are supposed to be so logical in their appeals, ceaselessly repeat irrelevant arguments in favor of capitalism and against any form of collectivism.  Here are a few of their irrelevancies.


1.
John Galt, in his famous speech in Ayn Rand’s Atlas Shrugged gives this typically weak objectivist argument: What determines the material value of people’s work?  Nothing but the productive effort of their minds.  …
…-for, as Rand notes, you may then benefit from the productivity of others.  This fact, however, has virtually nothing to do with capitalism or the free market; the same thing is true in a collectivist society.  


2.
By the same token, of course, a physician who works with other physicians will benefit from their efforts as well as from his own… But if there were no socialization of medicine whatever, from medical school to hospital and clinical work, probably no physician would be very competent--nor perhaps would she have many patients left to pay her!


3.
Says Rand: Gigantic achievements of American medicine “were created by men who were individualists and egoists in the highest sense of these words,” people of unusual ability, judgment, ambition, and courage, the courage to be innovators.  The implication here is that collectivist medicine has no achievements; and that in the collectivist nations there are no physicians of unusual ability, of independent judgment, ambition and courage, including the courage to be innovators, (1963).  This, of course, is absurd.  


4.
Nathaniel Branden insists that, like every form of progress, economic progress has only one ultimate source: “man’s mind--and can exist only to the extent that man is free to translate his thought into action.” (1966g).  The implication, once again, is that only under capitalism can economic pioneers, creators, and inventors exist.  Obviously, economic pioneers, creators, and inventors existed as slaves, under feudalism, and in collectivized communities. [the Russians were the first in space]

5.
Ayn Rand contends that if a government holds economic control, it has to create a special “elite,” an “aristocracy of pull.”  …  While this statement may be partly true, there is every reason to believe that it applies as much to “free capitalism” as to state capitalism or to collectivism.  

Strawmanism.  This leads us logically into our next heading—strawmanism.  


1.
Ayn Rand has John Galt exclaim in Atlas Shrugged (1957):  “Were we supposed to want to work for the love of our brothers?  What brothers? For the bums, the loafers, the moochers we saw all around us?”  This statement has at least three major strawmen in it: 
(a) It is assumed that, under collectivism, all men are supposed to work only for the love of their brothers.  This, of course, is nonsense.  
(b) Certainly, many people shirk under collectivism--as, of course, they do under capitalism and any other economic system that has yet been devised.  
(c) Rand implies that these people are hopelessly evil and cannot change. She dehumanizes them …What Rand is really advocating is the death of all those that oppose her; social Darwinism based on a person’s abilities in capitalism.


2.
Rand holds that the rank injustices toward racial or religious minorities are specifically practiced toward businessmen.  Again, we have several exaggerated accusations here and Rand demonstrates her own “racism” towards people who do not completely agree with her:


a.
It is assumed that a class of “liberals” exists today, and that all individuals who think of themselves as “liberal” are one hundred per cent opposed to businesspersons and ceaselessly condemn and persecute them.  

b.
It is surely something of an absurd exaggeration to imply that businesspersons in the United States, at the present time, are being persecuted in exactly the same way, as have been Negroes in the Deep South, Jews in Nazi Germany, and businesspersons during the years of the Soviet revolution in Russia.


c.
There is no evidence that many American “liberals” incessantly condemn businesspersons and uphold workers’ rights regardless of facts.

d.
Most “liberals” give both businesspersons and labor a hearing and weigh the facts involved before they make up their minds on a given issue.

3.
Nathaniel Branden insists that all collectivists or socialists are pure altruists who only put the collective good above individual good; and he favorably quotes Joseph Goebbels in this respect: “To be a socialist is to submit to the thou; socialism is sacrificing the individual to the whole.” (1965b).  This, again, is errant strawmanism.


Most collectivists are rather individualistic in their ultimate goals. 


In some instances, moreover, socialistic communities have preserved the I-thou relationship and the rights of the individual to a considerable degree.  

2. In their campaign against socialized medicine, Rand and the objectivists go to pejorative extremes of accusing their opponents of all kinds of trickery and predicting disaster in case any vestige of legislation favoring socialized medicine passes.  

…prior to Patriot Acts 1 and 2 which were proposed by the capitalist Republican Party, we seemed to have just about the same amount of individual freedom as we had when President Kennedy was still alive.  

Tautological premises. … most ‘isms’ are based, at bottom, on pure definitions; and the propositions, which they hold to be “true”, are only true because they say they are.  


1.
The philosophic core … by Ayn Rand [that] There is no such thing as “a right to a job”--only the right to free trade exists. A person has a right to take a job if another person chooses to hire him.  
This is a tautological statement for several reasons:


a.
It is laudable for Ayn Rand to try to track down the rights of people to rights possessed by every individual person and by all people as individuals--since that would at least give us a consistent basis for human rights.  But how can there by such universal rights except by definition?  


b.
For every single human to have exactly the same basic rights would probably mean for all of us to be truly equal in ability, age, strength, moneymaking propensity, etc.  


c.
If all people have, to begin with, equal rights, what happens as soon as some of them gain friends and allies and some do not?  If Jones, because he has blue eyes and blond hair, or because he was born into a friendly family, gains many friends during the course of his life; and Smith somehow gains very few, is Smith’s “right” to compete with Jones for the socio-economic favors of others going to do him much good?


d.
Ayn Rand is correct about there being no such thing as “a right to a job”--unless people, in a given community, agree upon this right. There is no reason why anybody should, ought, or must be entitled to work when they are able-bodied.  But if the people of any community hold that all able-bodied people are entitled to work and that none of them should be discriminated against (because they are stupid, incompetent, or anything else) then these rules give the individual the right to a job in this community.  


By the same token the “right of free trade” is people-given, too!  

If Rand is talking about moral right, she is still only definitionally asserting, in a moral sense, that people have no right to a job but do have “the Rights of man”--whatever that may be.  

e.
All human “rights,” then, including the “rights” to enjoy a fair wage, to receive a fair price, to consume goods are conditional, limited, and self-imposed--as long as people live in social groups.  For these rights are group rules.  Alfred Korzybski would have called that claim an arrant overgeneralization!  In his view, Rand and the objectivists would be “unsane” since they are ignoring reality in choosing a fanciful universe, (Korzybski, 1933).


2.
Rand defines all the disadvantages of capitalism as being caused by non-capitalistic governmental control.  Thus, she states that according to historical facts, all the evils popularly ascribed to capitalism were caused, necessitated and made possible, only by government controls imposed on the economy. (1961b). Check the facts and you will discover whether or not free trade of government controls was responsible for the alleged iniquities of capitalism.  


This is ridiculous for several reasons:


a.
She presumes that the evils in a mixed capitalist economy are necessarily caused by the controlled or “non-capitalistic” elements of this economy.


b.
Rand does not even consider the possibility that capitalism itself causes evils, and that non-capitalist controls may ameliorate these evils….  She presents no facts [on this topic].


c.
Ayn Rand seems to mean that capitalism is good because it is good and that government control is bad because it is bad.  


d.
Rand’s complete syllogism seems to be: “Capitalism is entirely good and government control is entirely bad; contemporary capitalist economy has a considerable amount of government control mixed in with pure and holy capitalism; therefore anything that is wrong with contemporary capitalism must be in the government controls which made it into an unholy mixture.”


e.
The claim could just as easily be made by communists: When you hear that collectivism has had its chance and has failed, remember that what ultimately failed was a “mixed” world economy.  Not enough controls caused its failure.  We can save only save collectivism by not forcing it to swallow a full, “unmixed glass of the poison which is killing it.”


3.
Rand’s view of money is quite definitional and almost entirely divorced from reality.  Thus, her hero, Francisco d’Anconia states in Atlas Shrugged, “The code of good men is to trade by means of money.  But money rests on the axiom that every man is the owner of his mind and his effort,” (1957). … More assertions!  Real fiction! 
Some tautological, anti-empirical statements in the above quotations are these:

a.
People of good will may or may not trade by means of money, since there are various other ways they can trade.  

b.
Money certainly does not rest on the axiom that every person is the owner of his mind and his effort.  Money is merely paper or metal [or electronic records] … a symbol that represents labor and/or materials for which you can trade it. It is used because it is easier to trade by means of money than by means of barter, and because it is often more efficient to use money than to try to exchange goods directly for services.  

c.
The axiom that all people are the owner of their mind and effort is purely definitional and unrelated to reality.  Actually, every human seems to learn and to think and to gain from his work largely through the collaborative and cultural help of others.


d.  
But under real capitalism you can use money for barter and still coerce another into trading with you 

e.
Almost any conceivable system of real capitalism, however, includes all kinds of threats and blackmail; and if you want to lie, cheat, coerce, and use other means of “persuasion,” the system neatly enables you to use them almost to your heart’s content. 
“Where businessmen are concerned, [Rand’s] notions are romantic indeed.  Their minds are rational, creative, inviolate … they stand for freedom, civilization, progress, joy: they form the elite of a society. … an appendix, telling us exactly where these paragons are to be found, would have been most acceptable.” (1966).

Money itself is a commodity whose value is constantly changed by forces beyond anyone’s control. [even gold – and gold backed fiat money is still fiat money – it is determined by some group what the percentage is].

Moreover, individual capitalists are largely ignorant of macroeconomics and labor economics.  Since, under capitalism, they direct the economy, we have the blind leading the blind, prejudiced by capitalism for short-term self-interests only. 

Some psychological fears innately caused by capitalism. 
1) You can fail at any time. 
2) You and your whole family’s future are always at stake.

3) Selling promotes “rating,” “needing,” and self-esteem--mood swings based on others perceived view of you.

Furthermore, after one’s needs are met, money becomes a burden itself. If one has more money and/or goods than one can use, one must spend time worrying about, maintaining, storing, insuring the goods, etc. … To fixate on money as the only measurement the “good" is disturbed.


As an ironic example of how capitalism almost inevitably corrupts itself The Objectivist announced that even the Nathaniel Branden Institute had compromised its principles in order to take in some extra money. …this objectivist Institute established a nonprofit corporation
Conclusions


Rand’s economic theory consists of one unverified (and often unverifiable) axiom after another, amounting to a huge tautology.  It is a system of religious economics or economic religiosity.  It presents some sophomoric arguments favoring capitalism; and it is of no advantage to the individual who believes, on more solid and empirical grounds, that capitalism may have distinct disadvantages, but that it nevertheless is a superior kind of economy.  If anything, it should be of great solace and aid to the rabid collectivists, who may easily undermine its credos, and thereby may falsely convert some individuals to their own sometimes religious tenets: that collectivism has few failings and innumerable virtues.  Essentially, Randian economics is an intellectual word game and an unexciting one at that!
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