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“Everyone is really responsible “The primary and sole foun-
to all men for all men and dation of virtue, or of the
for everything.” proper conduct of life, is to
— Dostoevski seek our own profit.”
— Spinoza

Dostoevski and Spinoza disagree irrzconcilably. One must be
right and the other wrong.

Fédor M. Dostoevski (1821-1881) was a Russian novelist,
author of Crime and Punishment and The Brothers Karamazov.
At the age of 28 he became involved in the communist plots of
Petrocheffsky, and spent seven years in the salt mines in Siberia.

Baruch Spinoza (1632-1677) was a Jewish philosopher who
lived in the Netherlands, grinding lenses and developing his own
pantheistic thought.

Dostoevski’s statement sounds noble and fraternal —a perfect
definition of what is known to some Christians as brotherly love.
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Spinoza’s statement sounds selfish, unbrotherly and destructive.
The number of moralists professing Christianity who will accept
Dostoevski’s propositions probably outnumber those who will accept
Spinoza’s propositions.

Whether a man accepts Christianity or not, if he is to have
a social philosophy, he must accept either Dostoevski’s principles
or Spinoza’s. A compromise between them may be attempted, but
the issue is not really subject to compromise. We are our brothers’
keepers, or we are not.

The idea of our being our brother’s keeper comes from Cain,
the first murderer — of his brother, Abel. When called to account,
he brushed off the inquiry with the question, “Am I my brother’s
keeper?” If this source, circumstance and question constitute
valid legislation on the basic relation between men — that they are
indeed their brothers’ keepers — then there is at least one dubious
extension beyond Cain’s own question which should be recognized.
Cain asked, “Am I my brother’s keeper?” He did not ask, “Am I
my brothers’ keeper?” He referred to only one other, his natural
brother Abel. He spoke of a singular, not a plural, obligation.
He questioned whether he was responsible for one othet man, not
all other men. The responsibility becomes more than human if
each man is responsible for all other men.

An idea about brotherly love similar to Dostoevski’s has been
developed in recent times by Bishop Anders Nygren of Lund,
Sweden. Nygren has defined brotherly love in Dostoevski’s vein,
and has used one of the Greek words for love, agape, which is
alleged by Nygren to indicate, in Scripture, how unqualifiedly we
should give our fellow men precedence over ourselves. Nygren’s
idea of love, agape, is probably the prevailing one in Christendom
today, not in practice, of course, but in doctrine. Because the prac-
tice of the doctrine is an 1mp0551b111ty, even though there were no
sin in the world, the doctrine is pure sanctimony.

But whether the reader be a Christian or an infidel, which
principle does he himself prefer — that of Dostoevski or Spinoza?
Let him face the issue squarely, without attempting to evade it.
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It cannot, in fact, be evaded. The kind of social structure men
set up is determined by whether they accept the principles of
Dostoevski or Spinoza. Before reading further, choose your own
principle; act as Shakespeare has one of the suitor’s for the hand
of Portia (in the play, The Merchant of Venice), say: “Here
choose I, joy be the consequence.”

x o %

Ultimately and primarily, the selection of either the idea of
Dostoevski or Spinoza is an intellectual rather than a moral ques-
tion.

CAN a man be responsible for everything, for all men, and to
all men? Is that within a finite man’s capability? If it is, each
man can be held accountable. But if it is not, then it is ridiculous,
as well as unjust, to hold each man accountable for everything, to
all men, for all men.

To ask the question is to have the answer. Everybody knows
that Dostoevski’s propositions are intellectually impossible to any
man. Dostoevski’s propositions might apply to an omniscient God,
but certainly not to the finite and feeble being known as man.
What Dostoevski has formulated cannot be accepted as having any
foundation whatever in Christianity, because Christianity teaches
that man is not God, but a pitiable creature in many respects.

Spinoza’s formulation of the basic law of ethics is closer to
the truth than that of Dostoevski. The basic part, but not the
whole of Christian ethics, is expressed in what Spinoza formulated:
“The prime . . . foundation of virtue, or the proper conduct of
life, is to seek our own profit.” The hiatus marks indicate that we
have left out the words “and sole”; that proposition is erroneous.
But we have left Spinoza’s main proposition stand, because it is
the only realistic one. More comprehensively and accurately for-
mulated it might read: “The prime and dominating (but not the
whole) foundation of virtue, or the proper conduct of life, is to
seek our own profit.” Whereas Dostoevski is wholly wrong, Spin-
oza is mostly right.

For each man to “seek his own profit” is, more or less, within
his intellectual capabilities, and consequently is a reasonable prop-
osition.

A man’s responsibilities for his fellows decline at least in
proportion as his intellectual capabilities to understand the needs
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of his fellows decline. That decline is precipitous. What fraction
one man knows about all the needs of all the men is so small that
for practical purposes it is nil. In everyday life men assume the
responsibility only for one wife and for their minor children,
especially the latter and then only in their minority.

In a broad sense, a man is not even “responsible” for his wife.
No man is entitled to make all decisions for his wife. That is
Dostoevski’s proposition because, in the last analysis, making all
the decisions for another, is what “responsible to all men for all
men and for everything” means. What woman would be happy if
her husband made all the decisions? In the closest bond existing in
life Dostoevski’s proposition will not work or will create acute
unhappiness and discord.

Dostoevski’s proposition is “immoral,” and Spinoza’s proposi-
tion is “moral.” Dostoevski’s proposition inescapably involves
coercion of the choices of one man over another, or over those of
his wife. Otherwise, his proposition is meaningless or at least hope-
lessly qualified.

In the Hebrew-Christian Scriptures, any compulsion of the
choices of one man over another (except to restrain him from
specified evils) is considered to be coercion. The Sixth Command-
ment reads, Thou shalt not kill, which obviously means, Thou shalt
not coerce. T herefore, any imposition of the choices of one man
upon another man, and making the first man’s choices overpower
the latter's, is a violation of the Sixth Commandment. The re-
formulation of the statement in the Sixth Commandment in posi-
tive form reads as follows, “Blessed are the meek, for they shall
inherit the earth” (Matthew 5:5). Meekness (avoidance of co-
ercion) in all matters, except resistance to evil, is the quintessence
of Christian ethics.

Therefore, on the basis of the Hebrew-Christian Scriptures,
if @ man is to avoid coercion, he must limit himself as Spinoza
declared, to the welfare of himself, or “to seek [his] own profit.”
Only then does he meet two requirements: (1) know what he is
doing; and (2) avoid imposing his choices on his neighbor.

The foregoing, consisting in a man minding his own business
rather than acting as a busybody interfering into the affairs of
others, is the first principle of virtue, because what else is there
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for a man to do, if he desists from trying to impose his choices on
all his neighbors.

By his formulation Spinoza indeed covered two basic ideas:
(1) by a man minding his own business he would leave to his
neighbor his own priceless freedom, and (2) by “seeking his own
profit” he would, as one phase of that, defend himself against
evils his fellows might endeavor to inflict on him (as coercion,
fraud and theft); but these ideas need supplementation. Spinoza
over-reached himself when he declared that by minding his own
business a man had fulfilled the whole requirement of virtue.

Hebrew-Christian ethics have supplied the necessary supple-
ments. Those important supplements are:

1. The need for a man to show forbearance, if a neigh-
bor violates the ethical law against him;

2. The necessity of charity; a distinctly limited responsi-
bility, and obviously distinguished from being “responsible to all
men for all men for everything.”” There is a deep abyss between
Hebrew-Christian charity and Dostoevski’s totalitarianism.

3. The requirement to teach the gospel— the whole
counsel of God-—so that a neighbor’s thinking and conduct is
helped to be as right as possible for life and death, and for this
life and a life to come.

These ideas do not qualify, but supplement, what Spinoza
wrote. Neither forbearance, nor charity, nor teaching the gospel is
coercion over another; certainly they are not when conducted
according to Biblical requirements of being meek and gentle. And,
in a broad sense, these three supplements are conducive to the
“profit” of any man that practices them. They may not be im-
mediately profitable, but they are “as bread cast upon the waters
which will return after many days.”

That Spinoza’s rule is the main aspect of the scriptural one
is also evident from the “summary” of the ethical part of the Law
of Moses which had taken on a positive form by New Testament
times, and which reads, Thou shalt love thy neighbor as thyself.
Self-love is clearly the scriptural standard. Self-love cannot be
exercised except a man possess his own freedom; in parallel man-
ner, a neighbor cannot manifest his self-love unless he has his own
freedom; consequently, all substitution of the choices of one man
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over another without the latter’s genuine concurrence is coercion,
and violates the great Law of Moses.

That we agree substantially with Spinoza in this matter does
not imply that we agree with Spinoza on any other part of his
thought; assuredly, not in regard to his pantheism.

Dostoevski has completely bastardized the requirements of
morality between man and man. Spinoza has impaired the full
requirements of morality between man and man. The ethics of
neither compares favorably with the incomparable ethics of the
Hebrew-Christian religion.

Do We “Need A Vast Expansion
Of Social Security”?

Leon Keyserling some years ago was chairman of the Presi-
dent’s Council of Economic Advisors. He has been an influential
person and continues to be. He is now president of the Conference
on Economic Progress.

Keyserling in a recent issue of Business Progress, published
by the Americans for Democratic Action, writes as follows:

“We need a vast expansion of social security . . .
Contrarily, in this publication the view is taken (1) that existing
social security is an unfortunate institution, (2) that it should not
be increased but decreased, (3) that a “vast expansion of social
security” will be injurious to everybody, and (4) that 1009, social
security would be eventually synonymous with a return to primeval
poverty. See the preceding issue, and the following information
in this one.

Men Want Security And Prosperity;
What |s The Real Origin Of Security And
Prosperity?

Last month we showed that Old Age Social Security is not
really security, when the funds currently being collected from em-
ployees and employers are invested in government bonds.

That idea will be surprising to people who consider govern-
ment bonds to be the finest and safest investment in the world.
The United States government systematically urges upon its citi-
zens the purchase of government bonds. Banks are glad to sell
them. Many companies promote or at least cooperate in pay-
deduction plans, by which employees regularly make payments on

)
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the purchase of government bonds. On all sides the purchase of
government bonds is recommended.

Nevertheless, as was analyzed last month, it would be calami-
tous, if all the “savings” of citizens were “invested” in government
bonds. If that were done for 50 or 100 years, the economy of the
United States would become like the economic condition today of
China, India and Africa. We would become primitively poor, in
the real sense of the term.

But that idea needs considerably more explanation in order to
be understood and accepted. It will be helpful to that end to
define further two critical terms, (1) capital and (2) funded
security. We have already mentioned briefly what funded means;
and we have also already defined capital in a general sense, and
capital in a social sense, but not in a private sense.

We also printed the simple but profound and basic idea, quoted
from a speech of Ludwig von Mises, that prosperity depends (not
on governments, etc., but) on the amount of capital per capita.
Mises’s thesis, which he is right in emphasizing at all times, is that
real prosperity depends on how much capital there exists to assist
the production of each person in a country. He alleges, undoubted-
ly correctly, that the prosperity of the people of the United States
is founded on the fact that there is an enormous amount of pro-
ductive equipment behind each worker; that that is why we are
prosperous as a nation; and that, conversely, because the people of
no other nation have so much capital behind each worker, there-
fore, their prosperity is proportionately lower. Failure to recognize
this fundamental truth (emphasized by Mises more than by any
other economist) is the reason why damaging fallacies are widely
held. Indeed, the basic fallacy to which we refer, it should be ad-
mitted, is held by any reader of the foregoing who believes the
statement made earlier to be absurd, to wit, that United States Old
Age Pensions are not really social security. Who smiles and rejects
that statement is, unfortunately, not sufhciently sceptical and is
deceived, because “Things are not what they seem.” United States
Old Age Pensions are private security but not social security.

The problem is worthy of further analysis. Mises’s statement
is that the prosperity of a people depends on the amount of
capital per capita. Of this ratio, the number of people is not
ambiguous, but can for all practical purposes be determined ac-
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curately enough. But the situation is different with the concept
capital. That term is ambiguous and its proper meaning is sharply
disputed. Mises’ formula takes on full meaning only when capital
is understood as it should be.

We ourselves, in the previous issue, may have contributed to
confusion by quoting from Bohm-Bawerk. In the February issue,
pages 50-51, we quoted his definition of social capital. Readers
may remember that the last item in Bohm-Bawerk’s list of what
constitutes social capital is money.

Now money is, in this country at the present time, pieces of
paper, as much as bonds are pieces of paper. Shall we then add
money (pieces of paper) into the definition of capital before we
divide by the number of people to get the capital per capita? If
so, will the capital be twice as high if, say, the money supply is
enormously increased, but nothing else is increased, that is, if real
capital is not increased?

All who use the words of the formula, capital per capita, find
themselves faced with the need for a definition of capital. Some
of them may think that the capital per capita is not increasing in
the United States. Nevertheless, prosperity seems to be becoming
more and more prevalent. Here is a serious apparent contradiction.

In fact, all conservatives are faced with a profound problem.
They are under present circumstances prophets of future disaster.
But few people listen to them. Men generally believe the lamenta-
tions of conservatives to be spurious and even ridiculous. How,
they say to themselves, can these prophets of future trouble be
right, when on all sides prosperity is increasing; “we never had it
so good”! The issue obviously depends on whether capital per
capita is increasing or is decreasing, and on whether it will or will
not continue to do so.

The subject being discussed is, therefore, an elusive and con-
fusing one. At least two requirements are necessary if the analysis
is not to end in confusion and lack of cogency: (1) capital must
be defined correctly for the purpose of the reasoning; and (2) it
must be determinable whether capital, as purposely defined, is in
fact increasing or decreasing per capita. Neither of these tasks is
an easy one.

But of one thing, some may say, there need be no doubt
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whatever: if capital per capita is increasing, the feelings of the
public about their prosperity are an accurate reflection of the facts.

A critic may dispute even that; he may say capital per capita
may be increasing and the people may still feel less prosperous be-
cause they are accumulating capital faster than it throws off pro-
duction of consumption goods. Or, vice versa, he may say, capital
per capita may be decreasing now, but prosperity may appear to be
currently but temporarily higher because people are consuming past
accumulations of capital; we are, he may say, living well, like a
squandering son coming into his inheritance, but we shall suddenly
wake up and discover we are genuinely poor. In other words, the
question arises: is the current rate of consumption of consumption
goods a good measure of real and permanent prosperity, and does
it evidence capital accumulation or decumulation? Obviously, we
are beset on all sides with genuine difficulties when we try to state
categorically that capital per capita is increasing or decreasing.

Finally, the illusion may be created that the abstract idea of
capital per capita is the ultimate determinant of prosperity. If so,
is the moral teaching of Scripture irrelevant? Nowhere does
Scripture teach lucidly that prosperity depends on capital per
capita; instead, it teaches that prosperity is determined by obeying
the Law of God. Is there then a conflict, and irrelevancy, between
morality and economics? We believe not. The reason is that the
accumulation of capital per capita depends on certain moral con-
ditions. And so morality is more fundamental than economics —
unless the two are ultimately largely identifiable, which happens
to be the case.

Maybe the number is relatively few who accept capital per
capita as the key to prosperity. Maybe still fewer have a clear
concept of what is meant by capital in the formula, capital per
capita; and, finally, maybe still fewer know not only the foregoing
two, but also that ultimately prosperity and security depend on
what is known as morality, as formulated in a specific case as
follows: “This book of the law shall not depart out of thy mouth,
but thou shalt meditate thereon day and night, that thou mayest
observe to do according to all that is written therein: for then thou
shalt make thy way prosperous, and then thou shalt have good
success” (Joshua 1:8).








































































