
 
“It was as if an underground stream flowed through the country and broke out in sudden springs that shot to the surface at random, in unpredictable places.” Ayn Rand
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oBJectiVism
The Undercurrent’s cultural commentary is based on Ayn Rand’s philosophy, Objectivism. Objectivism, which animates Ayn Rand’s fiction, 
is a systematic philosophy of life. It holds that the universe is orderly and comprehensible, that man survives by reason, that his life and 
happiness comprise his highest moral purpose, and that he flourishes only in a society that protects his individual rights. In these pages 

we hope to defend these values. To learn more about the ideas behind them, you can begin by reading Ayn Rand’s books, such as 
The Fountainhead and Atlas Shrugged, or by visiting aynrand.org.

the unselfish Actions of 
todAy’s “selfish” men

Selfishness requires consideration for the long-range consequences of one’s actions.

(continued on page 2)
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Over the past year, we have seen many highly-
publicized instances of people being caught 

acting dishonestly. Investor Bernie Madoff was caught 
running a Ponzi scheme that defrauded investors of 
billions. Golfer Tiger Woods admitted to engaging 
in more than a dozen affairs over the course of his 
five-year marriage. South Carolina governor Mark 
Sanford likewise admitted to an affair that he covered 
up through misuse of public funds. Former New York 
Governor Eliot Spitzer was caught using a high-priced 
prostitution ring. Those are just the cases that made 

headlines; sadly, most of us can find similar, 
perhaps less dramatic examples among our 
families or neighbors.

The usual verdict in such cases is that 
these individuals were thinking of no one 
but themselves—that they were, in a word, 
selfish. Madoff, the argument goes, was 
“selfishly” concerned about making a quick 
buck, unconcerned by the effects his fraud 
would have on those who invested their hard-
earned money with his company. Woods, 
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many say, did not care about how hurtful his actions would 
be to his family, fans, and sponsors and instead “selfishly” 
indulged in his own desires. 

By its most basic definition, to be selfish is to be interested 
in attaining something for oneself, to act in pursuit of one’s 
own needs or desires. But observe what these men attained 
for themselves: Madoff will spend the rest of his life behind 
bars, his stolen wealth lost, while Woods, once the highest 
paid athlete in the world, has lost his endorsements, his 
reputation, and possibly even his family. Clearly, such were 
not the desired outcomes. This raises a question: can these 
men, whose actions led not to their success and happiness 
but rather to their self-destruction, really be characterized 
as selfish?

In answering this question, consider some contrasting 
cases. What about the investment manager who works 
diligently to produce honest, legitimate gains for his investors 
in order to make a fortune for himself, leaving all parties 
better off as a result? What about a sports star like Michael 
Jordan who achieved his ambitious career goals and ended 
up a fan hero, not a disgraced public figure? 

Such individuals achieve an enormous amount for 
themselves without resorting to deception. In the strict 
sense of the word, they act in their self-interest, i.e. they act 
selfishly.

Of course, this isn’t the way the word is commonly 
used. When most people think of selfishness, they think of 
people like Madoff, who trample over others to satisfy their 
short-sighted desires. But as Ayn Rand argues, this view 
of selfishness “permits no concept of a self-respecting, self-
supporting man—a man who supports his life by his own 
effort and neither sacrifices himself nor others.” It assumes 
that any time a man acts on his desires, however unthinkingly, 
he is being selfish. It makes no distinction between the man 
who acts according to his rational judgment and a man who 
acts without judgment.

Rand argues that this distinction is fundamentally 
important. That is, just because someone wants to believe an 
action is in their self-interest doesn’t mean it actually is. This 
is easily seen by comparing Woods and Jordan, or Madoff 
and any honest investor. Just because Woods and Madoff 
acted on their desires doesn’t mean doing so was actually in 
their interests. 

The moral corruption underlying these men’s actions was 
not that they were acting selfishly but rather that they were 
acting unthinkingly, without considering the long-range 
consequences of their actions. Madoff, for example, was 
interested in the gains he could make in the short term from 
running his fraudulent investment company. But this was 

selfishness
continued from page 1

(continued on page 7)
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But whAt if they neVer get cAught?

It’s easy to point to Bernie Madoff and Tiger 
Woods as examples of what happens when you lie. 

They seem to be clear illustrations that dishonesty is 
not really selfish in the long term.

But what if they hadn’t been caught? What about 
people who lie, cheat, steal—and “get away with it”? 
In those cases, are their actions selfish? Haven’t they 
furthered their own happiness?

There are two levels on which this question can 
be answered. The first pertains to the relationship 
between the liar and the facts. A fundamental 
requirement for happiness is that its basis actually 
be true. In other words, one is destined to face the 
unpleasant facts he wishes to avoid (any temporary 
avoidance is merely accidental). In the case of both 
Madoff and Woods, the “pleasure” they derived from 
their actions could only exist so long as reality was 
avoided—and reality cannot be avoided, certainly 
not in the long term. 

At the psychological level, the destructiveness of 
dishonesty occurs whether or not one gets caught in 
the act. Even if no one else is aware of the dishonesty, 
the perpetrator himself knows. Bernie Madoff knew 
that he was defrauding millions. Tiger Woods knew 
he was betraying his wife and kids. They either had 
to continually rationalize their actions (“I’ll pay 
them back down the road”, “I’ll be better from now 
on”) or avoid thinking about them. Either way, they 
undercut their self-esteem. As Ayn Rand explains, 

Self-esteem is reliance on one’s power 
to think. It cannot be replaced by one’s 
power to deceive. The self-confidence of a 
scientist and the self-confidence of a con 
man are not interchangeable states, and 
do not come from the same psychological 
universe. The success of a man who deals 
with reality augments his self-confidence. 
The success of a con man augments his 
panic."

Honesty, according to Rand, is not primarily a 

social virtue, but more importantly a requirement of 
a healthy, properly functioning mind:

Honesty is the recognition of the fact that 
the unreal is unreal and can have no value, 
that neither love nor fame nor cash is a 
value if obtained by fraud—that an attempt 
to gain a value by deceiving the mind of 
others is an act of raising your victims to 
a position higher than reality, where you 
become a pawn of their blindness, a slave 
of their non-thinking and their evasions, 
while their intelligence, their rationality, 
their perceptiveness become the enemies 
you have to dread and flee—that you do 
not care to live as a dependent, least of all 
a dependent on the stupidity of others, or 
as a fool whose source of values is the fools 
he succeeds in fooling—that honesty is not 
a social duty, not a sacrifice for the sake 
of others, but the most profoundly selfish 
virtue man can practice: his refusal to 
sacrifice the reality of his own existence to 
the deluded consciousness of others."

The dishonest man makes himself dependent 
on others, and particularly on their ignorance. In 
the course of growing up, most of us have told a 
lie here or there, whether paying a false compliment 
in order to win approval, or making an excuse for 
being late. Think of the slimy way you feel after 
such an action. That feeling is your awareness that 
you’ve subordinated your own worth by abandoning 
the facts. Now imagine that on the scale of Bernie 
Madoff or Tiger Woods—imagine the slimy feeling 
that constitutes their inner experience. Even if 
dishonest people like them do not get caught, they 
literally surrender their “self ” in the attempt to 
fake reality. How could that be considered selfish? 
A selfish man values his own happiness above all 
else—and happiness is not possible to a man whose 
life is a lie.

Companion piece to cover article

“

“
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hAs the free mArket fAiled?
The American economy is in a state of malaise. Stock and real estate prices have plummeted from 

their peaks in recent years, people have collectively lost trillions of dollars, major companies 
have gone bankrupt, and unemployment numbers remain high. Undoubtedly, many students are 
lying awake at night wondering whether they will find work after graduation.  

Meanwhile, pundits and politicos blame the “unrestrained greed” and “irrational exuberance” 
of the free-market. They have called for more regulations and government spending in the name of 
economic stability. In other words, they are attempting to borrow, tax, and spend the nation out of 
the crisis with stimulus packages and bailouts. 

Why this approach? At root is the “Big Brother knows best” mentality that is fast replacing 
the long-standing American respect for personal responsibility and individualism.  The transition 
has been slow, but America has transformed from a fairly free market into a highly controlled and 
regulated welfare state. What we are witnessing today is not the failure of capitalism, but of the 
mixed economy and government paternalism. 

This is a small sampling of the impractical policies that have been fueled by our government’s paternalistic goals. We have 
now witnessed the inevitable collapse of this house of cards, precipitating the recession under which we are still suffering.

(continued on page 5)

understAnding 
goVernment mArket 
distortions
1. The Federal Reserve creates artificial demand.
Beginning in late 2001, the Federal Reserve under 
Alan Greenspan drastically lowers interest rates, 
sending a flood of money into the housing sector 
that artificially stimulates demand and causes an 
inflationary bubble.

2. The government mandates risky credit practices.
Encouraged by FDIC guarantees on bank deposits 
and coerced by legislation like the Community 
Reinvestment Act, banks make billions of dollars 
worth of subprime mortgages to individuals with 
low credit ratings and low incomes, i.e. subprime 
mortgages.

3. The government rewards reckless lending.
Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac, both government-
backed companies, further encourage reckless 
lending and borrowing by purchasing and 
guaranteeing mortgages from banks and reselling 
them throughout the financial system in the form 
of mortgage backed securities.

why these policies Are 
pAternAlistic

1. “Big Brother knows best the cost of credit.”
Rather than leaving individuals and banks free 
to determine the interest rate at which they are 
willing to borrow and lend money, the government 
imposes the rate that it thinks would be best. 

2. “Big Brother knows best to whom banks should 
lend.”
Rather than leaving individuals free to determine 
what they can afford and banks free to decide 
whether to lend, the government decides that 
it’s desirable for everyone to own homes and 
implements policies to force this outcome.

3. “Big Brother knows best your financial goals.” 
Rather than leaving individuals free to make 
independent investment decisions, the government 
distorts the risk of mortgage backed securities 
through guarantees. When individuals make bad 
investments, these guarantees leave taxpayers to 
foot the bill.  

by Ryan Puzycki
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hAs the free mArket fAiled?
continued from page 4

Why is the current “solution” doomed to fail?
Rather than accepting responsibility for the failure of the 

regulatory state, the government has placed the blame on 
“greedy” businessmen. The Federal Reserve and Treasury 
forced Bear Stearns into a merger, semi-nationalized AIG, 
and cajoled or coerced the country’s largest banks and auto 
companies into accepting bailout money—policies that 
reward bad companies for making poor financial decisions 
and encourage them to continue making risky decisions in 
the future. 

In order to pay for all these bailouts, the government must 
borrow money. How much money?  If you tried to count the 
number, it would take you more than 180,000 years to reach 
estimates for the 2009 deficit. To pay back that debt, the 
government will either have to raise taxes (take your money) 
or print currency (make your money worth less).  In either 
case, you will be the one paying the bill. 

So long as people accept that Big Brother knows best—
i.e., that individuals are incapable of managing their own 
lives—we should expect more extreme versions of the same 
policies that got us into this mess as the government more 
vigorously intervenes to “fix” the economy.  In essence, 
paternalism has led our government to attempt the economic 
equivalent of curing cancer with cancer. 

What is the proper solution to the problem?
The solution is for America to embrace its founding 

principles—individualism and freedom. If we are to emerge 
from economic ruin, we must reject the notion that Big 
Brother knows best and begin rolling back all the regulations, 
laws, and agencies that try to direct voluntary choices in the 
marketplace. We must leave people free to act. In practice, 
this includes:

Ending the bailouts of financial institutions and •	
other companies;

Letting bad companies suffer the consequences of •	
their actions, which may mean bankruptcy or failure;

Repealing the regulatory regimes of the SEC, FDIC, •	
the Federal Reserve, and other institutions;

Repealing destructive legislation like the Community •	
Reinvestment Act and Sarbanes-Oxley; and,

Returning to a system of sound money—i.e., a gold •	
standard—where the government no longer controls 
the money supply.

In other words, a return to the American principle of 
individualism and a rejection of government paternalism is 
mandatory if we are to overcome this recession and prevent 
future ones.  There is only one system that is consistent 
with this conception of the role of government and that 
can restore America to financial health.  It is a system that 
has never been fully realized and one that has never been as 
needed as it is now.  Ayn Rand called it “the unknown ideal,” 
and it is our failure to know it that has led us into the dire 
straits in which we find ourselves today.  If we wish to escape 
from this financial malaise, we must acquaint ourselves with 
laissez-faire capitalism.

What can you do? Educate yourself. Think, read, and 
become well-informed. Understand the arguments for and 
against capitalism, and judge those arguments in light of 
what you see around you. If you are interesting in doing so, 
there is no better way than to pick up a copy of Ayn Rand’s 
novel Atlas Shrugged or her treatise Capitalism: The Unknown 
Ideal.

Ryan Puzycki received his BA in International Relations from 
Boston University in 2005. After spending some time working in 
the financial industry, he is now enrolled in NYU Stern’s MBA 
program.

“No politico-economic system in history has ever proved its value so eloquently or has benefited mankind so greatly as 
capitalism—and none has ever been attacked so savagely, viciously and blindly. The flood of misinformation, misrepresentation, 
distortion, and outright falsehood about capitalism is such that the young people of today have no idea (and virtually no way of 

discovering any idea) of its actual nature.”—Ayn Rand



tAking the pAin out of productiVity

With graduation day looming 
for this year’s college class, 

millions of students will soon 
be joining those already seeking 
employment, while the employed 
nervously hope their positions are 
safe. Media commentators and 
political leaders, following the 
public’s lead, have fixated on the 

issue of “ jobs”–how many there are, how to get one, how to 
create more.

But underneath this preoccupation we find a long-
standing feature of our culture: a distaste for work. However 
fortunate they feel to have a job, how many people still begin 
their week with the refrain “It’s just another Monday” and end 
it with “Thank goodness it’s Friday"? How many bookstore 
shelves are stocked with best-selling strategies to work as 
little as possible or avoid it altogether? How many employers 
highlight their ability to offer employees a generous “work/
life balance”, implicitly suggesting the two are mutually 
exclusive?  How many college students are told to make the 
most of their time on campus, a hedge of enjoyment against 
future drudgery in the working world?  Complaining about 
work is more than popular—it’s expected.

The reason so many people are worried about getting 
a job is clear: jobs are 
increasingly scarce. But 
what then is the reason 
this anti-work outlook still 
persists? 

As an isolated 
phenomenon, one can 
find ready explanations 
for this outlook.  Some 
people are paying the price 
for pursuing careers they 
don’t actually enjoy, careers 
they chose arbitrarily or 
to please others.  Some 
don’t pursue careers at all, 
settling for jobs that permit 
them to collect a paycheck 
and nothing more. Still 
others find themselves in 
difficult circumstances 
involving a neurotic boss or 
insufferable coworkers, and 

conclude that such is inherent in any job.
But these particular mistakes or misfortunes don’t explain 

the near-universal negativity towards work.  People often 
encounter frustration finding love or staying in shape, but 
nevertheless continue to view romance and fitness positively.  
Why is work different?  

The answer lies in a deeper, commonly-held view: that 
the ideal life is a life of idleness, free of productive effort.  On 
this view, work is like a bitter medicine—an unpleasant but 
necessary evil. It is the garden-of-Eden attitude, that man led 
an idyllic existence in the Garden of Eden with everything 
provided by God, until he committed the original sin and 
was banished, forced to provide for himself by the “sweat of 
his brow”.  Or, in the secular version of the same outlook, 
work is foisted upon us by society, to which we surrender our 
freedom and happiness by mindlessly joining the “rat race”. 
Regardless of its form, the idea (a reality that forces us to 
work) and its consequence (resentment) are the same.  

But there are also those rare individuals who enjoy—or 
even love—their jobs. Their numbers include people in all 
types of professions—the chipper and efficient secretary, the 
mechanic or handyman that takes pride in his work, and the 
school teacher who delights in the revelations of students.  
Are these people born with a blissful ignorance of the nature 
of their toil? Or have they figured something out that the 

by Noah Stahl
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The problem with the perceived divide between work and life
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rest haven’t? 

If a man bitterly complained, after imagining a world in 
which he had four arms, that he is cursed to have only two, 
we would answer that the complaint is silly, based upon an 
arbitrary desire.  The anti-work mentality is guilty of the 
same error: it starts with the fantasy of a world without the 
need for work, and then bemoans the fact that such a world 
doesn’t exist.

In reality, there is no such thing as a Garden of Eden in 
which every desire is effortlessly satisfied, and consequently 
there is no valid basis to resent its absence.  Work is inherent 
in the very nature of life.  A living being is one that engages 
in a constant process of self-sustaining action.  Even the most 
passive plant must turn itself to capture the sun.  Animals 
must hunt and forage. And we, as human beings, must 
undertake the effort necessary to produce the much larger 
range of values that sustain a life well-lived, from food and 
shelter to transportation and entertainment to friendship 
and love. Indeed, everything we do, from climbing out of 
bed to seeing a movie requires a certain amount of effort.  
To view work as an activity separate from life, as if one ends 
when the other begins, ignores this crucial fact: that work is 
the basic activity through which we get what we want out 
of life, both from the wealth it creates, and ideally, from 
enjoyment of the process. To resent work is to resent that 
fact—it is to resent life itself.

One might object that the necessity of productive work 
doesn’t make it enjoyable. But there are many things in life 
that are necessary.  We have to eat, to clothe ourselves, to 
learn.  Along those lines, we’ve created gourmet meals, a 
fashion industry, and a vast array of educational avenues.  
In effect, we’ve transformed the necessities of life into some 
of its most pleasurable aspects.  Our attitude toward work 
should be the same: since I must do it, I will choose to do it 
in a way that I enjoy. Fortunately, the advent of the modern 
economy has afforded us the opportunity to be selective 
about the type of work we do.

That’s not to say one can simply adopt a pro-work 
perspective and suddenly the perceived drudgery of one’s 
job will be transformed into bliss.  Fulfilling work is itself 
a value to be achieved. There are many potential barriers to 
enjoying one’s work.  Some parents, for example, pressure 
their children to pursue careers they deem practical or easy, 
despite the child’s actual interests. Many of us are taught 
that we’re victims of unseen disadvantages, a self-defeating 
view promoting an entitlement mentality that discourages 
individual independence and ambition.  The government 
increasingly regulates and taxes our jobs and earnings, 
making a growing portion of our working lives dictated by 
others and without reward.  In all these ways and more, the 
cards are stacked against the proper enjoyment of productive 
work.  

But they don’t have to be.  The first step is to call into 
question the anti-work premises that have infected our 
culture, and replace them with views that treat work as a 
life-serving virtue rather than a pernicious burden.  Only 
by understanding what productive work can and ought to be 
are we are able to pursue and undertake it in a pleasurable 
way. To this end, there’s no better place to look than the 
writings of perhaps the foremost defender of the value of 
productive work, Ayn Rand:

“Productive work is the road of man’s unlimited 
achievement and calls upon the highest attributes of his 
character: his creative ability, his ambitiousness, his self-
assertiveness, his refusal to bear uncontested disasters, his 
dedication to the goal of reshaping the earth in the image 
of his values.”

If that’s not a reason to look forward to Monday morning, 
what is?

Noah received his BS in Computer Engineering and MS in 
Information Assurance from Iowa State University. He currently 
works in the defense industry as a software engineer in St. 
Petersburg, Florida.

selfishness
continued from page 2

only made possible by his mental evasion of the inevitable 
long-term repercussions such fraud would have on his life. 
Similarly, if Woods had thought beyond the momentary 
pleasure of his affairs, he may have been able to realize the 
long-range effects his infidelity would have on himself, 
his endorsements, and his career.

To label people like Madoff and Woods as selfish is to 
perpetuate the false idea that dishonesty works, that one 
can become successful and happy while living a lie. It is to 
miss the fact that these individuals are in fact illustrations 
of precisely the opposite: far from being selfish, they show 
that a life of deception is impractical and ultimately self-
destructive.

It is honesty—recognizing truth, facing the facts, 
admitting one’s mistakes, and adjusting to the reality of 
new situations—that “works” and is, therefore, selfish. 
Living one’s life selfishly requires that one first have a 
clear understanding of what values will bring happiness 
in the long run and then make a principled commitment 
to pursuing those values. 

So next time you read a scandal in which someone acts 
unthinkingly to throw away a life of so much potential for 
happiness and success, don’t call him “selfish.” Wonder 
instead why he wasn’t selfish enough.

Rituparna is a junior at Penn State University, pursuing an 
undergraduate degree in biology. 



by Laura Mazer

The state of California has 
lost more than 90 emergency 

rooms since 1990—and with them, 
the ability to treat hundreds of 
thousands of patients. In New York 
City, eight hospitals have shut down 
since 2003 after facing a financial 
crisis. To stay afloat, countless 
other hospitals around the country 

are closing maternity wards or outpatient clinics in an 
attempt to cut costs. The cause of these and other failures 
throughout the country is obvious. Hospitals are providing 
care without receiving payment. Like any other business, 
hospitals have a constant list of bills to pay every month, 
from diagnostic tests and drugs, to basic supplies and the 
salaries of sometimes thousands of people. And all too 
often, they receive no compensation in return.

What drives the nation’s hospitals to operate at an 
obvious deficit, giving away for free a service that is neither 
cheap nor easy to produce? They do it in part because they 
are legally required to do so. In 1986, the Emergency 

Medical Treatment and Active Labor Act made it illegal for 
a hospital to refuse care in an emergency setting, regardless 
of ability to pay. The Act essentially transformed emergency 
rooms into primary care facilities for the uninsured. 

In other industries, services provided for free are 
considered voluntary charity. They are provided only as far 
as they can be supported by the business’s other income, 
and they are neither legally nor morally required. But 
in healthcare, any suggestion that a hospital accept only 
the patients it can afford to treat is greeted with moral 
outrage.

Hospitals respond to this combination of legal 
requirements and community expectations by accepting an 
unsustainable patient mix that inevitably ends in crushing 
debt. Healthcare has become a multi-billion dollar industry 
incapable of demonstrating the kind of economic common 
sense a child with a lemonade stand instinctively displays.

Bankrupt hospitals are serving as eloquent testimony 
that the basic principles of economics are just as viable 
for healthcare as for any other industry. So why is it that 
fiscally responsible hospitals are considered immoral, and 
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the Business of heAlthcAre
America’s ailing healthcare industry requires more freedom, not less



prosecuted as illegal? What is it that makes medicine 
unique?

The answer can be found in the consumer advocacy 
groups and professional societies that advocate for socialized 
medicine. In 2001, a task force assembled by the American 
Academy of Family Physicians proposed a system of ‘free’ 
healthcare for all Americans—to be paid for by Americans, 
with a payroll tax. They declared, “There are a set of basic 
services that most people are expected to utilize in their 
lifetime, and there should be no financial barrier to these.”

This is the justification offered by all advocates of 
socialized medicine, in its various forms. Healthcare is 
required. It is a basic service. It is necessary for life. How 
can ability to pay determine access to a requirement for life? 
In a civilized, industrialized country, the argument goes, it 
is the government’s duty to provide basic necessities to its 
citizens.

This argument relies on the assumption that healthcare 
is uniquely important for human survival, that while most 
industries provide optional goods—items that improve 
life, perhaps, but are not required for it—healthcare is not 
optional. To live, you must have access to life-saving or life-
prolonging therapies.

It is true that healthcare is, in certain circumstances, 
required for life. A patient in renal failure will die without 
dialysis every week. A child with a bacterial infection needs 
antibiotics. But reformers forget that a lack of dialysis is not 
the only thing that can kill the kidney patient. A lack of 
food, clean water, shelter, or clothing in the winter will be 
as deadly to the child as a lack of antibiotics.

Medicine often focuses only on the physical act of 
living—breathing in and out, keeping the heart beating. 
But human life is more than the functioning of the moving 
parts. Although healthcare may be the only requirement 
for a brain-dead accident victim on life support, it is not 
the only requirement for the rest of us. To live, we need 
food, we need shelter, we need companionship and work, 
and hundreds of other material and spiritual requirements. 
Healthcare is a necessity—and after a car accident, or during 
a flu infection, it may be the most important necessity. But 
it is not the only requirement for life.

When people talk about a ‘right’ to healthcare, they mean 
an entitlement to healthcare. They mean that unlike other 
goods and services that must be earned through individual 
work or trade, healthcare should be provided for free.

Medicine is not the only industry that fulfills a necessity 
for life, so what entitles us to the products of this particular 
industry, and not others? Why not food or clothes? And why 
not those products that provide a good life—feather beds 
or paintings or tickets to the movies? Or are we entitled to 
those as well?

The issue goes far beyond healthcare. It is a question 
of what the government’s role should be in providing 

for its citizens. Should the government collect taxes to 
provide citizens with whatever goods and services they 
deem ‘necessary?’ Or is it the responsibility of individual 
citizens to work for whichever products and services they 
can independently earn—with the government existing to 
secure their freedom to pursue these ends?

In other industries, Americans balk at the idea of the 
government stepping in to provide values to its citizens. The 
dangers and inefficiencies of government-run industries are 
well understood. We would not tolerate, for example, the 
government nationalizing the supermarkets. If a grocer 
decides to provide food to the hungry, most Americans 
understand that he does so voluntarily, and with his own 
money.

What we must understand now is that there is no reason 
to treat healthcare any differently.

American healthcare is failing. It’s only a matter of time 
before hospitals around the country can no longer support 
themselves, and we are forced to change the system. The easy 
answer is to demand more and more taxpayer support, as 
if the problem requires nothing more than some budgetary 
manipulation. In reality, the current system needs a far 
more fundamental change. In a word, what’s required is 
freedom: a system that does not require sacrificing the 
rights of some individuals in order to obtain values for 
others. That solution is a free market in healthcare.

If we want to save American healthcare, we have a 
moral and practical obligation to seek less government 
intervention—not more.

This piece is adapted from a 2007 article written by Laura Mazer for 
The Undercurrent.

Laura Mazer is a fourth year medical student at Emory 
University. She is also completing a Master's degree in Clinical 
Research. She received a BA from the University of Chicago in 
2006.
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by Debi Ghate

Thirty years after the hostage crisis, Iranians are bravely 
challenging their government. Despite the theocracy’s 

attempt to crush these protests, Iranians have once again taken 
to the streets.

Imagine what might happen—the potential benefit to us 
and to Iran—if instead of declaring that we seek “a relationship 
with the Islamic Republic of Iran based upon mutual interests 
and mutual respect,” President Obama had said the following 
on November 4th, 2009.

Thirty years ago today, the American Embassy in Tehran 
was seized. The 444 days that began on November 4, 1979 
deeply affected the lives of courageous Americans who were 
unjustly held hostage. Rather than atone for this, Iran’s 
theocratic regime has clenched its iron fist to retain power. 
Once again, we have witnessed the beating and intimidation 
of Iranian protestors. I strongly condemn these unjust actions 
of the Iranian regime.

“My message tonight is to those Iranians voicing their 
opposition to the Ayatollah, making it clear his regime does 
not represent them.

“To those among you standing up in the face of threats; to 
those among you saying ‘We will continue to speak even if you, 
Supreme leader, forbid it’; to those among you deciding that it is 
time for freedom in Iran—we say: you have our encouragement 
and our respect.

“To those among you who are wholesale rejecting the 
oppression of theocratic rule—we offer you our moral sanction. 
You see, we share your goal of ending the Iranian theocracy 
and of eliminating the threat it poses to our own nation. We 
have had the moral right to end it for decades, as have you.

“To those in Iran desperately seeking liberty: rejecting 
theocratic rule is critical, but what are you fighting for? Seize 
this opportunity to fight for a nation founded on the radical 
principle of individual rights. As Americans once fought for 
their independence, so can you. Life, liberty, property and the 
pursuit of happiness: these are your inalienable rights. The time 
is now to fight to create a free nation upholding these ideals.

“Now I recognize that my statements may make some 
Americans anxious and uncertain. But I have no doubts.

“It is time for America to unequivocally state that she 
does not recognize the sovereignty of the Islamic Republic 
of Iran. Iran has not had a legitimate government worthy of 

our recognition for decades. The country has been ruled by a 
series of theocrats. Let us not mince words: they are murderous 
dictators.

“For decades, the Iranian regime has repeatedly declared 
itself our enemy, chanting ‘Death to America’ and openly 
attacking our citizens. We’ve known it since it took our 
embassy staff hostage in 1979. We’ve known it in the form of 
multiple Tehran-backed attacks on Americans since then: 1983 
in Beirut, where explosives killed 241 people; 1985 onboard 
TWA 847, where Iranian-trained Hezbollah fighters killed a 
Navy diver; 1996 at the Khobar Towers in Saudi Arabia, where 
bombs killed 19; and the list goes on. America will no longer 
evade that this regime has orchestrated and participated in 
three decades of deadly assaults upon her people.

“This is a regime that calls for jihad on the West; for the 
violent imposition of sharia law; for Islamic totalitarianism. It 
provides the leadership for the Islamist movement: educating, 
training, and financing a multitude of terrorist organizations, 
including those responsible for the September 11th attacks on 
our soil. We have nothing to say to the Iranian regime—except 
that we will no longer repeat the grave errors of our past. We 
know what you stand for, and what threat you pose.

“But we have much to say to you, the courageous protestors, 
because you too know what your government stands for, and 
you despise it.

“It will not be easy. Our thoughts are with you as you face 
imminent danger and uncertainty. It will take courage and 
conviction. But we are with you as you take your first important 
step towards real revolution. You have rejected the religious fist 
that smashes you down. You have spoken. Stand firm, and we 
will stand with you.

Unfortunately we will not hear this speech. Only a President 
acting on a foreign policy that properly defends the rights of its 
own citizens—a foreign policy of principled self-interest and 
justice—would take this stand.

Debi Ghate is Vice-President of Academic Programs at the Ayn 
Rand Institute in Irvine, Calif. The Institute promotes Objectivism, 
the philosophy of Ayn Rand--author of Atlas Shrugged and The 
Fountainhead.

“

”
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Visit our blog at the-undercurrent.com, where you'll find much more 
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cAmpus cluBs And community groups 
These organizations hold regular 
meetings and events discussing 

and debating Objectivism and its 
applications.

ALABAMA

University of Alabama Objectivist 
Club
Email: irmorales@bama.ua.edu

AriZonA

Fountain Hills Objectivist Club 
Email: graffhyrum@gmail.com 

ArKAnsAs

University of Arkansas  Objectivist 
Association 
Email: jpanders@uark.edu

CALiforniA

Golden Gate Objectivists (San 
Francisco Bay Area) 
Email: goldengateobjectivists@
yahoo.com
Web: http://goldengateobjectivists.
com/

Stanford University Objectivists
Email: dakinsloss@gmail.com

University of Southern California 
Objectivist Club
Email: uscobjectivists@gmail.com

UCLA: LOGIC
Email: arthur@clublogic.org 
Web: http://www.clublogic.org/

UC Berkeley Objectivist Club 
Email: berkeleyobjectivists@gmail.
com

UC Irvine Objectivist Club 
Email: shovelcharge88@yahoo.com

UC Santa Barbara Objectivist Club 
Email: emiliano.noriegapetti@
hotmail.com

ConneCtiCut

Connecticut Objectivism Discussion 
Group (Southbury)
Email: aaron.n.turner@gmail.com

Yale University Objectivist Club
Email: helen.rittelmeyer@yale.edu

CoLorADo

Front Range Objectivism (Denver)
Contact: fro@frontrangeobjectivism.
com
Web: www.frontrangeobjectivism.
com

DistriCt of 
CoLuMBiA

American University Objectivist 
Society 
Email: auobjectivists@gmail.com

DC Objectivist Salon (DCOS)
Email: contact@dcobjectivistsalon.
org
Web: http://www.meetup.com/DC-
Objectivist-Salon/

fLoriDA

Canterbury School Objectivist 
Society (Fort Myers)
Email: seanja@autoinstore.com

Objectivist Society at Florida State 
University Tallahassee
Email: william.mcada@gmail.com

South West Florida Objectivists 
(SWFO), Sarasota to Marco Island, 
FL
Email: jswfo@h-mmm.com

georgiA

Atlanta Objectivist Society
Email: aoscontact@gmail.com 
Web: http://www.atlantaobjectivists.
com 

Georgia Institute of 
Technology Students of Objectivism
Email: gtaynrandclub@gmail.com    
Web: http://cyberbuzz.gatech.edu/
aynrand/

Georgia State University Objectivists 
Email: birdsatemyface@gmail.com

Kennesaw State University 
Objectivists 
Email: randianz@msn.com

New South Objectivists (SC, NC, 
and Georgia)
Email: contact@
newsouthobjectivists.org
Web: http://www.
newsouthobjectivists.org/

University of Georgia Objectivist 
Club
Email: mckinleyav@gmail.com

iDAho

Idaho State University  Objectivist 
Club
Email: inaway@gmail.com

iLLinois

Chicago Objectivists
Email: contact@chicagoobjectivists.
org
Web: http://www.chicagoobjectivists.
org/

Columbia College Objectivist Club 
Email: kaitlynator@gmail.com

Naperville North High 
School Society for Objectivist 
Studies 
Email: obdura@gmail.com

Northwestern University Objectivist 
Club 
Email: haileyjpr500@aol.com

University of Chicago Objectivist 
Club
Email: gsaad@uchicago.edu 

inDiAnA

Indiana University, Bloomington 
Objectivist Club
Email: aynrand@indiana.edu

Objectivists at Indiana University, 
Indianapolis 
Email: jes.shepherd@gmail.com

KAnsAs

University of Kansas, 
Lawrence University Objectivist 
Club
Email: fyoung@gmail.com

MAine

University of Maine, Orono Students 
of Ayn Rand 
Email: m.gibson42@yahoo.com

MArYLAnD

Johns Hopkins University Objectivist 
Society 
Email: cnicotr1@jhu.edu

University of Maryland Objectivist 
Club 
Email: emi.barnes@gmail.com

MiChigAn

Great Lakes Objectivists (Detroit, 
MI)
Email amynasir@aol.com
Web: http://www.
greatlakesobjectivists.com

Michigan State University 
Objectivists 
Email: morri136@msu.edu 
Web: http://www.msuoc.com/

University of Michigan Objectivist 
Club
Email: gaglio@umiche.edu 
Web: http://umso.org/

MinnesotA

Minnesota Objectivist Association 
(Twin Cities, MN)
Email: info@mnobjectivists.com
Web: http://www.mnobjectivists.
com/

Missouri

Kansas City Objectivists (KS and 
MO)
Email: darren@cauthon.com
Web: http://www.kcobjectivists.org
 
Southeastern Missouri State 
Objectivist Club 
Email: jaarnold1s@semo.edu

MontAnA

The Objectivist Society at Montana 
State University
Email: msuobjectivist@yahoo.com

University of Montana Objectivist 
Club
Email: sam337711@yahoo.com

neBrAsKA

Omaha Area Objectivists Omaha
Email: onerandfan@cox.net

neVADA

University of Nevada, Las 
Vegas Objectivist Club 
Email: stp@worldzone.com

neW JerseY

Central Jersey Objectivists (Union 
County)
Email: zigory@comcast.net

Tenafly High School Objectivist 
Club 
Email: THSObjectivists@gmail.com
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neW YorK

Columbia Objectivist Society: 
Radicals for the Mind 
Email: kmh2159@columbia.edu

NYU Objectivist Club 
Email: wzc201@nyu.edu

West Islip High School Objectivist 
Club 
Email: snhellberg@aol.com 

Cornell University Objectivist Club 
Email: and38@cornell.edu

north CAroLinA

New South Objectivists (SC, NC, 
and Georgia)
Email: contact@
newsouthobjectivists.org
Web: http://www.
newsouthobjectivists.org/

Students of Ayn Rand at UNC 
Charlotte
Email: jwadswor@uncc.edu

University of North Carolina, Chapel 
Hill Objectivist Forum 
Email: jwadwor@email.unc.edu

ohio

Baldwin-Wallace Objectivist Club
Email: bvincent790@gmail.com

University of Cincinnati Applicable 
Objectivism 
Email: zohar36@gmail.com

oKLAhoMA

Oklahoma State University 
Objectivist Club
Email: jghodgs@okstate.edu

Rogers State University Objectivist 
Club
Email: reneelm3@yahoo.com 
Web: http://www.rsuobjclub.com/

oregon

Portland Area Objectivists
Email: burgesslaughlin@macforcego.
com
Web: http://aristotleadventure.com/
pao/index.html

pennsYLVAniA

Carnegie Melon University 
Objectivists 
Email: pmkenned@andrew.cmu.edu

Penn State University Objectivist 
Club
Email: rvb5057@psu.edu

Philadelphia Region Objectivists 
Email: bvhcom@gmail.com

rhoDe isLAnD

Ayn Rand Admirers (RI and 
surrounding area)
Email: rogerw@tribrocorp.com

south CAroLinA

New South Objectivists (SC, NC, 
and Georgia)
Email: contact@
newsouthobjectivists.org
Web: http://www.
newsouthobjectivists.org/

teXAs

Houston Objectivism Society, 
Houston, TX
Email: JanetLWestphal@aol.com
Web: http://www.
houstonobjectivism.com/

Rice University  Objectivist Club
Email: rice.objectivism@hotmail.com

South Texas Ayn Rand Society 
Email: keenan@absolutereason.com
Web: http://www.meetup.com/
HoustonSTARS/

Texas A&M University  Aggie 
Objectivist Club
College Station, TX
Email: kelly.scribner@gmail.com

UT Austin  Objectivist Society
Email: utobjectivism@gmail.com

utAh

University of Utah Objectivists 
Email: utahobjectivists@gmail.com  
Web: http://utahobjectivists.
wordpress.com/

VerMont

Bennington College Objectivists 
Email: objectivists.at.Bennington@
gmail.com

VirginiA

George Mason University Objectivist 
Club 
Email: odavyden@gmu.edu

University of Virginia Charlottesville 
Students Pondering Objective 
Thought
Email: wgf3ba@virginia.edu

Virginia Polytechnic Institute and 
State University  Objectivist Club 
Email: egochick@gmail.com

Virginia Tech Objectivist Club 
Email: hokieobjectivism@gmail.com

WAshington

An Objective University of 
Washington
Email: ouw@u.washington.edu

Bellevue Community College 
Objectivist Club
Email: sterlingrswank@gmail.com

Central Washington University 
Objectivist Club
Email: mikel.moceri@gmail.com

Seattle Portland Objectivist Network 
(SPON)
Email: rachelminer@mac.com

University of Washington Objectivist 
Society
Email: scascio@u.washington.edu

Washington State University 
Objectivist Club
Email: geneligman@gmail.com

WisConsin

University of Wisconsin, 
Madison Students of Objectivism
Email: jallard@tds.net

CAnADA

Toronto Objectivist Association
Email: kate@klwilliams.com
Web: http://www.stevensnet.net/
event&articlelist.html

University of Calgary  Objectivist 
Club
Email: tymills@shaw.ca

University of Toronto Objectivist 
Society
Email: uoftobjectivistsociety@gmail.
com
                                        

other 
orgAnizAtions 
of interest
Ayn Rand Institute (ARI)
Purpose: To advance Objectivism in 
the culture
Website: www.aynrand.org

Ayn Rand Center (ARC)
Purpose: To conduct Objectivism-
based media and policital outreach
Website: www.aynrandcenter.org

Ayn Rand Lexicon
Purpose: Free online mini-
encyclopedia of Ayn Rand’s thought 
Website: http://aynrandlexicon.com/
Americans for Free Choice in 
Medicine (AFCM)
Purpose: To advocate for free market 
health care
Website: http://www.afcm.org

Anthem Foundation for Objectivist 
Scholarship
Purpose: To provide grants to 
academic professionals engaged 
in serious, scholarly study of the 
philosophy and writings of Ayn Rand
Website: http://www.
anthemfoundation.org

Capitalism Magazine
Purpose: Online political magazine 
Website: http://www.capmag.com 

Coalition for Secular Government 
Purpose: To advocate for the full 
separation of Church and State
Website: http://www.
seculargovernment.us

Clemson Institute for the Study of 
Capitalism
Purpose: To encourage scholarship 
exploring the moral, legal, 
constitutional, political, and 
economic foundations of capitalism.
Website: http://business.clemson.
edu/bbtcenter/cci

The Lucidicus Project
Purpose: To encourage those 
entering the medical profession to 
examine the moral foundations of 
capitalism
Website: http://lucidicus.org

The Objective Standard
Purpose: A journal of culture 
and politics that publishes essays 
informed by Objectivism
Website:  www.theobjectivestandard.
com

cAmpus cluBs And community groups, cont'd 
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