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The Undercurrent’s cultural commentary is based on Ayn Rand’s philosophy, Objectivism. Objectivism, 

which animates Ayn Rand’s fi ction, 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 fl ourishes 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.
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Mark your calendars: the United Na-
tions recently declared March 20th 

to be the “International Day of Happiness.” 
The day will serve as a call to work towards 
increasing our “gross global happiness,” 
which UN representatives argue should be 
measured and enhanced by governments 
around the world. The idea that “aggregate 
happiness” can serve as a guide for public 
policy has become increasingly popular in 

recent years, with many countries seeking to defi ne measures like 
“Gross National Happiness” to replace GDP and other allegedly 
outdated means of measuring our standard of living.

At fi rst glance, this interest in “happiness economics” as a gov-
erning philosophy probably seems uncontroversial to most peo-
ple. In a political culture where people disagree fi ercely on issues 
ranging from abortion to fi nancial regulation, it’s rare to fi nd a 
value as widely shared as happiness seems to be. And few would 
likely object if government were somehow able to boost our happi-
ness (for once). Indeed, at the very beginning of the American sys-
tem of government, happiness was identifi ed in the Declaration 
of Independence as a value on par with liberty and even life itself. 

But the notion of a top-down governmental approach to fos-
tering happiness, while tempting, is a dangerous one, both in its 
view of what constitutes happiness, and in its vision of the proper 
relationship of the government to the individual.

First, consider the fact that happiness in this approach is typi-
cally measured by surveys asking people how often they experi-
ence different emotions, how they rate their health, or how satis-
fi ed they are with local educational or recreational opportunities. 
The results are then tabulated into rankings like the “Satisfac-
tion with Life Index” which purport to rank the happiness of the 
world’s countries. By tracking and comparing these scores over 
time, advocates say, we can objectively assess whether people are 
generally more or less happy.

In order to evaluate whether it makes sense to measure hap-
piness in this way, and whether government can or should help to 
provide for our happiness, we fi rst need to consider what happi-
ness consists of and where it comes from. 

Many people would say that happiness is an emotion, one that 
we experience in the various pleasures of our daily lives. There 
is some truth to this, but it doesn’t tell the whole story. Properly 

understood, to be happy means much more than experiencing a 
momentary jolt of pleasure—it means achieving a certain type 
of enduring state of mind. Too often, happiness is characterized as 
a simple, temporary emotion. But this understanding of happi-
ness is far too shallow and misses the deep signifi cance of the fact 
that happiness describes a comprehensive and long-range emo-
tional condition. In Ayn Rand’s clarifying view, happiness is a 
“fundamental and enduring state of joy” with results “from the 
achievement of one’s values.” Fundamental, because it serves as a 
backdrop and context for all of our emotions; enduring, because it 
comes as a result of consistent achievement of success in whatever 
form one’s goals take. 

For instance, happiness is more than the momentary pleasure 
or relief of receiving your latest paycheck; it’s the result of having 
worked to establish long-term fi nancial security. It’s not just the 
brief satisfaction of meeting a deadline or making do on a proj-
ect; it’s the quiet confi dence of an expert’s applying a practiced 
skill. It’s not only the pleasure of a night out with a friend; it’s the 
knowledge and enjoyment of the value that friendship represents. 
It’s not simply the runner’s high after a good jog; it’s the sense of 
ease and security of health and effi cacy that comes from consis-
tent pursuit of physical fi tness. It’s not any of these things alone; 
it’s the enduring emotional sum that one achieves when they all 
fall into place together.

Moreover, notice that happiness is more than any old result: 
it comes only from the active pursuit and achievement of things 
we value in life, not from passively receiving them. For exam-
ple, imagine an alternate universe in which you had everything 
handed to you, and weren’t required to lift a fi nger or think much 
about what you need to live. Money would appear in your bank 
account. You wouldn’t need to work—other people would han-
dle that. Friends would arrive to entertain you at your beck and 
call—no effort required, and no obligation to be a part of their 
lives in return. Exercise would be pointless, since fi tness would be 
automatic. 

In such a condition, you would be able to exist as a quintes-
sential couch potato, free from the demands of anything at all. 
But this kind of existence, assuming it is one’s entire life and not 
merely a weekend, is utterly antithetical to happiness. At best, you 
would settle into a dull numbness; more likely, you would experi-
ence a deep-seated anxiety of unfulfi lling purposelessness. In con-
trast, happiness requires effort in thought and action, and comes 
from the results of those efforts. It must be earned by the use of 
your own hands and mind.

So it’s clear then that happiness is something that each of us 
needs to strive for as individuals. But isn’t it also a shared goal, one 
that government ought to help foster?

Happiness is a “shared” goal only in the strictly limited sense 
that is an individual goal which is widely pursued. In a broader 
sense, there is no sharing possible—we either achieve it for our-
selves, or we don’t. There is no vicarious path, in much the same 
way there is no vicarious path to nutrition or fi tness. No matter 
how well our neighbors eat or how disciplined our friends and 
family are about keeping in shape, we as individuals cannot share 
in their results unless we act in similar fashion.  In the same way 
that only we individually can physically digest our own food, only 
we can engage in the process of pursuing our happiness though 
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the activities in life which bring it about. And just as the govern-
ment cannot digest our meals for us, neither can it step in to direct 
us toward happier lives.

One might object: sure it can, if we’re willing to get “tough” 
by legislating healthier diets and lifestyle choices to people who 
otherwise would struggle to make the “right” decisions. One 
could imagine (or witness today) government programs banning 
unhealthy foods from sale, subsidizing fresh and healthy alterna-
tives, or state-run fi tness centers backed by laws requiring a quota 
of exercise to be met weekly. And perhaps, putting the moral con-
tradiction involved in forcing people into better “well-being” aside 
for the moment, one might even observe a statistical improvement 
in blood pressure and obesity as a result.

But when it comes to happiness, not even this utilitarian eleva-
tion of ends over means applies. For government to bring us hap-
piness, for it to engage in programs or pass laws that would lead to 
making us happier individuals, is not merely diffi cult—it’s impos-
sible. Happiness is a cumulative reward that cannot be bestowed 
by anyone—not by friends, not by family, and certainly not by 
bureaucrats. It cannot be borrowed from or manufactured by a 
third party, particularly government. 

This isn’t because, as goes the common complaint, govern-
ment is incompetent. It’s because government is an institution 
which uses of force as the fundamental means to achieving its 
ends. And while punishment of criminals is a legitimate end, the 
provision of happiness is not: we literally cannot be compelled to 
be happy. 

Because happiness is fundamentally about things we do for 
ourselves, only freely chosen action can bring it about. What gen-
erates happiness is not merely our achievement of a value, but also 
the sense of effi cacy that comes from the confi rmation of our abil-
ity to achieve it. It is not enough to merely have, or enough to go 
through the motions to get. Only when we independently under-

stand why something is a value and act to achieve it on that basis 
do we earn the corresponding emotional reward of happiness. 

This is why we cannot be provided with happiness or have 
it forced upon us: government social workers cannot “hand out” 
freely chosen, self-sustaining goals or actions, nor grant them 
through any subsidies, or replace them by any public works proj-
ects. If anything, such programs achieve the opposite: a system 
that undercuts the process of independent choice and pursuit of 
goals in the same way it undercuts the achievement of indepen-
dent fi nancial footing.

Does that mean government has no role to play in our happi-
ness? Quite the contrary. It has a very important role to play—but 
a very specifi c one. There is no more memorable description of 
this than that given in the Declaration by the Founding Fathers, 
who very carefully named the pursuit of happiness as a sacred right 
of the individual. They were careful in that they did not simply 
name happiness itself as a right to be provided by government. 
Rather, they recognized the important fact the while happiness 
cannot be guaranteed or secured by the state, government can 
and must protect the freedom of the individual to pursue it. This 
implies that government ought to be unabashedly an instrument 
of happiness, yet strictly limited in its role to securing an envi-
ronment in which individuals can act accordingly to pursue it for 
themselves. 

Happiness can and ought to be a universal goal. But we must 
recognize and remember that it is an inherently individual one. In 
part, this means we must resist the allure of government promises 
to make us happier through regulation and expensive programs. 
More importantly, it means reclaiming the pursuit of happiness as 
a cause that is crucially, and exclusively, our own.

A graduate of Iowa State University, Noah Stahl works as an engineer in the 
information technology fi eld. He resides in Tampa, Florida.
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THE FREEDOM TO COMMIT TO A DREAM

And this is just what he needs to do to obtain the license. 
He still needs to buy or rent property, open a storefront, hire 
employees and collect revenue. Just to be able to cut hair he 
has to cut through miles of local, state, and federal red tape: 
zoning requirements, building permits, parking variances, 
safety regulations, social security and immigration checks, 
unemployment insurance payments, even environmental 
mandates. And then there are taxes: taxes on income, on 
property, on sales, on capital gains. Obamacare alone man-
dates that employers purchase a full suite of health insur-
ance for their employees at increasingly exorbitant rates.

And this is only if the business gets started in the fi rst 
place. There are endless forms of prior restraint that make 
trade of certain goods and services between consenting par-
ties illegal to begin with. Individual employees are legally 
forbidden from negotiating their own contracts with poten-
tial employers if other employees are in a union protected 
by “collective bargaining” laws. Some products and servic-
es are judged to be unsafe, and even consumers willing to 
accept the risks are forbidden from purchasing them from 
willing providers. Two companies may be forbidden by anti-
trust laws from merging, even if doing so will increase their 
productiveness and profi t and even if consumers would con-
tinue to patronize them voluntarily.

For those who are lucky enough to launch, failure to com-
ply with extensive rules and regulations can mean going out 
of business, either by legal fi at or by fi nancial attrition. Yet 
no one’s marriage can be voided by the state against the will 
of the couple for failure to comply with marriage regulations 
(there are no such regulations). Even those who are denied 
the right to marry are still free to do many other things: 
they can express their love for each other, live together, walk 
around in public, raise children, own property in common, 

Imagine two people who each share a common passion, 
one they’ve been cultivating for years. At long last each 

has found another person who can help realize this ambi-
tion. Each is a responsible adult who is prepared to commit 
to a long-term, maybe even lifelong partnership.

Many agree that these two deserve the recognition of so-
ciety and even the protection of the government—but only 
as long as what they want to do is marry. But what if they 
want to do business with each other?

Because government does not always recognize same-
sex marriage, our culture has become engulfed in a contro-
versy that reaches from local churches all the way to halls 
of power in Washington. The debate is routinely given top 
billing in the news, surpassing even stories about the war 
in Afghanistan and the economic crisis. Recently President 
Obama caused a stir even among his own supporters when 
he spoke out in favor of legalizing same-sex marriage.

But there is no comparable controversy—especially 
among Obama supporters—about the far more systematic 
restrictions on the freedom of adults to trade goods and ser-
vices with each other.

Suppose an entrepreneur wants to start a business—a 
hair salon. He loves making people beautiful and he is good 
at it, so he wants to fi nd a way to make a profi t doing what he 
loves. In many states he is legally required to spend upwards 
of $20,000 for 1,500 hours of classes in cosmetology schools, 
and will have to take and pass a series of tests and then pay 
hundreds of dollars in fees to obtain a license to style. If he 
does not comply with the licensing regime, he could be fi ned 
thousands of dollars or even arrested. The state can prevent 
him from doing business with his customers, even if they 
already know he is good and they’re willing to risk the oc-
casional bad haircut.

by Valery Publius
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WE SHOULDN T GIVE BACK  WHAT WE EARNED

Sara Blakely quit her day job as a door-to-door sales-
woman because of her pantyhose. They were just too 

uncomfortable to wear in the sweltering Florida heat. So 
she left for Atlanta with fi ve grand in her pocket and a 
kernel of an idea in her mind. She worked to expand on 
that kernel for years after clocking out from her day job. 
She researched different textile materials, production 
methods, and patent laws, saving herself over $3,000 dol-
lars in legal fees. By the year 2000, after a long record of 
rejections from various companies, she sold her fi rst order 
of women’s shape wear.

At fi rst, Ms. Blakely was the sole 24/7 customer service 
operator, as well as the P.R. manager and marketing 
strategist. For two years, she travelled across the country—
despite her phobia of fl ying—giving presentations to exec 
boards—despite her chronic stage fright—on the upper 
levels of city skylines—despite her fear of heights. In just 
ten more years, she expanded her company, Spanx, to sell 
over 1,100 distinct products. Spanx is now estimated to 
be worth one billion dollars, making Blakely the youngest 
self-made female billionaire in the world.

But she isn’t self-made, claims the President, who 
recently said that, “If you’ve got a business, you didn’t 
build that. Somebody else made that happen.” Obama’s 
speech emphasized the idea that it takes many people 
working together in order to achieve success in America—
that one individual’s effort isn’t the only energy that 
fuels that individual’s productive pursuits, and therefore 
entrepreneurs like Blakely owe 
a debt to society. According to 
this idea, whether you’re running 
Microsoft or fl ipping burgers, if you 
receive a paycheck at all, you are 
obligated to share it with others.

But why should Sara Blakely—
or anyone—“give back” to others 
who didn’t in fact help them in the 
fi rst place? If one paid for every 
service one utilizes—employees, 
printer ink, electricity, as well one’s 
fair share of taxes for driving to 
work on roads (highly productive 
people like Blakely pay way more 
than their fair share) —why should 
one be obligated to pay for the lives 
of others on top of all this? Obama 
wants to use Blakely’s earnings to 

cover the bill for thousands of less productive citizens’ fl u 
shots and groceries.

Obama is correct that there are “a whole lot of smart” 
and “hardworking people out there.” But our being smart 
or hardworking doesn’t entitle us to handouts from others, 
even if we haven’t reached the results we want or need.

When push came to shove it was Sara Blakely—she 
alone—who created the idea for a valuable product. 
Ms. Blakely, unlike the many other women with smarts, 
a work ethic, and $5000 in their pockets, executed her 
vision of a valuable product and made it a reality. Spanx 
was made by Sara Blakely—it wouldn’t exist without her 
intelligence and her actions. The reason any individual 
deserves success is because of the simple fact that that 
individual uses his mind to produce or achieve something 
valuable, whether it’s a skyscraper, an iPhone or a fast 
food order. That individual earned that success because 
he transformed an idea in his mind into a reality.

The public roads may have gotten Sara Blakely to 
work, however she alone did the driving and in the 
process paved an original, revolutionary pathway. But 
it is not a freeway. The products of Blakely’s intellect 
enrich the world, but they are not owed to anyone 
who had nothing to do with their creation. If you 
wish to earn it, then pay for it. Sara Blakely did.

Emily Hart is a recent graduate of the University of Pittsburgh, 
where she was a member of the Pitt Objectivist Club. She is currently 
pursuing her love for fi ction writing. 

Image courtesy of Flikr user minplanpac.

by Emily Hart
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(continued on page 11)

recession in Europe will cause further pain in America.
Bailing out Greece also sets a precedent for Ameri-

can policy. Eventually states like California that face 
huge defi cits may need to be bailed out by the more 
prosperous states. In such a scenario, it is likely that the 
U.S. government will print money to fund these bail-
outs as well. As in Europe this would sap the value of 
American savings, pitting responsible savers against in-
solvent governments.

It is important to remember that neither the Ger-
mans nor the Greeks were put into their respective posi-
tions by forces outside of their control: each had control 
over its own economic destiny. The German people 
chose to behave responsibly and have reaped the ben-
efi ts of their decisions. The Greeks, on the other hand, 
elected politicians who spent the nation into debt and 
economic collapse.

In effect, those who favor a bailout in Europe and 
America are asking the Germans, who have behaved 
responsibly and have prospered because of it, to pay 
for the mistakes of their neighbors. The Germans who 
have saved their money for their retirement, to pur-
chase their dream home, or to pay for their children’s 
education will see those savings become more and more 
worthless as the Euro continues to depreciate. But this 
means that Germany is to be punished because it did not 
overspend or engage in fi scally irresponsible behavior.

Likewise, by giving the Greeks their bailout, we ac-
cept that the Greeks should get bil-
lions of dollars because they were too 
incompetent to govern themselves 
responsibly. Subsequently, bureau-
cratic incompetence, fi nancial irre-
sponsibility, short-sightedness, and 
every other problem with the Greek 
government become the justifi cation 
for the redistribution of wealth. Fis-
cal irresponsibility entitles you to 
wealth, but responsibility does not. 
In fact, the more unproductive and 
thoughtless a person, city, or na-
tion, the more they are entitled to 
the wealth created by the productive 
members of society.

When we move beyond the eco-
nomic details, the Greek bailout 

In recent months, economists and politicians on both 
sides of the Atlantic have been debating the proper 

course of action to solve the Greek debt crisis. Put sim-
ply, governments and investors are uncertain about the 
ability of the Greek government to repay its mounting 
debts accrued from expensive retirement policies and 
other public programs. This uncertainty has affected 
every member state of the European Union and has 
contributed to global fi nancial woes.

Left-leaning economists like Paul Krugman along 
with statesmen in the European Union have called for 
a bailout to save Europe from fi nancial collapse. In ef-
fect, they call for the government to print more money, 
thereby devaluing the existing currency in the economy 
in order to make debts easier to pay off. This means 
that people who have saved money—many of them 
German—will see the value of their savings erode and 
the purchasing power of their earnings diminish.

The debt crisis certainly has implications for Euro-
peans, but what effect will it have on Americans?

If Germany agrees to bail out the Greeks, it estab-
lishes a dangerous precedent as Spain, Italy, and any 
other nation that faces insolvency has grounds to re-
quest a bail out. In effect, bailing out Greece is only de-
laying the day when Greek debts will need to be paid—
by someone in some form. The longer Europe waits, 
the worse that day will be. Because of the interconnect-
edness of the global economy, a deepening economic 

by Stefen Smith
BAILING OUT DEBTOR STATES IS MORALLY BANKRUPT
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Sandra Fluke’s testimony in 
favor of a mandate for con-

traceptive coverage by private 
universities and institutions—
including those with moral op-
position to such coverage—has 
sparked a national controversy. 
As arguments from across the 
ideological spectrum clash, Rush 

Limbaugh offered the most controversial criticism, la-
beling Fluke a “slut” and a “prostitute” for expecting, 
in effect, that her sexual endeavors be subsidized.

Instead of critiquing her expectation that sexual 
endeavors be subsidized, some conservatives have 
repudiated her expectation that sexual endeavors be 
subsidized. Conservative pundit Matt Barber, for 
instance, recently referred to Fluke’s “fornication” as 
“sexually immoral,” and to her view of sex as “cheap 
and casual.” While then presidential candidate Rick 
Santorum recently dismissed Limbaugh’s comments as 
“absurd,” his own views on sex lend undue credence 
to Limbaugh. In a 2011 interview, Santorum offered 
the following explanation for his opposition to 
contraception:

[Sexual relationships] are supposed to be 
within marriage, they are supposed to be for 
purposes that are, yes, conjugal and unitive but 
also procreative. That’s the 
perfect way that a sexual 
union should happen. We 
take any part of that out, 
we diminish the act. And 
if you can take one part 
out that’s not for purposes 
of procreation, that’s not 
one of the reasons, then 
you diminish this very 
special bond between men 
and women, so why can’t 
you take other parts of that 
out? And all of a sudden, it 
becomes deconstructed to 
the point where it’s simply 
pleasure. And that’s 
certainly a part of it, and 
it’s an important part of 
it, don’t get me wrong, but 
there’s a lot of things we 
do for pleasure, and this is 
special, and it needs to be 
seen as special.

Conservatives who pursue this line of criticism are 
focusing on the wrong issue. In fact, the kind of sexual 
relationship that Santorum describes is far from a 
“perfect sexual union.”

The primary purpose of sex is not procreation—sex 
is an end in itself. Consider the alternative, the idea that 
sex is merely a means to the end of procreation. Under 
the guise of spiritual piety, religious conservatives who 
propose this idea actually encourage a debased view of 
sex.  It is one that reduces people to the status of mere 
animals, treating them simply as necessary ingredients 
in the reproductive process.  Animals are slaves to their 
instincts and to their environment. Human beings are 
distinctive in their capacity to use reason to alter their 
environment to fi t their own purposes.  We have the 
capacity to choose whether we intend to reproduce and 
to decide which criteria we use to evaluate potential 
partners. We are not mere animals, and it’s absurd to 
treat our sex lives as if we were.

Only a faith-based morality could hold that sex is 
good for procreation alone, and never for pleasure. But 
such a view of sex has no basis in reality. Should we 
use faith to dictate how we interact with the other sex? 
Timothy 2:12 proclaims: “But I suffer not a woman to 
teach, nor to use authority over the man: but to be in 
silence.” Should a woman, then, subordinate herself 
in the pursuit of knowledge to the authority of men, in 

by Josh Windham

THE CONSERVATIVE WAR ON SEX
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“The primary purpose of sex 
         is not procreation—sex is    
         an end in itself. Consider    
         the alternative, the idea 
         that sex is merely a means 
         to the end of procreation ... 
         It is one that reduces 
         people to the status of 
         mere animals. 

order to follow the word of the Bible?  In regard to sex, 
should a man limit his sexual experiences to procreative 
intent? Nothing in reality tells us he should.

Two partners will typically choose to have sex to 
celebrate their love or affection. The pleasure they 
derive from this is the primary purpose of sex. It is 
an expression of one’s pursuit of happiness, a cherished 
ideal in American culture. Removing the procreative 
component of sex through the use of contraception 

does not make it any less special. In fact, contraception 
allows two individuals to express their love for one 
another without risking any unintended consequence 
of their passion—further securing their pursuit of 
happiness. Couples are thus able to focus solely on the 
pleasure of the sex itself. What, Mr. Santorum, is wrong 
with pleasure—or with the pursuit of happiness?

Conservatives who portray themselves as champions 
of limited government and individual liberty but who 
attack sex on religious grounds as “fornication” forget 
that individual liberty is only valuable as a necessary 
condition for the pursuit of happiness. Supporters of 
subsidized contraception are making an important 
moral error, but it isn’t the claim that more sex is 
good. Rather, it concerns the entitlement mentality—
the collectivist welfare mindset of those like Fluke 
who expect from others what they cannot provide for 
themselves. To distract from this by condemning sex 
not only misses the point, but does so in a dangerous 
way.

Josh Windham studies history at North Carolina State University. 
He was a fi nalist in the 2010 Atlas Shrugged Essay contest.
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DREAM
continued from page 4

and almost everything married couples can do. At no point 
do any couples need to secure permission from the govern-
ment to do these things, nor does the government monitor 
them or interfere arbitrarily with their affairs.

Many are rightly concerned when some adults are pro-
hibited in advance from marrying. But few of the same show 
concern when the state prevents people from doing business 
with one another.

Why are restrictions on one institution received with such 
controversy, while those on the other are taken for granted 
as routine? Is there a principled difference here, or is it just 
a double standard?

Our culture distrusts businesspeople because of a general 
skepticism about the moral acceptability of the profi t mo-
tive. But two people who marry are also seeking their own 
best advantage. Each wants to fi nd a life partner who will 
bring stability, companionship and loving affection. Why is 
one form of the pursuit of happiness seen as noble, but not 
the other?

Perhaps we are wary of self-interest in business but not 
in love because profi ts seem to come at the expense of oth-
ers. But both are a form of exchange in which each party 
gains. A man gives his time, energy and affection to his be-
loved because his beloved is willing to exchange the same 
“currency”: together they share interests, personality traits, 
and fundamental values that make their relationship mutu-
ally fulfi lling.  And even though each party to a business 
exchange has to give up money or time, each values that 
money or time less than what he receives in exchange for 
it—or else he would not give it up.

Perhaps some worry that third parties might be af-
fected by a business exchange. Yet two people’s love might 
also seem to come at the expense of others. The more time 
a couple spends together is less time each member has to 
spend with family and friends and at work. And don’t for-
get that romantic partners expect each other’s fi delity. Less 
attractive, less intelligent, or simply less interesting people 
are thereby deprived of a mate. And yet there are no laws 
against “unfair competition” in the realm of the heart. In 
truth, of course, third parties in neither case can legitimately 
claim as an “expense” what was not theirs to begin with.

Why then do so few think we should regulate the pursuit 
of happiness in romance, but so many want it regulated in 
economics? At base, the reason is an assumption that goes to 
the heart of many other political controversies. It is the same 
reason for which many support an individual’s freedom of 
speech but not an individual’s freedom to pay political cam-
paigns to speak on his behalf—or support the freedom of 
the press but not the freedom of separate news organizations 
to combine under one banner—or support the freedom of 
association, but not the freedom to form and operate cor-
porations.

The popular assumption here is that we should have 
unlimited freedom in areas that have personal emotional 
or spiritual signifi cance, but not in those that deal with the 
economic or material realm.

Everyone realizes that marriage is of intensely personal 
psychological importance, but we should also recognize its 
important material and economic dimension. As a contract 
concerning the division of property, it enables two people 
to plan for and invest in the future of their romantic rela-
tionship. And just as marriage has an economic dimension, 
running a business can also be a matter of serious emotional 
signifi cance.

Businesses are opened and operated by individual hu-
man beings, not robots—people who have chosen to make 
money in one fi eld rather than another because they enjoy 
the activity involved. Perhaps they’ve dreamt of such a ca-
reer their entire lives. Arguably, one forms an even deeper 
conception of who one is and who one wants to be through 
one’s career ambitions than one does through one’s roman-
tic aspirations.

For some reason we associate the word “soulless” with 
business. But we need every last ounce of spirit to sustain 
the motivation to engage in long-term entrepreneurship. We 
need to exert the full force of our intelligence to conceive, 
plan, and execute a business venture. And the most distinc-
tive essence of the human spirit is the human mind.

In order to use our minds to achieve material success, 
we need freedom of action in the physical realm. Just as a 
married couple stabilizes their relationship by settling in a 
physical home and sharing their property (not to mention 
physical intimacy), businesspeople become prosperous only 
through the confi dence that they can secure their property, 
enforce their contracts, and profi t from their efforts. Human 
beings are not souls without bodies or bodies without souls. 
We are a union of the two. And freedom for one depends on 
freedom for the other.

None of this is meant to disparage or belittle the legiti-
mate grievances of those who seek the right to marry. The 
social and governmental recognition of marriage is in-
deed important. But if we demand the freedom to marry, 
we should be even more outraged that other freedoms are 
vastly more restricted. The popular prejudice that tolerates 
the restriction of economic liberties but decries the viola-
tion of civil liberties is just that—a bigoted prejudice that 
has no role in a civilized society. Like other prejudices, it is 
sustained by a faulty conception of human nature—in this 
case, the view that the needs of the mind and the needs of 
the body can be isolated from each other.

We should abandon this prejudice, and legalize all acts 
between consenting adults—including economic acts.

Valery Publius is a teacher living in the American South.
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boils down to a question of moral principle: should the 
responsible be obligated to sacrifi ce their success to 
save the irresponsible from the consequences of their 
actions? Should one person’s debts outweigh another 
person’s savings?

The Greeks have not earned their bailout through 
the production of things that make life worth liv-
ing. Instead, they have “earned” it by doing the 
opposite of production: by destroying their economy 
and the livelihoods of their citizens. The bailout would 
reward the in competent, the thoughtless, the unable to 
pay, at the expense of the competent, the thoughtful, 
the able. By bailing out the myriad of problems of the 
Greek state, Europe will enshrine as a standard one 
overarching principle: not the sanctity of what is valu-
able, but of what lacks value—the zero, the null, the 
void.

If, by contrast, morality celebrates competence 
and ability—if it celebrates value above disvalue—we 
should leave the Greeks to face the consequences of 
their actions.

A morality that protects the rights of the produc-
tive members of society leads to prosperity of all. In-
deed, Germany’s material prosperity has followed from 
economic policies grounded in respect for individual 
freedom that permitted their citizens to innovate and 
succeed.  In fact, after World War II Germany stood 
at the crossroads. It could either continue the price 
controls and high taxation rates imposed by Hitler and 
sustained by the allies, or it could adopt free markets 
and lower tax rates. Just like today, the Germans had to 
decide whether to sacrifi ce ability to incompetence or to 

embrace liberty and free markets.
Fortunately, the Germans chose freedom, and the 

result was an economic miracle: post-war Germany 
experienced one of the greatest periods of economic 
growth in history. In less than a decade, the people of 
post-war West Germany went from living in rubble to 
enjoying the fruits of economic freedom: cars, refrig-
erators, homes, electricity, and children’s toys—all of 
the things that make life enjoyable. All of it was made 
possible because of Germany’s decision not to chain 
the productive to the nonproductive. The freedom to 
be productive, to use one’s mind to plan their fi nancial 
future, to keep the fruits of one’s labor creates prosper-
ity; sacrifi ce does not.

Today, Germany’s relatively free-market policies 
have again resulted in relative prosperity. When the 
government does not overspend and leaves its people 
alone to innovate, prosperity follows. For this prosperity 
to continue, the Germans should ignore the voices call-
ing for a bailout, just like they ignored the advice of sim-
ilar economists after World War II. We should support 
the desire of the German people to keep their earnings 
secure. Millions stand against Germany; those of us 
who believe that the Germans should not sacrifi ce their 
prosperity to the Greek people should stand with them. 
If we do not, the same moral standards that drove the 
Greek collapse could cause a similar crash in America.

Stefen Smith is studying Economics at Whitman College. He 
lives in Walla Walla, Washington. He is currently a staff writer 
for The Undercurrent.
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