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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.
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introducing this issue

Revolution is in the air. From Greece to Russia to 
the Middle East, people have taken to the streets to 

protest perceived injustices, and have even succeeded in 
overthrowing long-entrenched dictatorships. In America, 
the Occupy Wall Street movement attempted to emulate 
the overseas protests and filled streets and parks in dozens 
of cities across the country. Reflecting on the unmistakable 
trend, Time magazine awarded its annual “Person of the 
Year” title to “the Protester.”

Yet the Occupy movement has already begun to retreat. 
We have heard less and less about the “Occupiers” since 
the fall, when their protests infiltrated over 900 cities. 
While this retrenchment is surely due in large part to 
police evictions, it is not due to external pressure alone. 
Occupy organizations have burned through cash while new 
donations to the movement have dried up. In New York, 
Occupiers vacated their office space. In Washington D.C., 
predictions that 1 million Occupiers would descend upon 
the National Mall failed to materialize when a mere 2,000 
showed up instead.

The Occupy movement is still young and may yet 
have tricks up its sleeve. But the fact that the protests 
have dissipated so quickly raises a question: why does the 
movement not seem to be able to sustain its motivation or 
the interest of its supporters? 

Many pundits have suggested that one reason for 
flagging interest in the movement is that the Occupiers 
have not clearly articulated their demands. While the 
lack of central leadership does make it difficult to gauge 
the movement’s demands, one can still discern common 
denominators among its grievances. Occupiers demand 
an end to corporate influence in politics and a radical 
reduction in economic inequality. They demand free health 
care and education and jobs for everyone. Common to these 
demands is an opposition to some conventionally vilified 
institutions (the banks, the corporations, the rich), and a 
vague set of abstractions (democracy and justice) in whose 
name they are vilified. 

More likely to explain the Occupiers’ retreat are the 
Occupiers’ demands themselves. A revolution that focuses 
on venting anger towards its enemies but that offers only 
empty clichés as alternatives is doomed to burn itself out, 
and quickly. Hatred for a perceived evil can never motivate 
action over the long term in the way that enthusiasm for the 
achievement of a positive ideal does.

Consider the ideals that the Occupiers claim to 
champion. “Democracy” means majority rule (for instance, 
rule by “the 99%”). But what does majority rule mean for 
the rights of minorities? “Justice” means granting each his 
due. But what is each person due, by what means, and why?  
All too often, these questions go unanswered by advocates 
of these ideals. Yet they are the questions we need answered 
if we are to know if the Occupiers’ revolution aims at 
improving our lives. 

In contrast to the Occupy movement, some cultural 
and political revolutions successfully communicated the 
meaning of their positive ideals thanks to the leadership 
of extraordinary individuals who embodied those ideals in 
concrete form. 

Consider, for example, the breakdown of institutionalized 
racism in the United States. Prejudice and bigotry that had 
been entrenched for centuries became intolerable in the 
space of a mere thirty years in the mid-twentieth century. 
What enabled this sudden transformation was not merely 
the end of ignorance: racial supremacist theories had long 
since lost any vestige of scientific respectability. And it was 
not simply that the demands of the oppressed had gotten 
louder: crucially, some of the white majority needed to 
identify with the cause of oppressed minorities so they 
could offer their support against white racists. 

Take, for example, the Tuskegee airmen and the Navajo 
code talkers who fought tenaciously for their lives and for 
the lives of their countrymen in the skies over Europe 
and the jungles of the Pacific. What sympathetic observer 
could deny them the right to life? George Washington 
Carver and Vivien Thomas were pioneers in science from 
whose innovations we all now benefit. Who could deny 
them the right to the liberty of their minds? Or consider 
Muhammad Ali and Jackie Robinson, Ella Fitzgerald and 
Louis Armstrong, each of whom had a marvelous capacity 
to achieve their happiness and the added strength to carry 
the rest of us along with them. Who could deny them the 
right to the pursuit of happiness? 

These examples suggest that it was not merely rage 
against the crimes and injustices of the racists combined 
with empty language about “equality” which carried 
that revolution: arguably, it was also the admiration 
people held for exemplars of minority achievement that 
sensitized them to the minority plight. Racial prejudice 
became unacceptable in polite society when prominent 
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introducing this issue

minority entertainers, sports heroes, and intellectuals rose 
to prominence and displayed the dignity, prowess and 
outright tenacity that made their humanity undeniable. 
With their examples preceding him, Martin Luther King, 
Jr. could then naturally invoke the ideas of the Declaration 
of Independence and its promise of unalienable rights; his 
struggle then became one with the American struggle in 
the public mind. 

A revolution of, by, and for individuals would naturally 
draw on the words and ideas of the American Founding 
Fathers, as when King invoked Jefferson. The Founders 
themselves not only proclaimed but exemplified a set of 
revolutionary ideals. George Washington volunteered 
for the Virginia militia at an early age, developing the 
discipline that would eventually inspire his troops. But he 
knew that the purpose of his war and his presidency was to 
defend life and the pursuit of happiness, and he resigned 
when his purpose had been achieved, returning to his life 
as a citizen-farmer. Thomas Jefferson rose to prominence as 
a man of letters and sciences, a universal scholar in the new 
mold of the Enlightenment. But his interest in philosophy 
was not idle and academic, and so he turned the work of his 
mind to the defense of the liberty of the mind, authoring 
famous declarations in whose name Washington—and 
King—would then fight.  

But who are the heroes of the Occupy movement? The 
images we associate with the Occupiers are of raucous 
drum circles, smashed windows, and street fights with 
the police. Even when we focus on their less violent side, 
on their encampments which are alleged to embody the 
beauty of communal living, we are left with image of the 
Occupiers’ “human microphone,” the sound of a hundred 
voices chanting in unison, repeating uncritically the words 
of a leader. It is probably not without coincidence that there 
is no recognizable leader of the Occupy movement. It is 
not a movement of individualists fighting for individual 
freedom.

So it was not only fidelity to their stated ideals that 
made the leaders of successful revolutions great and 
their revolutions benevolent. The ideals themselves were 
admirable. There is something uniquely powerful about 
a revolution staged to defend the right of the individual 
to pursue happiness. Whether it is a cultural revolution 
staged to overcome racial prejudice, or a political revolution 
staged to overturn rule by a foreign power, the stake the 
revolutionaries held in the outcome was the same: they 
sought only the ability to earn their own way as rightful 
citizens. Their demands were no threat to rational observers, 
who empathized with the struggle of the individual to 
freely pursue life’s ambitions. 

Implicit in both of these successful revolutions, and 

revolution
continued 
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Regulated to Death
to survive. Imposing a limit on energy production is not just  
tacking on an extra cost to everything we do. Instead, such  
rationing restricts and limits the kind of actions and activities that 
are required for life as we in the modern world know it, and for 
life as we want it to be in the future. 

Every necessity, convenience and luxury of life in an indus-
trial society is utterly dependent upon abundant and affordable 
energy. Only through access to plentiful energy have we managed 
the technological and industrial development necessary to create a 
society in which machines can speed us from one side of the con-
tinent to the other in a matter of hours, or in which we can spend 
leisure time in an air conditioned house while observing images 
instantly transmitted to us from nearly anywhere on the planet.

It is abundant energy that powers the computers, lights,  
elevators and heating systems that allow us to work hundreds 
of feet above the ground in the middle of a Chicago blizzard. 
The farming tools, refrigeration technologies, and transportation 
methods needed to for us to be able to conveniently purchase food 
at the supermarkets would be nothing but useless hulks without 
the energy that animates them. Even the systems that allow clean 
drinking water to arrive at the slightest effort of our hands require 
energy. 

Whether we use it for simple conveniences and comforts, for 
the vital tools of a productive lifestyle, or for the necessities of our 
material survival, energy provides previously unimagined benefits 
to our lives. Never in human history has our existence been so 
clean, secure, and rich with possibility. The lifeblood of it all has 
been carbon-based energy. And it is precisely this energy that will 
be restricted by the stranglehold of cap and trade. 

The damage resulting from restricting the use of energy can’t 
be evaluated in simple monetary terms. Energy rationing suffo-
cates absolutely everything necessary for life in a civilized society. 
It would mean technological regression. Advocates of cap and 
trade are cautious about acknowledging this effect, but they do 
occasionally offer moments of clarity. According to prominent en-
vironmentalist Dennis Meadows, “People are getting sidetracked 
if they think that new green technology will solve all the prob-
lems. . . . [W]e have to learn to live a life that allows for fulfill-
ment and development, with the CO2 emissions of Afghanistan.” 

When we understand that carbon-based energy is the only 
current form of energy that can make possible everything we have 
and do in an industrial society (whether or not this will always 
be true is irrelevant), it’s clear that Meadows means that we must 
learn to live with less, and not just a little less. To idealize the 
emission levels of a country like Afghanistan is to strive for an 
existence with the amount energy that such a country is able to 
use, and no more. In striving to emulate Afghanistan’s energy  
usage, we would—unwittingly perhaps—be forced to emulate 
more closely its living conditions.

Of course, some believe that breakthroughs in efficiency will 
make it possible to combine Afghanistan-like energy usage with 
a first world standard of living. This is a tempting story, because 

In an age when it has become trendy to 
“go green” and minimize our “foot-

print,” it comes as little surprise that 
new laws are being passed to push us in 
this direction. Little more than one year 
after the Democrat-controlled Senate 
failed to get the supermajority need-
ed to pass the Waxman-Markey “cap 
and trade” Bill, California has pushed 
ahead and passed a cap and trade law 

of its own. The bill is designed to ensure that California’s goal of  
reducing its emissions to 1990 levels by the year 2020 is met in 
case federal regulations fail to pass.  

Like other laws and regulations inspired by environmental-
ism, the goal of cap and trade is to severely restrict carbon emis-
sions in the name of preventing climate change. Once the “cap” 
is in place, businesses that wish to emit carbon dioxide are then  
allowed to “trade” for permission to do so within a new artifi-
cially-limited emissions “market.” Cap and trade is, in effect, an 
“energy tax” because nearly all industrial scale energy involves 
generating carbon emissions. Industry would therefore be bur-
dened by a new government-imposed cost to remain in business. 

The goal for a law like the Waxman-Markey bill is to reduce 
emissions to less than 20% of their current levels. Given that 
carbon-emitting energies account for around 85% of our total  
energy, restricting emissions to these levels would limit total  
energy usage to less than 1/3 of what we use today. 

Of course, cap and trade advocates are quick to argue that 
they are not against energy per se, only the “dirty” carbon-based 
energies: coal, petroleum, and natural gas.  However, solar and 
wind energy have yet to make a dent in the market for fossil fuel 
based energy, despite intense and prolonged government pressure. 
Subsidies for solar and wind based energy date back to the Carter 
administration, yet to date, solar and wind account for less than 
2% of total energy production in the U.S.  Carbon-based energy 
still accounts for nearly 85% of domestic energy production, with 
the difference being made up by nuclear and hydroelectric energy 
(both of which have also been condemned by environmentalists).

Nearly everyone on both sides of the debate acknowledges 
that cap and trade will have an economic cost. Cap and trade 
champions have cited costs as low as $175 per household annual-
ly, while opponents have pointed out much higher costs, upwards 
of $4,000. Since most Americans have neither the necessary  
information nor the knowledge of economics to discover the true 
costs, it can sometimes be hard to know which side to believe. 

But it would be a mistake to judge the wisdom of a law like 
cap and trade in terms of mere monetary costs and benefits.  
Beyond its being a basic requirement for survival, energy is  
fundamentally important to everything we need to lead  
productive and happy lives—the kind of lives that we know to 
be possible only because modern industry and technology made 
it possible for vibrant opportunity to displace the basic struggle 

by Alexander Hrin

Cap and Trade Suffocates a Life Well-lived 
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it would certainly be desirable to require only 1% of the energy to 
achieve the same livelihood. But efficiency is both insufficient as a 
means and potentially dangerous as an ethos—the former because 
even dramatic efficiency improvements won’t suffice to meet cap 
and trade targets while preserving current our standard of living, 
and the latter because every improvement that has produced our 
current way of life has come with a new energy requirement. New 
valuable goods and services require energy to produce; this basic 
law is true regardless of how efficient that production becomes. 
Americans currently use thousands of times more energy per per-
son than their Afghan counterparts. This isn’t primary because 
we are “wasteful” or inefficient. It’s because we make use of and  
benefit from a tremendously greater number of goods and services.

Certainly we don’t want to live in a world of harsh, medieval 
conditions where a significant portion of the population lives in 
shacks and obtains heat by burning dung, or where light bulbs are 
a luxury. Granted, a cap and trade law won’t put us there by itself, 
but to the extent that we embrace the goal to dramatically reduce 
energy usage we move ourselves closer to, not further from, the 
caves of Afghanistan.

We’ve been told that science has proven that drastic action 
is required to mitigate climate change. Setting aside the contro-
versies and frenzied doomsday predictions, it may be true that a 
warming climate will pose a problem in the coming decades. But 

human beings have always had to deal with intense weather cycles 
that may change wildly over the scale of months—let alone centu-
ries—by using energy and technology. Human beings have used 
their ingenuity to adapt to a wide variety of different climates 
and even to global climate change such as that seen during the  
Medieval Warm Period and the Little Ice Age of the nineteenth 
century. If we face an unprecedented problem in human history, 
then the last thing we should be doing is adopting policies that 
require us to throw away the tools that have enabled us so success-
fully to conquer the problems posed by nature in the past. 

Energy is a tremendous value to human beings everywhere. 
Abundant energy has made the basic necessities of survival  
little more than afterthoughts for most Americans. We would do 
well to remember that not only do our basic necessities depend 
on abundant energy, but so does our ability to lead prosperous 
lives replete with convenience, enjoyment and opportunity. From 
abundant food, shelter, and clean water to modern medicine, 
transportation and entertainment—none of it would be possible 
without a great deal of energy.

Alexander Hrin completed his Bachelor's in Engineering Physics 
and Masters in Applied Physics from the Colorado School of 
Mines. He is currently teaching at a private elementary and 
middle school in Southern California.
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Restore the Separation of  
State and School

deals fundamentally with the dissemination of ideas. When the  
government involves itself in education, it effectively introduces 
force into the world of ideas.

In today’s America, most recognize that the state’s pro-
motion of an idea can violate the separation of church and 
state. For example, in 2005, the Department of Education in  
Kansas issued a decree backing the teaching of intelligent design in  
science classes. In effect, government educators promoted religion 
over science. This is a violation of church and state, and should be 
opposed as such. But why should state and church be separated? 
The answer points to a wider problem with state-run education as 
well: the government’s promotion of ideas in the classroom.

All of this is not to say that government promotion of  
evolution would solve this problem. In fact, the same problems 
arise when the government promotes the idea of evolution,  
because it is government promotion of ideas that is the problem, 
not the idea itself. When government involves itself in the pro-
duction of knowledge, it curtails both our liberty to express our 
beliefs and our freedom to support institutions promoting what 
we believe. To understand why it would curtail liberty, consider 
the parallel between state-run education and censorship.

Most Americans oppose censorship because it represents 
an invasion of individual liberty. Censorship does not directly  
affect what we think privately; it only prevents the material expres-
sion of our ideas. In principle, state-run education is no different. 
The teaching of evolution overshadows the teaching of intelligent  

Most people appreciate the  
freedom that the music industry 

enjoys today: we can listen to a myriad 
of artists of any genre or even make 
and produce our own music if we wish. 
There are no conflicts between hip hop 
and rock ‘n’ roll interest groups: both 
are free to listen to whatever music they 
please.

But what if, early on in American 
history, the state had funded the production of music so that 
bureaucrats decided what music to produce, and all music was 
subject to state controls? Conflicts would have developed as  
competing interest groups sought state funding for what they  
believed to be the best music: supporters of rock music would 
lobby for the production of rock ‘n’ roll, country fans would lobby 
for country music, and so on.

Most of us would not want to see such conflicts arise in a 
leisure-oriented industry like music. Yet when the state becomes 
involved in education, an industry that provides a service far more 
vital than music, we quietly accept the government’s interven-
tionist policies. We may not realize it at first, but government 
funding and control is the primary source of many of the conflicts 
so prevalent in public education.

The classroom is supposed to be an environment of distrac-
tion-free learning. But it is often the focus of ongoing political 
conflict and controversy. Debates over 
the teaching of evolution versus cre-
ationism, sex education, and environ-
mentalism are often in the headlines. 

These issues will muddle the 
classroom until a deeper question is 
considered: why do such seemingly  
irreconcilable conflicts arise in the 
first place? A clue lies in the fact that 
judges and politicians are called upon to 
decide which textbooks end up in the 
hands of millions of students. When 
did judges and politicians become  
educational experts? Does the state 
truly have a role as the adjudicator of 
the training of young minds?

We should remember that, as 
George Washington said, “govern-
ment is not reason; it is not eloquent; 
it is force. Like fire, it is a dangerous 
servant and a fearful master.” In oth-
er words, government, by its nature, 
is a mechanism of force. Education 

by Nicholas Marquiss
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design in public schools, an idea abhorrent to some Christians. 
Creationists can still think whatever they want in their own 
homes, but state-run education makes the public expression of 
their beliefs much more difficult because it expropriates their 
funds to promote contradictory beliefs in schools, funds they  
cannot use for their own children’s education. State-run education 
is wrong for the same reason censorship is wrong: it interferes 
with our ability to express our ideas.

In state-run education, the government interferes with this 
process in the same way it does when it censors or breaches 
the church-state divide. When Kansas bureaucrats forced the  
expression of Christianity over science, they interfered with the 
free expression of ideas. But government promotion of evolution 
in education also violates individuals’ right to liberty.

We need the freedom to express our ideas in order to develop 
them, to test them on a public stage, to discuss them with others. 
Thought is a necessary part of life: we use our brains to grow food, 
build houses that shelter us from the elements, and understand 
the world around us in order to flourish. To live successfully, we 
need the freedom to think without government restraints on the 
expression of our thoughts. Because it introduces force into the 
free formation of ideas, state-sponsored education interferes with 
the mind’s ability to handle ideas.

Given that state-run education is a violation of our right 
to liberty, it follows that it also necessitates conflicts between  
interest groups. Government bureaucrats dictate what students 

learn and force students to attend schools by law. Either the  
bureaucrats who run education determine an ideology arbitrarily 
or they base their curriculum decisions on what a large number of 
Americans believe. But when government forces the promotion of 
one ideology over another in the classroom, it violates the liberty 
of a group who opposes that idea, necessitating a conflict between 
this group and the others.

For instance, in promoting a pro-evolution curriculum, 
the state tramples on the rights of Christians, who often reject  
evolution on its face. Conflicts then stem from this violation 
of rights, as when Christians lobby against evolution or seek to  
promote creationism in the classroom. This same process explains 
all other conflicts that arise in state-run education. Divorcing the  
government from education ends the conflicts between interest 
groups that so often make headlines today.

We do not typically think of the schools as enemies of  
liberty, yet state-sponsored schools are. To restore freedom to the  
American school system, we need to free education from the force 
of government and privatize education. Andrew Bernstein has an 
excellent article in The Objective Standard explaining the benefits 
of private schooling. Imagine an education system as vibrant and 
free as the music industry. Isn’t that a goal we should strive for?

Nick Marquiss 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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Fundamentally Adrift

by Noah Stahl

Today’s Ideological Debates Require a Deeper Perspective

In the current election season, while 
candidates vie for favorable posi-

tion in the public eye, a particularly  
visible aspect is the constant barrage of  
attack advertising. It’s almost im-
possible to escape the seemingly  
never-ending series of accusations not 
only about political positions, but also  
concerning aspects of candidates’  

personal lives. For example, debate has raged over Mitt 
Romney’s annual income, and even over his alleged  
mistreatment of the family dog.

This latest election controversy is just one more  
example of how our culture’s ability to resolve ideological  
disputes lags dramatically behind our abilities in other  
areas, particularly our ability to solve problems in science 
and technology. With debate focused on issues like those  
nagging Romney, it is little wonder that many people  
complain that arguments on topics in morality and politics 
continue without resolution, with multiple parties seemingly 
unable to persuade one another of their position. As a result, 
we have a list of problems that stubbornly persist with little 
hope of mutually agreeable solutions.

Though negative ads themselves have received plenty 
of criticism, they remain one of the most effective tools a 
candidate has: voters have demonstrated that such ads carry 
significant weight in their election decisions. And thus, we 
have the specter of the nation’s choice of President—whose 
decisions and leadership have far-reaching implications for 
economic prosperity and political freedom at home, not to 
mention the lives of soldiers abroad—being at least partly 
determined by his perceived attitude toward pets. And this 
sort of thing is nothing new: nearly every recent candidate 
has encountered the same kind of intense but ultimately  
distracting criticism. For John Kerry, it was the “swift boat” 
controversy, and for Barack Obama, his association with the 
unsavory pastor Jeremiah Wright. 

This points to a pattern that is found throughout today’s 
ideological debates. It is a pattern of focusing attention on 
surface-level details of issues rather than their core prin-
ciples, of asking small questions rather than large ones, of 
treating disjointed symptoms of problems rather than their 
common causes. In short, it is a pattern of failure to think in 
terms of fundamental principles.

One might object that a political candidate’s character 
or financial status are hardly trivial matters, insofar as each 
might influence his political decisions. This is true; such 
questions are certainly important. But they aren’t the most 
important—they don’t stand alone, but rather rest upon 
more basic questions and assumptions, which are neglected 

when superficially-related or irrelevant questions receive 
scrutiny. 

The question of Romney’s annual income, for example, 
is only important insofar as it could impact his views on tax 
policy, which matters only if one thinks the wealthy should 
be subject to higher taxes. But the question of whether 
the wealthy should pay more taxes rests upon one’s view 
of whether government should be empowered to reduce  
inequality of income. And underlying that is one’s view of 
whether wealth inequality is a moral problem in the first 
place. Fundamental to all of this, finally, is one’s view of the 
basic moral principles that define what constitutes justice 
and “fairness.” One’s view here ultimately influences how 
one answers those derivative questions.

The word “fundamental,” of course, refers to that which 
serves as a foundation or basis for something else, something 
underlying or basic. Examples can be found in any number 
of subjects. Teachers stress the importance of fundamen-
tal abilities like reading and basic math in order to prepare  
students for more specialized subjects which build upon 
that foundation. Basketball coaches start young players with 
drills on fundamental skills like dribbling and passing in 
order to equip them for more advanced play. Doctors rely 
on their knowledge of fundamental topics like anatomy and  
biology in order to diagnose and treat diseases that arise 
from problems in these basic areas.

Indeed, awareness of and respect for fundamentals is 
critical for problem-solving in general. It’s easy to see the 
folly, for example, in choosing a doctor based solely on his 
bedside manner rather than on actual medical credentials 
that enable him to accurately diagnose and effectively treat 
ailments. Likewise, it would be senseless for a patient in 
need of life-saving treatment for a difficult disease to choose 
a doctor based upon the doctor’s eating habits rather than 



his medical knowledge and decision-making ability. In 
the former case, we recognize that unless the doctor has  
genuine medical knowledge, the empathy he conveys when 
he expresses his diagnosis will not matter. And while a  
doctor’s own personal diet may bear some relationship to 
his medical knowledge, it is just as irrelevant to his quality 
as a doctor as Romney’s pet care skills are to his quality as a 
political leader. 

The result of the failure to identify and emphasize  
fundamental questions manifests itself in several ways. One 
is “complexity creep.” We see this in particular in political  
attack ads. Confronted with the hundreds of 30-second 
spots highlighting numerous deficiencies in a candidate, 
we’re left to sort out what seems important from what doesn’t 
before coming to a very difficult decision. On this question 
as for many others, the ease with which we can navigate the  
intellectual waters is slowly and subtly diminished, like the 
speed of a ship under the resistance of barnacles attached 
over long periods of time. 

If we could sweep away all of this noise and instead  
understand a candidate’s clear positions on the political 
principles that would shape all of his subsequent decisions, 
we could more easily and meaningfully decide whether 
we support those principles, and therefore, the candidate  
himself. For instance, if Republican candidates were to  

debate whether being wealthy should disqualify one from 
being president, rather than debating how wealthy Romney 
is, we could begin to assess the candidates on the basis of the 
deeper, more meaningful positions they take on their view 
of what a president should be, what the function of govern-
ment is, and the values upon which it should be based—and 
the clarity of our decision would improve dramatically.

Another measure of complexity creep is the total  
number of pages of legislation passed annually by  
Congress, which has roughly quadrupled over the past 60 
years, with many bills measuring well over 1,000 pages. This is  
particularly alarming when one considers that the Founders 
required only 1,300 words to present, in the Declaration of  
Independence, a set of political principles on which to build 
an entire nation. We’re told that we need these regulations 
for different aspects of different industries in a way that we 
never did when we lived in “simpler times.” 

But while there are more people, more technologies, 
more options and more decisions to be made than in the 
past, it is only the number of derivative applications of prin-
ciples that has increased—not the nature of the principles 
themselves. The principle of economic freedom, for exam-
ple, was central to motivating the American revolutionaries, 
who argued that one’s efforts to make a living are rightfully  

(continued on page 15)
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Dodd-Frank Act, which imposed greater regulations 
on Wall Street financiers, forcing them to cut through  
costly red tape and follow prohibitive compliance rules, which  
restricted their economic freedom. Similarly, Rick Santorum, 
another Republican front-runner, is a self-described enemy of 
individual freedom who has declared that the government 
has every right to interfere with markets, culture, and how 
Americans live their lives. He is especially well-known for 
rejecting the separation of church and state. 

By contrast, Ron Paul champions the free market. He has 
advocated an end to the Federal Reserve, fewer regulations 
on businesses and lower taxes. Specifically, Paul has long 
opposed government sponsored health care like Obamacare 
or Romneycare. He also advocates relaxed drug laws. Paul 
wants to free Americans from Washington’s red tape, and 
supporters have enthusiastically embraced him in large part 
because of his professed message of liberty. 

So at first glance, the Ron Paul movement appears to 
be a step in the right direction for freedom. But does Paul  
really want, or understand, what a true move to freedom 
would entail?

Consider his views on foreign policy. Like most libertar-
ians, Paul believes that Washington should negotiate with 
rogue states. This is because he believes that invading a  
nation amounts to initiating force against that nation, an 
act which Paul opposes on principle. Paul instead argues 
that the United States should only defend itself from im-
mediately imminent invasion. Correspondingly, he believes 
that the United States should do nothing to combat Iran’s 
increasingly warlike stance in the Middle East. The U.S. 
should only respond to Iran’s aggression if enemy battleships  
appear off our shore. Paul would pull back all American troops 
from foreign bases. Presumably, these troops should be used  
exclusively to protect our borders from Iranian battleships. 

Paul’s foreign policy leaves American interests abroad  
unprotected and leaves America open to the aggression of 
foreign dictatorships. His lackluster defense of freedom  
reveals that he does not truly understand what it takes to 
guarantee true liberty for Americans. With Iran posturing as 
aggressively as it is now, how will it act in the Middle East if 
it knows that the United States is just a paper tiger?

To protect against threats to freedom from governments 
at home and abroad, Americans need leaders better than Ron 
Paul. We need a politician whose vision of individual freedom 
has a proper philosophical basis, namely: an understanding 
that individuals need freedom in order to pursue their own 
happiness to the best of their ability in the long range. 

Consider a scientist who needs to read scholarly jour-
nals, select topics of research, and write extensively to pur-
sue his own research. The scientist needs to be free from the  

Republican Congressman Ron 
Paul has a history of poor  

showings in past elections due largely 
to his public image as a libertarian 
radical. But Paul has enjoyed an up-
surge in popularity during the recent 
Republican primary elections with 
his ostensible message of freedom. 
His message has not changed lately, 
so how do we explain the so-called 

Ron Paul Revolution? And will the ideas of this revolution 
actually return freedom and prosperity to America? 

One possible explanation for Paul’s popularity is that 
Americans have changed: we will no longer tolerate political 
candidates who flip-flop on issues of principle. 

Consider today’s political leaders. President Obama has 
alienated many of his supporters because he has balked on 
campaign promises. He has not closed Guantanamo Bay, as 
promised, and his “centrist” economic policies have disillu-
sioned many of his liberal followers. On the other side of the 
political spectrum, Republican front-runner Mitt Romney, 
who introduced mandatory health care in Massachusetts, 
opposes Obamacare. This kind of inconsistency leaves many 
Americans seeking a more principled politician. 

By comparison, Ron Paul has remained generally  
consistent during his tenure as a Congressman. He does 
not seem to have compromised his ideas for the sake of  
popularity, and some Americans appreciate his backbone. 

More than other candidates, the idea Paul appears to  
advocate consistently is a distinctively American one:  
freedom. President Obama is certainly no freedom lover. 
He championed the individual mandate for health care, 
which will require all Americans to purchase health insur-
ance by 2014. In addition, President Obama also signed the  

rON PAUL LACKS THE PRINCIPLES 
NEEDED TO DEFEND FREEDOM 

by Nicholas Marquiss
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interference of government and other people to accomplish 
his goals. With this political freedom, the scientist can  
rationally pursue his career, the truth, and his long-term 
well-being. Likewise, in pursuing his career and happi-
ness, the scientist needs to fund his research, purchase  
supplies and hire assistants. So he also needs to be free from 
state interference in his economic affairs. Both political and  
economic freedom are necessary for the pursuit of happiness, 
for scientists and non-scientists alike. 

The purpose of government is to protect the freedom of 
citizens from threatened or actual coercion, whether that co-
ercion originates domestically or abroad. Consider, for exam-
ple, America’s 19th century war against the Barbary pirates, 
who attacked U.S. merchant vessels trading in the Mediter-
ranean Sea. These attacks robbed the sailors of their liberty 
and interfered with freedom of commerce. Rather than feel-
ing that they needed to act only if the pirates attacked the 
White House, Presidents Jefferson and Madison ordered 
the U.S. Marines to invade and punish the Barbary States 
who supported the attacks on U.S. citizens, to safeguard the 
freedom of the seas in the long term. The Barbary War was 
successful and piracy ended in the Mediterranean. With this 
action, the United States government (justifiably) protected 
its citizens from the aggression of a foreign power. 

Politicians today would do well to emulate this  

example. A politician who grounds his beliefs in this under-
standing of individual rights would understand that not all  
nations are equally deserving of the non-interference that Paul  
advocates. The United States, with its political system based 
on individual rights, is morally justified in doing whatever 
is necessary to defend itself. Dictatorships have no right to 
exist free from interference, because they violate the rights 
of their citizens and often threaten the lives of others abroad. 
Specifically, if Iranian tyrants wish to continue their nuclear 
weapons program, American presidential hopefuls should at 
the very least proclaim our right to act against this threat 
without regard for the “sanctity” of Iranian borders. Until 
Ron Paul recognizes this, he is not a candidate for freedom.

Ron Paul certainly has his shortcomings, but his  
popularity is a good sign. If Americans want a true  
protector of freedom, however, they should seek a politician 
who grounds his or her political philosophy in individual 
rights. Otherwise, any resurgence of liberty caused by the 
Ron Paul revolution will be short lived. Only politicians who 
are fully consistent in their defense of freedom can secure 
true liberty, safety and prosperity for Americans. 

Nick Marquiss 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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paths on the frontier of a new continent, when the majority 
of the British Empire demanded their obedience instead? 
Who were these racial minorities to demand the ability 
to make better lives for themselves? Why could they not 
remain content with their lot in life when the majority 
race preferred that they remain confined to it? Those 
unable to defend themselves against such questions would 
be disarmed of their revolutionary vision, and no longer 
convinced of the virtue of their cause.    

There are, of course, many young supporters of the 
Occupy movement who see in it some hope for their own 
future. Oppressed by the burden of student loans and 
unemployment, they look for a sign from anyone who 
would offer a way out of our economic and cultural malaise. 
They too are in search of heroes. And we do desperately 
need a new economic revolution to combat real injustice 
in the American system, from bailouts for corporations 
who deserve to fail, to currency manipulation by secretive 
central bankers that fueled the housing bubble. 

Why not look to the leaders of the technological 
revolution as models for a new economy? Men like Steve 
Jobs and Mark Zuckerberg have led their companies to earn 
record profits and spawn whole new industries, all in the 
face of the worst recession in decades. Acknowledging the 

What Real Revolution Looks Like
continued from page 3

at least partially responsible for their success at inspiring 
and transforming America, was a deeper idea, even more 
revolutionary than that of individual freedom. It was the 
idea that the ability to make a life for ourselves is not just 
something desirable or prudent to secure, but something 
deeply sacred and worth fighting for. The Founders caught 
a fleeting glimmer of the idea that each of us has but one 
life to live and that no one else has a moral right to make 
demands on our lives.

Yet today’s revolutionaries, the Occupiers, issue a litany 
of such demands. They say their demands pertain only to 
those whom they claim can “afford” to shed extra wealth. 
But in fact their demands extend even further than that. 
They seem not to consider that most of the “excess” of the 
rich would otherwise be invested in the development of new 
businesses and industries from which many of us would 
profit. They ask us to forsake the fruits of this longer-term 
productive effort, because the “99%” demands immediate 
consumption of its seeds instead. 

This hostility toward “excessive” ambition would not 
have motivated the American Revolution or the rebellion 
against racism. Who were these colonists, the enemies of 
ambition might ask with some derision, to complain of an 
extra tax on their tea? Why did they need to forge new 
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inspirational power of such men, the Occupiers themselves, 
who relied on a suite of Apple products for the sake of their 
activism, mourned Jobs’ death with a moment of silence at 
Zuccotti Park. 

Many have accused the Occupiers of hypocrisy in 
mourning Steve Jobs while simultaneously lambasting 
corporate profits. Occupiers saw no hypocrisy, because 
like them he was influenced by the 1960s counterculture, 
liberal in his outlook, and a challenger of the status quo 
who urged us to “think different.” Yet Jobs was primarily 
an innovator in the world of business, anticipating what 
consumers would want to buy even before they realized it. 
He challenged the status quo as any ambitious American 
entrepreneur would have done. He saw the possibility of a 
better world, created it, and proceeded to profit from doing 
so. 

So if the young admire Steve Jobs, why do they resist 
the values that he embodied, values that were unmistakably 
oriented towards profit, materialism, and the exultation of 
ambition? For that matter, why did Jobs’ own professed 
philosophical beliefs never seem to fall in line with the way 
of life he encouraged? (For example, Jobs practiced Zen 
Buddhism, which stresses the importance of suppressing 
one’s sense of self in order to avoid suffering.) Why have 

these idealists, unlike the American revolutionaries of the 
past, pitted their ideals against their heroes, or even against 
their own self-esteem?  

The answer may lie in the fact that some of their ideals 
are not revolutionary at all. In fact, the Occupiers’ rage 
against ambition reflects the influence of a deeply traditional 
sentiment: they embrace an ancient code of morality at least 
as old as the Sermon on the Mount. For millennia this code 
has vilified “greed” and money-making. For millennia its 
advocates, whether priests or politicians or parents, have 
insisted that there is no private happiness exempt from the 
demands of others. By maintaining that each of us is his 
“brother’s keeper,” this code has tied productive people to 
the “needs” of the derelict through chains of guilt. From 
this stagnant idea, it is little wonder that we find ourselves 
amidst such stagnation today. 

To reject such a long-entrenched code requires an act of 
rebellion. Just as it once took great courage to break chains 
of moral bondage to the demands of kings and race, so 
it will now take a greater act of courage to throw off the 
chains by which we are allegedly bound to the demands 
and needs of our neighbors. Nothing justifies this belief 
in unchosen moral bondage, which has been passed down, 

(continued on page 14)
ADVERTISEMENT
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largely unchallenged, from our elders and our religious 
texts. Why should inscrutable authorities like these guide 
our lives and govern our societies? Should we not instead 
formulate our moral principles by the same method that 
produced past revolutions in science and technology, the 
method of rational demonstration based on observable, 
natural facts? If so, the first piece of data we must be brave 
enough to consider is that individual human beings flourish 
primarily through their own thought and energy, not by 
reliance upon the resources of others. 

The Founding Fathers were among the first to see 
the plausibility of a revolution against this morality 
of subservience, but it was a revolution they could not 
complete. If young people want to harmonize their ideals 
with the heroes they admire, and more importantly, to see 
the full fruits of a revolution in favor of their right to pursue 
happiness, they should consider it an honor to help spark 
a new revolution in our understanding of our moral ideals, 
the principles that provide the fundamental motive power 
of human action. Rethinking what it is to be moral, we may 
discover that the motivation to sustain a battle to win our 
future is not as elusive as it might have seemed. To fight for 

“the best within us” is a battle we can and must win. As one 
author explained it: 

Do not let your fire go out, spark by irreplaceable 
spark, in the hopeless swamps of the approximate, 
the not-quite, the not-yet, the not-at-all. Do not let 
the hero in your soul perish, in lonely frustration 
for the life you deserved, but have never been able 
to reach. Check your road and the nature of your 
battle. The world you desired can be won, it exists, 
it is real, it is possible, it's yours.

But to win it requires your total dedication and a 
total break with the world of your past, with the 
doctrine that man is a sacrificial animal who exists 
for the pleasure of others. Fight for the value of your 
person. Fight for the virtue of your pride. Fight for 
the essence of that which is man: for his sovereign 
rational mind. Fight with the radiant certainty 
and the absolute rectitude of knowing that yours 
is the Morality of Life and that yours is the battle 
for any achievement, any value, any grandeur, any 
goodness, any joy that has ever existed on this 
earth. — Ayn Rand, Atlas Shrugged

Valery Publius is a teacher living in the American South.
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off-limits from encroachment by the state. The application of 
this principle is no different in today’s economy of computer 
programming and investment banking than it was in those 
days of farming and basic industry. Either our work and  
earnings are our own, or the government has a role in dictat-
ing how we are permitted to pursue them. The maze of rules,  
conflicts of interest, loopholes, and pressure groups that 
confront us today have only arisen as a result of abandon-
ing the clarifying and understandable principle of economic 
freedom in favor of the open-ended and ultimately arbitrary  
doctrine of economic interventionism.

Another consequence of the widespread failure to 
think in terms of fundamentals is a definite sense in which 
our culture is adrift, floating from one crisis to the next,  
characterized by constant shifting of tactics and proposals 
to regain a solid direction. For example, Americans have 
become increasingly erratic in their election choices. While 
the Democrats previously held control of Congress for  
decades, control of Congress has now changed hands three 
times in only the last 18 years, and the outcome of the  
upcoming election is anyone’s bet. 

Only fundamental principles can provide an intellec-
tual compass to guide our understanding of issues in a way 
that allows us to see the basic direction in which a given 
idea will take us. For example, consider those who vote  
Republicans into power because they are concerned with 
the dramatic growth in the size of government, but then 
throw them out of office the next time around because they 
are worried about cuts to their favorite government en-
titlement programs. As long as they refuse to answer for 
themselves the fundamental question of whether the proper 
function of government includes the power to redistribute 
funds from one individual to another for the purpose of  
“social welfare,” focusing on the superficial issue of govern-
ment’s size will do nothing to solve the actual fundamental  

conflict between the aims of protecting individual wealth 
and property and compromising that protection for the sake 
of those in “need.” 

We need to be able to think in terms of the same kind 
of basic principles when it comes to the seemingly vast and 
inscrutable problems involving not only issues like foreign 
policy, the economy, health and education, but also the 
choices we as individuals face while making our way in life. 

This is not to say that a focus on fundamentals is easy 
to achieve, or that it can solve any problem overnight. But 
thinking in fundamentals is far easier and more effective 
than navigating within the approximate and superficial, 
where there are always an endless number of seemingly  
disconnected puzzles to solve.

Though not easy, there is a simple and powerful  
method to improve at thinking in terms of fundamentals: by  
asking questions, or as Ayn Rand put it, checking one’s 
premises. When considering an issue or question, ask what 
it assumes or depends upon; when thinking about your own 
view on a subject, ask yourself why you believe it and upon 
which deeper premises you’ve based your view—whether  
consciously or not. 

Rand once observed that “when opposite basic principles 
are clearly and openly defined, it works to the advantage of 
the rational side; when they are not clearly defined, but are 
hidden or evaded, it works to the advantage of the irrational 
side.” This is a reminder of the value to be gained by each 
of us in making our fundamental principles clear: whether 
we’re right or end up discovering and correcting an error, we 
ultimately work toward the rational and the good in human 
life. And that, after all, is the fundamental goal. 

  
A graduate of Iowa State University, Noah Stahl works as 
an engineer in the information technology field. He resides in 
Tampa, Florida.
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