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MR. BARNARD: In America we expect change
in the status of the family. I could give many
illustrations, and if you will permit me to
indulge a little in personal history, I will give
one now. My grandfather was a blacksmith.
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My father was a metal-polisher who finally
owned his own business. It never would occur
to me that I would not be acceptable in any
part of American society because of my humble
antecedents. I am not sure that this is true in
a good many other parts of the world. Our
expectations include a legitimate ambition for
a change in the status of our descendants.

MR. HOFFMAN: Dr. Gideonse, would you like
to comment on this point?

DR. GIDEONSE (who joined the group at this
time):

One of the weaknesses of the assumption that
change is good, which is, I think, inherently
and specifically American, is that the religious
part of our culture has not made a comparable
assumption to a corresponding degree. We
have a change in industrial, scientific, eco-
nomic, and social phenomena that is continu-
ous — and at the same time relatively little
change in the religious institutions and in the
verbal elaboration of whatever it is they have
to teach. As a result, we have a weakening of
this religious or moral control, because people
who are involved intimately in industrial, eco-
nomic, and social change begin to think that
the religious or moral factor is irrelevant to the
things they are interested in.

MR. GALANTIERE: More than a century ago.
Lord Melbourne remarked that those who are
not prepared to accept improvements on the
score that they are innovations will soon find
themselves accepting innovations which are not
improvements. We who accept change are free
to carry out reforms; those who reject change
are subject to revolutions. We amend our Con-
stitution from time to time. We do not, as is
done in some countries, tear up a constitution
as soon as times get bad, put into power a new
group of men, and draft a new constitution.
That seems to me the fundamental thing in
the political domain that is responsive to our
acceptance of change.

MR. CANHAM: I am glad Mr. Galantiere said
what he did, because up to that point it seemed
to me we were coming dangerously close to
saying that change is good in itself. There are
certainly some positive values in change in it-
self. But to set it up, as we sometimes seem to
do, as an end in itself seems to me on the whole
fallacious. It seems to me that in the concept

of change as representing self-criticism, the
idea of perfectibility comes up. And the prin-
ciple of perfectibility has profoundly religious
and spiritual foundations.

MR. DAVENPORT: I agree that the more im-
portant point is the basic concept of the per-
fectibility of the individual, which leads us to
the idea of constant development and evolu-
tion. I should particularly like to pick up Dr.
Gideonse's point and say that we have not had
the same amount of development in the cul-
tural field that we have had in the material
field.

MR. HOFFMAN: I want to offer what perhaps
may be some solace to you and to Mr. Canham,
and say that in my opinion there is no need to
worry too much about change for the mere
sake of change, because there is just enough
inertia in people to make that unnecessary. At
one time someone got the idea, in the automo-
bile business, that it would be a good idea to
dispense with the annual model and, instead,
just make changes as changes were warranted.
By experience we learned that the only way
we could compel ourselves to do the hard
things necessary to improve our product was
to face the production of an annual model — a
change of model every year. I throw that out
as a comment, at a low level, in defense of
change for the sake of change!

I think we have been around now, and I
think we are all agreed — though perhaps in
varying degrees — that this characteristic ac-
ceptance of change (reluctant, in my opinion,
even on the part of Americans) is on the
whole a good thing, and that there are certain
areas — cultural areas — where more thought
might be given to changes that would be benef-
icent in their character.

If we are ready, let us go on to a discussion
of the fifth element, which is that leadership
in America is moral — that is, leadership is not
a right with which any individual is endowed;
it is won by those who accept responsibility.

5. Moral Leadership
MR. CANHAM: In our country, leadership has

to establish itself. It is not taken for granted.
It is not the inherent right of any caste. It
does not proceed from generation to genera-
tion. It must prove itself. That, I think, is
indeed one of the fundamentals of our society.
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MR. GIDEONSE: Mr. Chairman, may I follow
through on this and on some of the things that
were said earlier? It is true that leadership in
America has been at its best when functioning
morally. How can we put our finger on the
institutional characteristics which caused that to
be brought about — and which will presumably
enhance that, and bring it to the fore and make
it expUcit?

I do not think the way to do it is to assume
that the perfectibility of man has been in some
way basic to the American. I do not for one
moment believe that is even historically true.
The men who drafted the American Constitu-
tion did not assume the infinite perfectibility
of man. They were closer to the Calvinist
theory of man, and their whole concern about
the dispersion of controls, about letting no one
get the idea he was going to run the whole
show, about checks and balances, was based on
a profound distrust of any man who acquired
too much power. That is rather the opposite
of the infinite perfectibility of man. It is, of
course, good orthodox Pascal, too: man is part
angel, part brute!

The perfectibility of man, on the other hand,
is Rousseau. It goes right to the core of modem
totalitarianism. The most brutal acts of the
totalitarians are rooted in the naive assumption
that man can be entrusted with unlimited
power — and that the outcome will be good.
Our native instinct — and, if you please, our
theological tradition — has been otherwise.

MR. DRUCKER: I am happy that Dr. Gideonse
has said what he said. It seems to me that the
very point of leadership's being conceived in
moral terms springs from the basic concept of
man as fallible. If there is anything ultimate
about man, it is not his perfectibility but his
responsibility.

We must not confuse intellectual brilliance
with integrity. Precisely because man is fallible
and precisely because man is responsible, the
moment you give a man power, the question
is not how welldbes he discharge his duties but
how responsibly, not how well does he use his
power but how responsibly, which is not a
matter of the intellect — not even of wisdom
«or expertness, but of integrity — a moral ques-
tion. Our leaders have been people deeply
.conscious of their own inadequacies, their own
-responsibilities.

MR. DAVENPORT: NO one says that the human
individual is perfect. What perfectibility really .
means is that there is always a possibility of
development and improvement on the part of
the individual. This is indispensable to every-
thing that we have beeri talking about today.
Where that concept does not exist, men begin
to tum to the state for perfectibility. The fact
that we do have that idea is what enables all
the activity that we discussed this morning —
private initiative in the social field — to exist.
It is based on the assumption that it is possible
for human beings to develop in such a way
that year after year, decade after decade, they
can take on more social responsibility and act
in a more social manner.

MR. WHEELER: YOU would think that in our
American society, with our emphasis upon in-
dividualism and diversity, leadership would be
hard to achieve. Yet it is a very simple thing.
We give credit to the leader who takes respon-
sibility. We let him come right up, and we
follow him. But we will not take any driving.
He has got to lead.

MR. GALANTIERE: I think it is useful to clarify
a distinction, which is a very real one, between
leadership in Europe and leadership in the
United States.

On the whole, the leadership class in Europe
is made up of politicians, intellectuals, and
bureaucrats. With some exceptions — Switzer-
land and to a certain extent England — the
businessmen of Europe do not form part of the
European elite.

In the United States, obviously, the opposite
may be said to be the case. In practically every
American community the leaders are the busi-
nessmen and what I call the professional auxil-
iaries of business — the lawyer, the engineer, the
public accountant, and so on. Now what is
extraordinary about that is that the business-
man is acknowledged as a leader, not only be-
cause of his leadership in material things, but
much more — in these recent years we have
been discussing — because of his concern with
nonmaterial things; that is, today, with the
good of his Community. Our community lead-
ers, who are in the main businessmen, are lead-
ers because without those businessmen there
is hardly a private university, or hospital, or
art museum, or symphony society, or any or-
ganization concerned with the betterment of
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society that could exist. I consider this to be
perhaps the most striking difference between
an American community and a European com-
munity.

MR. HOFFMAN: If we should put out a docu-
ment stating that leadership in America is
moral, I think we should be greatly misunder-
stood. If we say the American society is charac-
terized by an absence of envy, which is what
we are coming to next, I think that, again, is
a statement subject to great misunderstanding.

This needs some brief thinking somewhat
along the lines of your last statement, Mr.
Galantiere. In other words, it seems to me that
the thing which distinguishes leadership in
America from leadership in other parts of the
world is that leadership here is in a very real
sense classless. It is not drawn from the people
of any one group. It is drawn from various
groups and is therefore democratic.

I think, also, leadership in America is learn-
ing to be responsible. And if that implies
morality in our leadership, all right. But let
us not claim morality for our leadership. I feel
the way we have stated it is very unfortunate.

DR. TANNENBAUM: Mr. Moderator, I do not
agree. I think the essence of leadership is
moral, and by "moral" I mean acceptance of
responsibility. But I think you have got to
ask: "To whom is the leader responsible?" He
is responsible to those led. The current view
very often is that he is responsible to those to
whom he reports.

MR. HOFFMAN: I do not disagree with the
content of what you have said, but I do disagree
with the way you have said it. I have always
been concerned about the real worth of people
who claim to be too moral, or too honorable!
I think that is the connotation I object to.

We pass on to the next element here — that
the American society is characterized by ab-
sence of envy.

6. A bsence of Envy

MR. DRUCKER: Nobody would suggest that
this society is free from any of the mortal sins.
But there is a great difference between envy
as an individual passion and envy as a motivat-
ing and organizing social force, and I think
in that respect our society is tolerably free

from envy. Envy is not among us a motivating
principle of social action.

MR. HOFFMAN: I do think one of the charac-
teristics that has enabled us to make the prog-
ress that we have is this deep-seated, subcon-
scious belief on the part of almost all Americans
that their own success will be better assured
as they help to build the success of others;
whereas in many older societies the idea pre-
vails that the only possible way to achieve in-
dividual success is to tear down someone else.

I do not know just how that should be said.
I recognize it as an extremely important ele-
ment, but it should be stated with the utmost
care, and I don't think that it has been said as
we should want it to appear either in print or
in a report of this conference.

MR. CANHAM: IS it not true nowadays that
the gap between what a rich man can purchase
for his family with his money and what a rela-
tively poor man can obtain for his family with
his money has been so greatly narrowed in our
country as to reduce this element of what has
been described here as envy to a comparative
minimum? The relatively poor man can buy
for his wife and daughter clothing comparable
to that worn by the rich. He can buy trans-
portation and entertainment for his family, as
well as various other material satisfactions,
which are in many respects indistinguishable
from the advantages enjoyed by the rich man.
This closing of the gap cuts the ground from
under the feet of any potential class system, it
seems to me, and prevents envy from becoming
an antisocial force. It indicates that these
purely material factors do have powerful spirit-
ual results.

MR. DAVENPORT: Envy has become, of course,
one of the dynamic revolutionary forces or
counterrevolutionary forces of the world, in
some societies. It has not here, and I think the
reason is a mixed one. In the first place, there
is a fundamental point we did not go into, and
that is that we are natively nonideological.
Secondly, I agree that Americans feel that the
success of others furthers their own. I think
we made valid points. But we should guard
ourselves against saying that Americans are not
envious. The truth is merely as Peter Drucker
has put it: envy has not become a dynamic
force in our society.



Basic Elements of a Free, Dynamic Society — Part II

MR. BARNARD: There is a failure of: distinc-
tion here. When I was a poor boy at Harvard
College, I used to walk around in North Cam-
bridge among the finer homes and wondered
how the heck I could ever get money enough
to live that way! In that sense I was envious,
yes. But it never occurred to me to think I
ought to have the other fellow's money in order
to do it. I was raised that way, and in a poor
family. We were never envious in the sense
of thinking that the other fellow had robbed
us. But we were envious in the sense that we
were inculcated with the ambition to attain
that status for ourselves. There is a very radical
difference in the two interpretations of the
term, and I think that is where our confusion
may be.

DR. TANNENBAUM: I should like to add just
a word or two to what has been said, and that
is that we have been an extremely mobile so-
ciety, vertically. Our people have moved from
lower to higher positions in the social structure,
with a speed and a generality so widespread
that there is nothing comparable to it. In
a hundred years we took 38 million immigrants
from all parts of the world, who have melted
into the American commonalty, and it is not
unusual in the United States for an immigrant
to be a member of the Senate, Mayor of New
York City, Governor of New York State, or a
great industrialist.

MR. HOFFMAN: I wonder if it would not solve
our problem to take this seventh element,
which is that the American society tends in the
direction of a classless society, as the real ele-
ment of importance, and drop this question
into that text.

7. A Classless Society

MR. GALANTIERE: The point of elements 6
and 7 can be considered to be this: If there is
any justification for class hatred, that justifica-
tion lies in a kind of righteous envy felt by the
worker who sees that his employer or his man-
ager has a great many things that he does not
have, as the reward of his day's work. That
kind of envy has been removed from American
society by something that Mr. Canham spoke
of a little while ago. Let me put it this way:
We have, in the American society, narrowed
the area of the so-called luxury goods. There
are very few things possessed by the rich which

are not also the possession of the family of the
worker who has had a steady job — and I don't
mean material things only. It is in that way
that we have seen actual envy, not merely a
moral concept of envy, removed from our so-
cial body. Thus we have tended toward what
we call a classless society, in the sense of the
very great diminution of class hatred and class
warfare.

MR. HOFFMAN: I should like to have the last
word on this, if I may, and add this to it: There
has always been present, I think — at least as
long as I can remember — in most Americans,
the hope that they can level off upward. Per-
haps the hope is even more important than
the fact. And if the hope is there — sometimes
not for themselves, but for their children — it
is a fine thing. I think the reason we have the
kind of society we do have here is partly be-
cause, primarily, this hope has existed.

If there is no further comment, we shall take
up the next point, which is that the American
society is founded upon the right to individual
ownership of property; that this is one of the
elements of strength, one of the elements that
has led to the progress we have made over the
past 50 years.

8. Individual Ownership of Property

MR. DAVENPORT: I want to point out that the
concept of private property and the right
thereto has gone through a social evolution.
There are today certain things which a busi-
nessman or an owner cannot do with his prop-
erty, not because of law but because of the
existence of a set of reference points of a more
or less social nature that he has always before
him, which would make it impossible for him
to respect himself if he did not obey them.
I wish this was more thoroughly studied, be-
cause what we have witnessed is a bloodless
revolution. This is central to our discusison,
the evolution of the concept of property rights.

MR. WHEELER: Certainly the ownership of
property in our generation has been very
widely diffused. In my own company we have
twice as many stockholders as we have em-
ployees. In the growth of insurance and pen-
sion plans there is indirect ownership of the
means of production, with all the individuals
participating in it. Through labor, as it be-
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comes a class of capitalists, while the capitalists
are learning to labor, we are beginning to find
a key to our society.

MR. DRUCKER: One of the most interesting
things for me is to line up court decisions that
have to do with the rights of property. Those
decisions show an evolution which is amazing.
Today property is no longer a source of power,
for the simple reason that it is no longer con-
centrated. With few exceptions, property in
America is so widely diffused that individual
ownership is far too small to confer special
power. It is a safeguard of social status.

We have seen the rise of a new propertied
class, of a new concept of property, on which
Dr. Tannenbaum is an expert, because the only
way you can describe what has been happening
in the labor movement is that it has been a
process in the direction of developing the job
as a property right and a property responsibil-
ity.

DR. TANNENBAUM: It is perfectly true that we
have had an enormous diffusion of property
in the United States through stock ownership.
But it is also true that that ownership does not
carry responsibility with it, and that is a matter
which, I think, has to be faced ultimately in
our society.

The interesting thing about the trade union
movement in American society is the fact that
quite unwittingly, unconsciously, without plan,
the American trade union movement has grad-
ually tended to define the right to the job as
a property right. I think every contract written
between a union and a corporation can be de-
fined from one point of view as an acceptance
of responsible relationship in a given situation,
and an increase in responsibility.

There is just one other thing I should like
to say about it. It seems to me that the Ameri-
can revolution — that is, the revolution of our
times — is visible, in the fact that trade unions,
again without plan, have become great savings
institutions. When an organization has a mil-
lion members and collects from each $2 a
month in dues, it is collecting $24 million a
year. I submit that what is going to happen is
that the trade unions are going to buy into the
corporations, and that the American revolu-
tion — the real American revolution — is the
gradual integration of the corporation into a
union-management corporation in which the

stockholder and the trade union both have a
property claim and for which both have a re-
sponsibility.

That is the direction in which we are going,
and it is the direction in which, I think, we
ought to go, because that really makes for a
responsible society, because you give back to
ownership the kind of responsibility that own-
ership always has had. And I do not think you
can divorce ownership and responsibility and
still have a healthy society.

MR. DAVENPORT: I think that Dr. Tannen-
baum and I really agree, but only in a certain
way. It is certainly indispensable that those
who work in a business should participate in
that business in every sense of the word. I will
agree that in order to save itself the capitalist
system is moving more and more in the direc-
tion, first, of the distribution of ownership,
and, secondly, in the direction of distribution
of participation. But if we try to substitute for
the property right as such, whether individual
or corporate, some other idea, such as owner-
ship by the unions or by those who do the work,
then the whole thing will fall.

MR. HOFFMAN: I cannot help breaking in
here and disagreeing rather violently with Dr.
Tannenbaum. I think if a union is collecting
dues in any such large sums for investment, it
is collecting too much in dues! The right to
invest any money that it has for investment
should go to the individual union members.
The investment should not be made for them
by an organization presumably existing for a
very different purpose.

DR. TANNENBAUM: I do not wish to differ
with our Moderator, and I must respect his
vast experience in industry. But I want to ask:
Why has the trade union succeeded? It has
been bitterly fought without end for a period
of 100 years. Never until recently has it been
tolerated. Why has it recently succeeded? I
think the answer is this: it has given the worker
a sense of moral status in relationship to his
work.

The trade union, through its collective con-
tracts, really expresses, maybe unintentionally,
a sense of responsibility for a given industry;
and I see nothing objectionable in that. Living
as we do in a society where there are hundreds
of thousands of workers in a single organiza-
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tion, and thousands of workers in one factory,
where the mechanism for the maintenance of
their status, their individual dignity, is their
own organization, the fact that we have trade
unions doing these things testifies to the failure
— the moral failure — of the corporation to do
them. Had the corporation done them, the
trade union would not have survived; indeed,
it would not have appeared on the scene.

I am not now making an accusation, nor am
I defending the trade union. I am merely try-
ing to offer an explanation of why it has suc-
ceeded, and I am not just guessing. I am tell-
ing you what I really know has happened and
what will continue to happen if the present
situation continues; and that is that the trade
unions will invest their funds in industry and
will ultimately becorne a part of the corpora-
tions in which they invest.

I see no objection to that. It is consistently
American, and it is consistently a part of the
best American tradition.

MR. WHEELER: I wholly agree with the state-
ment that if unions are having such huge sums
of money paid to them, they are not abiding
by the democratic process. They do not need
that money, and it should be back in the hands
of the members, to do with as they choose.

This problem Dr. Tannenbaum brought out
is not so much a problem of the attitude of
management as of the way mass production has
evolved. The real need for unions has come
about primarily because of mass production,
primarily because we have these tremendous
units, where the individual is lost like a cog
in the vast machinery of industry.

As for the responsibility of ownership, you
say that if ownership is being diffused and the
workers, bit by bit, are acquiring a greater
stake in capitalist industry, do they exercise a
corresponding responsibility? My answer is:
no, they do not now, any more than any small
stockholder in a corporation does. But I do
say that the management, in order to stay, has
to exercise a sense of public responsibility, not
only to its stockholders but to others; it must
do an over-all good job. Otherwise, it will be
forced out.

You raise the question whether there might
not be an inherent legal right on the part of
the worker to his job. There I would split
wide away from you. I do think you can rec-

ognize that the employee's stake in a given
business is comparable to that of an individual
who has money invested in it, but, with the
ups and downs experienced by industry, it is
hard to formulate concrete terms about the
right to hold onto a job. You can have certain
seniority rules and so forth. They in them-
selves operate to a certain degree against the
freedom of the individual.

I think the answer to the problem you raise
is more clearly found in what industry calls
profit sharing. To say to employees of a given
concern that they have a moral stake in that
business, and if it succeeds to a point where it
is able to pay over to its owners more than a
good going return, it will share that excess
with its employees, that does seem to give the
industrial worker the sense of participation, the
sense of belonging, which I agree with you is
so vital and so necessary.

MR. HOFFMAN: We have really strayed quite
a way, although I think to good purpose, from
our discussion. Now back to this element, that
the American society is founded upon the right
of the individual to ownership of property. Am
I to assume that we all believe that to he the
case, that this question of the individual own-
ership of property is one of the basic elements
that gives strength to our society?

DR. GIDEONSE: Mr. Wheeler and Russ Daven-
port and Dr. Tannenbaum agree about one
thing — that the developments that were the
subject of controversy around the table here
are not understood among Americans as major
modifications. They are understood least of
all abroad.

In Western Europe, where the stereotyped
opinion about American capitalism resembles
the cliches of middle nineteenth century Marx-
ism, there is no understanding at all of the fact
that during the last 25 years or so there have
been major modifications in the institution of
property as it existed, such modifications being
reflected even in Supreme Court decisions.

Property has always been a controversial sub-
ject between the Marxist critique of capitalist
society and, let us say, the older moral and
theological view of envy and covetousness; the
confiict that has arisen between folks who take
what might be called a primarily Christian at-
titude toward social problems and those who
take a purely secular attitude has been a keen
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consciousness of the gap between human rights
and property rights. Whatever side we take
in the present controversy, the idea that this
has gone on in our country would help toward
a sympathetic understanding of American life
abroad. One of the curious gaps in our aca-
demic literature, and therefore all other litera-
ture which is a pale reflection of it, is that there
are no good books and no good monographs
on that development.

As we go further in the direction in which
we have been going, we begin to bring the
American conception of the practice of prop-
erty closer to the old Christian justiflcation
of property, which, it will be recalled, was that
property was justifled insofar as it was an ex-
tension of human personality. Corporate prop-
erty got very far away from that at the peak
of its power around 1890, but the developments
of perhaps the last 30 years have very strongly
tended closer to that moral justiflcation of the
institution of property.

MR. HOFFMAN: I think you have made a very
real contribution. Dr. Gideonse, to our under-
standing of this proposition. I would say, then,
that it should be amended to read something
like this: The American society is founded
upon the right to individual ownership of
property, a right which is constantly under
examination and a right which is being liberal-
ized.

Are we ready to discuss the next topic, which
deals with competitive enterprise — the state-
ment being that competitive enterprise is an
indispensable pillar of the American society?
Does anyone want to lead off?

9. Competitive Enterprise

MR. WHEELER: I think probably our sense of
competition in America is one of the things
most misunderstood in the rest of the world.
Competition is not at all an idea of getting
hold of what the other fellow has, beating him
down, stepping on his neck, and climbing up
over him. It stems from the desire of the in-
dividual somehow to prove to himself his own
worth, his own potential. He is taught to be-
lieve that he is God's creature and possesses a
great potential. How does he measure it? By
looking about him and seeing what the achieve-
ments of other human beings have been.

A great deal of our competition lies, I think.

in that field; not all of it by any means. But it
is a tremendously energizing force that goes
right back to the moral concept we talked
about this morning, and it is the outstanding
thing in our economic society.

MR. HOFFMAN: Does anyone else wish to add
a statement?

A VOICE: I would rather hear you talk on the
subject of competition than anyone else. Your
thoughts on the subject are very stimulating.

MR. HOFFMAN: I shall be very glad to try to
give a talk that will end all talk on competi-
tion! I think that, in the first instance, every
American should be grateful for the Sherman
antitrust laws. Without those laws America
would not be America. That, I think, is a con-
viction that deepens as one sees what has hap-
pened in other parts of the world, where no
antitrust laws exist.

I think the antitrust laws have played a
major part in the development of America, and
for a rather basic reason. I said this morning
that I believed one of the reasons for the exist-
ence of a dynamic society and one of its objec-
tives should be the promotion of challenge, the
promotion of pressures that would make in-
dividuals realize all their capacities.

To my mind that is the great contribution
of competition. I perhaps take a rather dim
view of the willingness of most of us —and I
include myself, certainly — to work, and par-
ticularly to think, unless there is some pressure
that drives us to it! I really feel that almost
no thinking is done except as a matter of last
resort. In other words, the thinking done in
business is done when you get to the place
where, if you do not start thinking, you will
either go broke or lose your competitive posi-
tion. When that happens, you really will think.
Competition has probably resulted, over the
last 50 years, in a great outburst of mental
activity which would never have taken place
without it; and that is in no small way respon-
sible for what we have accomplished in the
way of material development.

In other words, I would put the presence of
competition and the presence of laws to enforce
competition among the principal elements con-
tributing dynamism to our economy.

MR. BARNARD: I have great difficulty in ac-
cepting that without qualification. You see, I
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have spent most of my life in a monopoly. It
claims to have been as progressive and as effi-
cient during the last 50 years as any other in-
dustry in this country, and I don't think many
people would want to challenge that statement.

MR. HOFFMAN: May I dissent? You thought
you were a monopoly, but always subcon-
sciously you knew that if you did not perform,
the govemment would take you over!

MR. BARNARD: If that is what you mean by
competition, then everything is competition,
including happenings in Russia! If you are
talking about certain kinds of business, such
as the telephone business with which I have
been connected, you not only have to conceive
of it as monopolistic, but the public interest
requires that it be just that. You cannot start
a competing power company or a competing
telephone company in any of the states around
this part of the country without first securing
from the state a certificate of convenience or
necessity.

There are two senses in which the word
"competition" is used. One is competition be-
tween organized business entities; the other is
competition between individuals who work in
the power business or the telephone business.
In the latter sense there is as much competition
in the telephone business as in any other, be-
cause individuals are measured against each
other constantly in a way which shows up
mainly in the balance sheet!

Therefore I think any broad statement made
here has to be considered in the light of exactly
what is meant by "competition" and in the
light of differences of conditions under which
competition is advisable.

MR. DRUCKER: I agree with Mr. Barnard, but
I should like to say that the reason why it is
so highly developed is not that the Bell Tele-
phone System is of necessity a monopoly but,
rather, that the Bell Telephone System is by
accident immersed in a highly competitive so-
ciety and has been tainted, so to say, by its
environment.

I think that explains a great deal. If we ac-
cept your qualification — and we have to —
that there are certain areas of the economy
which, of necessity, cannot be competitive but
must be monopolistic, the conclusion to be
drawn is that the remainder of the economy

has to be twice as competitive as it otherwise
would.

MR. CANHAM: May I make one comment? To
dissent from the value of competition is like
attacking home and mother, and I would never
dream of doing such a thing! But I do feel
we must define this more carefully, because in
my own line of work — newspapers — elements
of competition raise questions.

In those communities in the United States
where newspapers are most intensely competi-
tive, the worst newspapers, on the whole, are
being published. Competition seems to pro-
duce sensationalism, excesses, and irresponsi-
bility, to some extent. (I only say "seems," and
this would have to be very carefully qualified.)
On the other hand, some of the most highly
responsible newspapers, rendering the most
conscientious service to their community, are
produced in places where there is an apparent
monopoly.

Therefore, I would say that competition is
not a be-all and end-all. To it must be added
some form of responsibility and a measure of
integrity to do the job and to make the job a
matter of real achievement.

MR. HOFFMAN: Since I started this, I will try
to finish it. Of course there are some types of
competition we should not want to counte-
nance. I would also agree — I would even go
beyond what Mr. Barnard suggests, and say I
believe it possible for a public enterprise, one
owned by all the people, to be thoroughly effi-
cient. I think it possible for a monopoly to
be efficient. But I think it is the atmosphere
created by competitive enterprise that tends to
make the monopoly or publicly owned enter-
prise effective and efficient among us.

Now another observation which will take
just one second: Some societies I know of, out-
side' of the United States, where feudal capital-
ism still prevails, seem to feel it important to
have security for profits without much thought
of security for individuals. I think in the
United States we tend to put security for in-
dividuals first, to give it priority. And as far
as private enterprise is concerned, there is no
security for profits — and there should not be.
That, at least, is my own belief.

We shall now discuss item No. 10. And let
me tell you now that after that I am going
to give each panel member just two minutes —
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and I mean two minutes! — for his last word.
Then I shall ask Mr. Galantiere to sum up.

The last element in the list of ten is this:
the American society is characterized by a con-
siderable degree ot separation of economic
power and political power. Who wants to talk
to that?

IO. Economic and Political Power Separate

MR. GALANTIERE: Since I was the one who
brought that proposition forward, I ought to
say a word about it.

In every country where there has been a
tendency to nationalization or to socialization,
with or without democratic political processes,
there has been a tendency to consider that the
mere placing of enterprise in the hands of
public authorities was an answer to the prob-
lem of ensuring social and economic justice.
The result has been — in Britain and France,
for example — to place into the same hands
both economic power and political power; and
that dangerous union of the two kinds of power
is precisely the sort of thing that we in the
United States have attempted to ward off by
what you were discussing a moment ago, the
antitrust laws.

In our country the people can appeal from
the power of great enterprise to public law; the
managements of great enterprise can them-
selves appeal from the regulatory agencies of
govemment to the cotirts. This seems to me
true democratic process. In England nobody
can appeal from the regulatory decisions of
the National Health Service to the courts; in
France no appeal can be taken from the deci-
sions of the National Banking Advisory Coun-
cil to the courts. That seems to me undemo-
cratic; an abrogation of fundamental rights.
These are examples of what happens when
economic and political power are fused — and
not, as with us, kept apart.

That is the proposition that is thrown out
for discussion.

DR. GIDEONSE: It is essential to know that in
the modern world the economic and industrial
system entails a certain minimum of centralized
political control over economic factors. Credit
control, for instance, is absolutely required if
you are to keep a stable economic operation
going. If you are interpreting American so-
ciety to, for instance, Europeans, it helps them

to see that we are not an extreme way off, on
the horizon, so to speak, compared to the things
they have to struggle with. If you make it clear
that we, for instance, put federal controls into
banking and credit as far back as 1914, whereas
they thought of nationalizing the Bank of Eng-
land or the Bank of France a full generation
later, they will understand that we see the need
for certain forms of control.

MR. HOFFMAN: If I may comment briefly on
that, I think perhaps one of the great lessons
we learned in the last quarter-century is that
there is a certain area in which governmental
action and control are essential if there is to
be any free enterprise in the country. In other
words, there are certain complementary re-
sponsibilities. Certainly I would agree that,
after all, if the United States has charge of the
issuance of currency and collects taxes in a
wide area, unless it meets its responsibilities,
and meets them well, we cannot continue to
carry on our private enterprise system. It is
a very fine point. Dr. Gideonse, that you have
made, and one I think we should stress. While
I think the statement is correct, particularly
in connection with its reference to the wide
separation between political and economic
power, it is also true that we should make clear
that there are complementary activities be-
tween the economic and political that should
be stressed.

MR. DAVENPORT: I think we would all agree
that where to draw that line is probably our
greatest present-day problem.

MR. HOFFMAN: Certainly this can be said
with some degree of assurance: governmental
power, if limited to activities of an impersonal
nature, helps us to avoid some of our greatest
difficulties. It is when govemment intervenes
and attempts to operate, that you really do get
into trouble, because decisions involving mat-
ters of operation must be made almost from
day to day. A government can lay down cer-
tain ground rules. It can control the flow of
money and credit. Those are impersonal ac-
tions. But the moment it attempts to pass upon
individual loans, individual credit applications,
then it is, I think, going far outside the sphere
where it should properly view.

I think we had better press on now, because
we do want time for comment from our visitors
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before closing the afternoon session. I would
like to say now that if any member of the panel
wants to make a general observation, he may
make it in two minutes.

General Observations
DR. TANNENBAUM: I want to refer to a topic

which did not get into the discussion. It seems
to me to be a fundamental American commit-
ment without which I, at least, could not under-
stand the United States and its role in the
world.

We are committed to the juridical equality
of the states. American foreign policy is im-
plicitly the child of the fact that in the United
States great Texas and tiny Rhode Island are
equal. The thing we stand for is that all states
are equal under the Union. We cannot think
otherwise. And the reason why the United
States has been a successful country — remem-
ber, we are the largest intemational society in
the world — is that we are made up of 48 states.
It could never have survived had there been
juridical distinction between the states.

We have taken this concept and translated
it abroad into the Pan-American system. The
United Nations is in many ways an American
commitment to the idea o£ the juridical equal-
ity of every state, and I would like to see us
proclaim that our foreign policy consists in
saying that Korea and Russia are equal, and
Poland and Russia are equal, just as we say
that Cuba and the United States are equal. We
draw no juridical distinction between the states,
in those terms.

MR. HOFFMAN: Is there any comment?

MR. DAVENPORT: I think that any comment
would lead us into pretty deep waters; but I
am glad that the whole concept of the federal
system has been put out on the table.

MR. HOFFMAN: It is a very important issue.
We shall go on with the two-minute comments.
Mr. Drucker?

MR. DRUCKER: There is one thing we all agree
upon — that American capitalism today bears
none but terminological kinship to what went
by that same name as recently as 50 years ago.
I submit that one of the reasons for our diffi-
culty in understanding ourselves and in being
understood by others is that the term "capital-

ism" is still being used in the sense of 1900.
When you look at the Moscow propaganda line
about this country, you can see it applies pretty
correctly to conditions in the United States —
as they existed in 1900!

My second point is, as we made very clear,
that we are not a planned society. You cannot
plan unless you plan according to the past.
Planning is obedience to a static, already-exist-
ing system. The Russians can plan only be-
cause they have before them the model of free
economies to copy. When Europe tried to plan,
it did so in the light o£ returning either to 1913
or to 1938.

Planning presupposes infallibility, and we do
not believe in that. Yet we certainly do not
want to create the impression that what has
happened in the United States "just hap-
pened." Somebody made it happen. We are
all agreed that what has happened came about
because of the existence of confiict, because we
accepted conflict and tried to utilize it — to turn
it to account rather than to suppress it into the
harmony of the graveyard, which is the social
scientist's paradise, called "adjustment."

Finally, I want to return to the matter of
principles. First, a religious one — what I
would call a sense of responsibility: that the
individual is responsible for his own improve-
ment, responsible for living in Christian char-
ity with his neighbor and with mankind, so
that he realizes that whatever happens in soci-
ety is indeed his concern and that sooner or
later will come the day when a reckoning shall
be demanded of him.

Then there is a philosophical principle that
the American society is a dualist society. It is
not a materialist society, but neither is it an
idealist society. It refuses to accept that split.
That split, however, is accepted by everyone in
every other place. We accept the responsibility
o£ making material creation serve higher ends
because matter was created and is therefore
good.

Finally, there is a political principle — one,
I think, that we call diversity; we call it de-
centralization; we call it pluralism. It is basi-
cally our belief that the best way to do anything
is through voluntary local self-government —
voluntary local collective effort — something
very different frora what goes by the name of
collectivism today, which is really not collecti-
vism at all but organized collusion.
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MR. WHEELER: I would simply put it this way:
that our whole free dynamic society's future
depends fundamentally upon a continued
growth of our sense of responsibility and
morality in direct proportion to the increase
in our material wealth; and when we are think-
ing in terms of a policeman for those who lag,
let us always think in terms of competition and
not in terms of govemment.

DR. TANNENBAUM: Just a footnote: I think we
left out one of the really important elements
contributing to the dynamism of this society,
and that is the right to privacy. I mean some-
thing more than the right to shave in private.
I mean the right to join what I want to join, to
do what I want to do, or not do what I might
do without giving anyone a reason, either in
advance or afterwards. That does not mean that
I am seeking for irresponsibility socially. I
believe that this right is the basis of a great
deal of the dynamic effort in this country. We
have not mentioned it here.

DR. GIDEONSE: There can be no proper inter-
pretation of yourself to others if you are as hope-
lessly confused about yourself as I take it the
contemporary American is. The flrst job is to
get some clarity of understanding of yourself,
what you are, and where you are going. We
have had 20 years, now, of overindulgence in
extreme political epithets about one another.
For 20 years it has been quite ordinary custom
for respectable Americans to call the President
of the United States a dictator — and we do not
remind the namecallers that in a dictatorship
they would not be free to do that sort of thing!
It is hardly surprising that the rest of the world
gets a very peculiar idea about what the grey
is, in the middle of the black and white that
constitutes the United States, when they hear
the emphasis on white and black all the time.
What we need is a period to digest our experi-
ence in the light of our philosophy and politi-
cal theory before we can hope to give a some-
what convincing interpretation of ourselves to
others.

I think it is excellent that The Advertising
Council has taken the initiative to do this.
American institutions have been successful, on
the whole, because of rivalry, of competition.
The Bill of Rights, whether in economics, in
politics, or in cultural activities, rests upon a
realistic awareness of the necessity for being

pessimistic as well as optimistic in our assump-
tions about human nature. To me one of the
most encouraging things in that respect, speak-
ing of America and its interpretation, is the
way in which the most influential philosopher
in the United States today is no longer one of
the optimists, like WiUiam James, John Dewey,
or Alfred Whitehead, but a theologian. Rein-
hold Niebuhr. This is interesting as a symptom
of what our thinking is groping for. It is grop-
ing for a twentieth-century restatement, and a
more realistic — that is, a more pessimistic —
statement of the nature of man. Then you can
once more build institutions that will stand up
under the tough strain that prevails today.

MR. DAVENPORT: I have very little to add to
what has been said. If I had to sum up in one
phrase the meaning of American society, I
would say that it is a challenge to the individ-
ual. I use the word "challenge," instead of your
word "opportunity," because the word "oppor-
tunity" has come to be accepted in a fairly nar-
now sense.

We have three flelds with which we have con-
cerned ourselves in connection with the indi-
vidual. One is the political, and I would say
that in the course of our history we have made
very considerable progress. The same goes for
economics. I think this round table has shown
pretty well that in the social fleld, which is a
sort of combination of those two, plus other
factors, we are at least making headway; that
we are most keenly aware of the problems be-
fore us. All that is very good.

But I turn flnally to the cultural or spiritual
fleld, and there I think we have failed to make
equivalent progress. In some ways, too, the in-
dividual there has failed to meet the challenge
offered.

We are far too ready to accept mere prag-
matic solutions. "If a thing works, it's right —
so why worry?" Pragmatists will, I know, dis-
agree with me when I say the theory that "if a
thing works, it is right" would, if universally
accepted, eventually lead to the destruction of
a free society.

MR. HOFFMAN: I would like to add just this:
I do not feel that America should apologize be-
cause we have vast numbers of automobiles,
telephones, bathtubs. They are important. But
if there is any misunderstanding of America
abroad, it is because of the unconscious empha-
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sis placed upon those tangibles. Out of this dis-
cussion, I should hope, might emerge identifl-
cation of those elements in our society that are
uniquely and peculiarly American.

Our genius for collective action is uniquely
American. I do not know any other place where
it prevails. I think the emphasis on competi-
tion, with the resulting challenge to the individ-
ual, is uniquely American. I should hope that
there would be an effort to appraise these
uniquely American efforts without for a mo-
ment implying that the ultimate spiritual and
cultural principles upon which our life runs
are not of pervasive importance.

I should like to close my part of this program
by thanking you all for coming here and par-
ticipating.

Mr. Gideonse, in a preliminary talk last
night we felt it better to restrict ourselves to
trying to flnd out for ourselves what it is about
America that has made America what it is. That
is why there was no discussion of the point that
you mentioned — the interpretation of America
to non-Americans.

Unless there are other comments, I hope Mr.
Galantiere is now ready on the very tough as-
signment of trying to give us a more nearly ade-
quate summary.

Summary
MR. GALANTIERE: Following Mr. Drucker's ad-

mirable summing-up of the flrst 50 years of this
century, Mr. Hoffman asked by what yardstick
progress should be measured. He said he would
put it this way: that he believed our society
exists, flrst, to provide the individual with
equality and with certainty of opportunity for
spiritual and material growth; and, secondly,
to promote conditions which challenge the in-
dividual to realize his capacities.

The panel proceeded then to discuss the flrst
proposition before us, which was that America
is fundamentally a religious society governed
by a secular state. That discussion, following
distinctions made between "religious" and
"ethical," was probably summed up best in Mr.
Wheeler's statement that freedom in the United
States is basically dependent upon a high moral
standard and that, if we lose our moral flber,
we lose our freedom and all that fiows from it.

On the second proposition — that the Ameri-
can society is characterized by citizens with a
sense of responsibility to the community — Mr.

Canham put the concensus succinctly in a para-
dox: that in this society of people who boast of
their individualism we flnd the highest degree
of collective action. The panel agreed that this
collective action has fertilized every kind of
achievement in the United States — as the
Moderator pointed out, both social and eco-
nomic.

The third proposition was the indispensabil-
ity of political decentralization to our society.
Dr. Tannenbaum stressed that real political
power in the United States does not lie with the
Executive, nor with the national headquarters
of the great parties, but with the local political
groups. The Moderator obtained agreement
when he put it that Americans believe power
is least hazardous, in both political and eco-
nomic life, when it is fragmentized.

That Americans freely accept the idea of
change was the fourth proposition. Mr.
Wheeler expressed the view that we offer less
resistance to change than is the case in older
countries. Mr. Barnard pointed to our ex-
pectancy of change in the social and material
status of the family. Dr. Gideonse and Mr.
Davenport pointed to the time lag, so to speak,
with respect to change, in our religious and cul-
tural (that is, humanistic) representatives, who
are not abreast of our political and economic
leaders; and I myself put forward the notion
that our readiness for change allows us to re-
form where others — being reluctant to change
— flnd themselves ultimately forced to revolt.
The Moderator made the point that it is only
under the pressure of the view to accept change
that men consent to face and solve their prob-
lems.

The flfth proposition was that leadership in
America is moral. Mr. Gideonse, speaking to
that point, remarked that fundamental to our
country is the separation of controls — the
machinery of checks and balances — and that
such separation is based upon a profound Cal-
vinistic distrust of the concentration of power
in any man's hands. It is the contrary of totali-
tarian theory and of what takes place in a to-
talitarian society, which is, in effect, that a
leader may safely be entrusted with total con-
trol. I intervened to contrast European and
American leadership, pointing out that the
businessman was not the natural leader of soci-
ety in Europe as he was among us, and that he
was so among us largely because he assumed
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every kind of social responsibility in his com-
munity.

Mr. Hoffman put it that we should be mis-
understood if we said bluntly that American
leadership was moral. American leadership, he
suggested, is classless. It is not drawn from any
given group. It is, as Mr. Drucker said, tested
by responsibility; and insofar as the acceptance
of responsibility implies morality, we may say
that we practice a moral type of leadership. But
we should not make a blunt statement to the
effect that our leadership is in all respects a
moral leadership.

The sixth and seventh propositions, that the
American society is characterized by the ab-
sence of envy and that it tends in the direction
of a classless society, were considered together.

In the matter of envy, Mr. Drucker remarked
that, however it might stand with individuals,
envy was not a motivating force in our com-
munities. Mr. Barnard distinguished between
two kinds of envy: that which seeks self-better-
ment by tearing down him who already possesses
what we want, and that which is inspired by the
sight of the good things of life to go out and
earn them. He considered the latter to be, on
the whole, characteristic of Americans. The
Moderator, expressing his distaste for the propo-
sition as formulated ("the American society is
characterized by absence of envy"), offered the
idea of a "deep-seated subconscious belief on
the part of almost all Americans that their suc-
cess will be better assured as they help to build
the success of others." This was itself a source
of the classless aspect of American society, which
Dr. Tannenbaum attributed to our vertical
mobility, and in which Mr. Canham saw the re-
sult of the wide satisfaction of material wants
— a satisfaction which does away with the
sources of class enmity.

The eighth proposition is that American soci-
ety is founded upon the idea of the right to in-
dividual ownership of property. It is perhaps
important to stress that this was not discussed
in terms of private versus state ownership, but
as an acknowledged right of the propertyless
worker to share, through ownership, in the
fruits of enterprise. This was perhaps best
summed up — after a good deal of discussion
about different aspects of property ownership,
and the idea that the right to a job is a form of
property right — by Mr. Gideonse's suggestion
that in our very wide distribution of ownership

we are moving toward the Christian interpre-
tation of property as justifled only when it is
an extension of human personality. Mr. Hoff-
man put it that the American society is founded
upon the idea of the right to individual prop-
erty, a right which is being progressively
liberalized and is constantly under examina-
tion.

The ninth proposition reads: competitive
enterprise is an indispensable pillar of the
American society. Mr. Wheeler deflned com-
petition as an expression of the individual's ex-
pectancy of realizing his potential — a deflnition
which met with approval. Mr. Hoffman ex-
pressed his belief that both competition and
the antitrust laws which enforce competition
are elements that promote the idea of chal-
lenge and provide the pressure to think and the
pressure to work, out of which creativeness
comes. It was remarked, incidentally, that the
atmosphere created by competitive enterprises
forces monopolies to be efflcient.

There was general agreement on the impor-
tance of the tenth proposition, which recited
that the separation of economic power and poli-
tical power is an essential in the American soci-
ety.

[At this point Mr. Hoffman was obliged to
leave. His place in the chair was taken by Mr.
James Webb Young, Senior Consultant, J.
Walter Thompson Company.]

MR. JAMES WEBB YOUNG: We have now
reached the point where we may give our pa-
tient and long-suffering audience an oppor-
tunity to be heard — those of them who wish to
be. To begin with, I should like to ask whether
our distinguished French visitors who have re-
mained with us this afternoon have anything
to say.

Open Discussion
MR. HENRI SMADjA (speaking through an in-

terpreter): I am Henri Smadja, Vice President,
Paris Press Association, and editor of Combat.

First of all, I should like to express my heart-
felt thanks for the wonderful opportunity we
have had to witness a most unexpected aspect
of American life. We had, of course, known in
France that seminars are regularly held in the
United States. We knew that at those seminars
were discussed the most important aspects and
the philosophy of American life. But what we
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did not know was the way in which these dis-
cussions are actually carried on and the impor-
tance you attach to them, and how reminiscent
these discussions are of the philosophical dis-
cussions common in France during the seven-
teenth and eighteenth centuries. We have been
reminded of our own French philosophers, and
of the scientiflc way in which they took facts
and studied them. We saw that you made the
same sort of experimental study and survey o£
facts as did our own Claude Bernard; and I
think the result will be most fruitful £or you
and for ourselves.

Permit me, as a French journalist, to express
a personal opinion. I was very much interested
by the mention during the discussion this
morning o£ the neurosis in your society — indi-
vidual neurosis which is reflected in your soci-
ety, and the other way around, the society neu-
rosis reflected in the individual.

We are very much interested in knowing
whether you consider that a decentralization
o£ power can help this neurosis. I am particu-
larly interested in this because I think that in
Europe we suffer £rom such a neurosis. We
have also, I think, £elt the effects o£ the wars
through which we have passed, and o£ the
threat o£ a new war coming a£ter so brie£ an
interlude o£ peace. All this has generated in
Europe, and in France particularly, a neurosis
and £ear which, if permitted to continue, would
signal the decline of Europe.

I should like to ask one question: Do you
think that by a more decentralized li£e and de-
centralized power this neurosis could be less-
ened in Europe?

DR. TANNENBAUM: AS I said this morning, I
consider mysel£ a parochialist. I believe in the
very wide distribution o£ power at the local
level, and I consider any stable society most
likely to remain stable i£ it operates on power
widely distributed on various local levels. I
consider the present crisis, the contemporary
crisis, in no small degree the by-product of ex-
cessive centralization, both political and other-
wise.

MR. DAVENPORT: I think the question is a very
interesting one, and, o£ course, with the way
Europe is constituted, the problem o£ power is
a difficult one. We cannot talk about decentrali-
zation o£ power unless we speak o£ it in its re-
lationship to an organic binding £orce, such as

we have, £or example, in our Constitution and
our federalism. In Europe you have not yet
been able to develop any such binding £orce
as applies to the continent as a whole. Europe,
therefore, not only must concern herself with
decentralization of power to the community
level; but also, to make that possible, must con-
cern herself with the development of an organic
unity around some such concept as constitu-
tionalism.

MR. DRUCKER: I should like to refer to that
great physiologist, Claude Bernard, whom our
£riend £rom France mentioned, who developed
the concept of what I think he called organic
efficiency. An organic body is in balance if each
organ is set up so that it does not have to do
more than it needs to do to per£orm its £unc-
tion. It is a principle o£ economy, and at the
same time it must do all it has to do to dis-
charge its £unction adequately so that it is not
dependent.

In a way, that is what we mean by decentrali-
zation. We do not mean atomization of power.
We do not mean smaller and smaller units o£
absolute power. We mean the opposite. We
mean that there are more and more bodies o£
all kinds; their location is only one principle
o£ organization — geographical organization.
The more bodies you have, the stronger, the
more healthy, the more sane will be the result-
ing structure o£ society.

Speaking o£ neurosis, we know that the way
to cure neurosis is to create for the patient a
sphere in which he can achieve a degree o£
competence — a small sphere in which he can'
accomplish that which he has to accomplish,
no matter what happens in the world outside
his window, no matter how the world may go
to pieces about his very ears. If the establish-
ment o£ spheres o£ sanity and competence is
your concept o£ decentralization — a functional
and organic one — then, I say, the more the
merrier.

MR. GALANTIERE: I would point out that neu-
rosis does not appear to be a £unction o£ either
political centralization or political decentrali-
zation!

The Germans were long considered — and
rightly so — as the most neurotic o£ European
peoples; and the reason £or their neurosis was
not that they were centralized, but the contrary:
they were a people who had delayed overlong
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becoming a nation during the centuries in
which other peoples had been concentrated un-
der powerful monarchies and empires. Thus
it was their decentralization that gave them a
feeling of inferiority toward the other great
peoples. They tried centralization once in 1870,
again in 1919, and a third time through the
Third Reich. In the particular case o£ the
German people, decentralization would seem
to have been the political cause of their neuro-
sis in the immediate past.

Today, if there is a single political cause of
neurosis in Europe, it lies in an unsatisfied urge
to establish a European Federation possessing
powers on a par with those of the USA, the
USSR, and the British Commonwealth, in the
belief that only by this means can problems be
solved which appear to be insoluble by each
o£ the national components of what might be-
come a European Federation.

MR. YOUNG: Does any other panel member
wish to speak on that question, or does any one
of our distinguished visitors care to say some-
thing? Is there any other member of the audi-
ence who has comments or criticisms to make
o£ this program?

EDMOND L. TAYLOR (Study Director, Project
on Strengthening Democratic Leadership
Abroad, Council on Foreign Relations): Mr.
Smadja was struck, i£ I correctly interpret his
remarks, by a quality in America rather diffi-
cult to describe. I think perhaps the best word
for it is "objectivity." It manifests itself in a
number of different ways.

One striking way, I think, is the American
press, which, while it has many faults, has a
great many virtues, among them the fact that,
no matter how highly their content may appear
to be colored by propaganda, the element of
information never completely disappears from
our newspapers. We are, as a people, what I
would call "information-minded."

Whenever I listen to what is said at group
meetings anywhere in this country, I am im-
pressed by the fact that speakers very frequently
seem to realize that the opinions they express
may be fallible and influenced by elements not
entirely under their control. Therefore, I
think we have the quality of self-analysis, of
being able to cope with the subjective roots of
error, as well as with the objective ones, which
is a striking feature of American society and

one well worth pointing up. It does have a
moral basis in that it proceeds from a respect
for the truth. It is vitally important today and
is perhaps more menaced than any other fea-
ture of American Society by the conditions in
which we live. It is, of course, not an exclusive
feature, as Mr. Smadja made clear, because it
reminded him of something in France.

MR. ROY E. LARSEN (President, Time Incor-
porated): I was a little puzzled and wanted to
bring this question up, but I wondered whether
the panel would not consider one o£ the unique
elements contributing to the progress this coun-
try has made to be our particular form o£ pub-
lic education.

It was mentioned by Mr. Hoffman as being a
yardstick by which to measure our develop-
ment. The question I raise is whether our pub-
lic education is unique in its universality and
in the job that it has done in integrating the
country into some of the forms that have been
discussed here today.

MR. YOUNG: Thank you. Does any member
of the panel want to comment on that?

MR. DAVENPORT: I do think there is a point
about American schools; that is, while the
American school system is the responsibility o£
the state — and we were very much in the van-
guard of the development of that principle —
you will flnd here a very great effort to limit
the control of the state and to bring the school
down, just like everything else we have been
talking about here today, to the community
level.

DR. TANNENBAUM: It should, I think, be said
in addition that we have one of the most highly
diversifled and widely decentralized school
systems in the world. There is no Federal De-
partment of Education. There is no federal
education system, you see. And even within
the states — a good many, though I am not sure
of the exact number — the schools are the re-
sponsibility of the counties and even o£ the
townships, so that you do not get uniformity;
you do not get centralized control. The cen-
tral govemment and even the states have all
had great difficulty in imposing a general rule
even for the training o£ teachers.

MR. DRUCKER: I do not think that our school
system is in itself a unique institution, but it
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exhibits unique characteristics. It differs £rom
any other, public school system in that it con-
sciously or unconsciously perceives as its end the
production of citizens. That is a moral con-
cept o£ the end of education, rather than the
humanist concept of the educated man.

Secondly, it is as diversified as the other fea-
tures of American life. I have during the last
three years received a great many visitors from
abroad, and I can explain to them a great many
things about this country. I have, however,
yet to find one to whom I can explain the
American school system, because they all want
to know what its pattern is — when, as a matter
of fact, there isn't any!

Finally, as Mr. Tannebaum pointed out,
our schools are local. I am a member of a school
board, and we would tell the State of New Jer-
sey to go jump in the lake if it tried to tell
us one thing about whom we should hire, or
whom we should fire, or what we should teach
— or when, even. All that is our business — not
the state's — as long as we live up to a certain
minimum standard.

MR. YOUNG: NOW that Mr. Larsen, with his
special interest in schools, has succeeded in
writing this into the American doctrine, I will
offer someone else a chance to speak on another
subject!

MR. SIGURD s. LARMON (President, Young &
Rubicam, Inc.): As I gathered, the question
before the panel today was — and I am quoting
here — "Given our American experience, what
do you believe to be the basic elements of a free,
dynamic society which are susceptible of adap-
tation by any people who desire to create such
a society?" Now let me quote from two mem-
bers of the panel. First, Professor Tannenbaum
said — and I believe this is verbatim — " A con-
scious philosophy o£ society is a sign o£ weak-
ness." Isn't that correct. Professor Tannen-
baum? Secondly, Mr. Davenport said that we
do not understand, nor do others, what our
system really is.

My question to the panel is this: If we are
going to ask other people to adapt this system
to their own society, how can they do it unless
they understand it or unless we can interpret
it?

DR. TANNENBAUM: I am not sure that sel£-
knowledge in these matters is in itself a good

thing. But of one thing I am fairly certain: i£
the outside world could be made aware of the
inner commitments by which we are guided,
it would understand our motivations better and
be less prone to accept the distortions and the
falsehoods that arise from our dealings with
other people.

The proposition that we should pass on to
others our own commitments, in the belief that
they could imbibe them and use them, seems
to me much more difficult and far more dubi-
ous.

MR. YOUNG: Does anyone else want to speak
to that?

MR. DAVENPORT: I guess I should, since I have
been quoted.

My feeling is this: The point came out in the
discussion that, basically, the American society
is nonideological. We do not have a set of care-
fully worked-out documents, all of which hang
together logically. We have a mixed society,
which is part this and part that and is put to-
gether in a very pragmatic way.

I agree that it would not perhaps be well to
try to add this all up into a doctrine, i£ for no
other reason than the simple one that you
could not do it. It is not a systematic philoso-
phy. However, I think more work should be
done to meet the problem of understanding
this vast organism. That is what this meeting
is all about.

The interpretation of America must come
not only from groups like this one. It must
come out of our universities. It is a responsibil-
ity that is less purely academic than might be
the case in a European university. Many points
have been brought out at this talile that are not
well understood by Americans — relatively
simple points. But we must always return to
the cultural leaders themselves, both individ-
uals and institutions, because that is the only
place where we can leam about America.

DR. DRUCKER: Looking abroad, as well as here
at home, I would, frankly, much rather talk
about what we do and have been doing than
about what we are, which, of necessity, sounds
rather Hegelian and metaphysical. I do not
believe you can export ideas.

DR. GIDEONSE: I woud be disposed to agree
with that except that I think one of the Ameri-
can exports to Europe and even to the Far East
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has been ideas. They may have been false ideas.
But they have been ideas about the nature o£
man and what man can aspire to.

We have always thought of ourselves as pri-
marily characterized by this element of freedom
and change; and now we find thrust upon us,
whether we like it or not, the need for acknowl-
edging that we are, in practical matters — in
substance, in world politics — a conservative in-
fiuence and force, and we do not like it. We try
to find some way in which we can state con-
servatism as i£ it were revolutionary dynamism.
And the funny part about American conserva-
tism is that it is fundamentally a revolutionary
dynamism, except that these words do not any
longer mean the same thing in the world, and
in the minds of the folks to whom we are talk-
ing; and we must somehow clarify that conflict
before we can make the fact plausible to the
world, so that the world will understand it with-
out our preaching. And it is a conflict that
exists only because we have not done any sys-
tematic thinking about our system for a long
time. We have refused to think through the
theory or the intellectual conception of our
practice. I£ we once clear that up — if we can
go on to writing another Federalist £or our-
selves, so that we get, £or the United States o£
today, a reasoned, intellectual, and somewhat
simplifled rational conception o£ what it is all
about — then I think this business o£ the way
in which we sell ourselves to the rest o£ the
world will take care o£ itsel£.

MR. YOUNG: The Advertising Council
launched this ship in great fear and trembling.
We did it in this private way because there are
so many doubts about the possibility o£ making
the ship hit the water and sail!

I do hope that those of you who have partici-
pated and listened feel as I do personally —
that we got somewhere.

The Advertising Council did this because,
in our function as a communications agency in
this society, we ran into the problem you have
been discussing. We ran into it in terms of all
these efforts to explain our society to ourselves
under such slogans as Free Enterprise, the
American Way o£ Life, and other similar
phrases, and the obvious failure o£ those phrases
to illuminate our way to anyone.

We ran into it by way o£ some efforts, in
which we were called upon to participate, to
explain America abroad. No one else appear-
ing to be interested in trying to produce this
product, we decided to undertake this explora-
tory effort to do so. We want to explore the
matter of whether or not the process should be
continued. Obviously, it is not going to be a
job that will be finished in this one meeting.

We are greatly indebted to all the members
of this panel, who have given o£ their time and
effort so £reely and generously, and, I am sure,
effectively.

We shall now adjourn this meeting.
[The second and final session closed at

5:15 p.m.]






