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“A new enlightenment will come.”  —  Hans Kohn, 19201

Since the end of World War II there has emerged in almost
every academic discipline or realm of thought a growing tide of
opinion which we might categorise for the moment under the
label — suggested by Edward Pearce — of the ‘non-left’.
Whether in economics or political philosophy, ethics or aes-
thetics, sociology or psychology, and even in artistic endeavour,
there have arisen powerful challenges to the intellectual hege-
mony long held by collectivist, statist and anti-capitalist think-
ing.

I: Left and Right: The Unhelpful Dichotomy

I used Edward Pearce’s phrase hesitantly, since the language of
“left” and “right” is profoundly unhelpful.  Not only have the
terms reversed their meaning (pro-free market, liberal ideas
were, when the categorisation was first employed in the post-
Revolutionary French Assembly placed on the “left”); this lan-
guage also conceals a massive and fraudulent conceptual pack-
age deal.  Thus, a group of collectivist and anti-individualist
doctrines — national socialism, fascist corporatism, racial col-
lectivism, and anti-semitism — are lumped together as “righ-
twing” with their polar opposites — liberalism, individualism,
and capitalism.  This has indeed proved a most useful weapon
for Marxist and socialist opponents of liberalism, who seem well
aware of the dictum attributed to Lenin that “once you have
labelled something you don’t have to argue with it”.  Liberalism
and liberals are constantly being smeared as somehow “reaction-
ary”, and linked with unpleasant and inhumane doctrines.

Indeed, every few years the term “the New Right” also gets
dusted off and applied to some school of thought that socialist
writers or journalists have suddenly deigned to notice.  In my
lifetime I have thus seen it applied to:

• advocates of real Burkean conservatism like the American
Russell Kirk

• the half-liberal, half-authoritarian conservatism of William F.
Buckley

• the religious fundamentalism and social authoritarianism of
the “Moral Majority” in America

• the free-market economics of Milton Friedman and the In-
stitute of Economic Affairs

• the National Socialism of the National Front in Britain

• the ex-Marxist French New Philosophers

• the rabidly anti-immigrant Front National of J. M. Le Pen in
France

• the Europe-wide, quasi-Nietzschean, anti-capitalist organisa-
tion GRECE

• contemporary classical liberalism, libertarianism and anarcho-
capitalism

• the writings of “sociobiologists” (theorists of evolutionary bi-
ology and psychology — many of whom are social demo-
cratic statists

• various researchers into genetics or intelligence — many of
whom are socialists

• advocates of racism

• those disillusioned former American welfare statists (inaccur-
ately) termed “neo-conservatives”, like Irving Kristol

• the High Toryism of Roger Scruton and other Salisbury Re-
view writers.

It should be amply clear why the whole language of left and
right should be disposed of in toto.2

II: The New Enlightenment

A far more informative label for the post-war liberal revival
would be “the new liberalism” or the now widely used neolog-
ism “libertarianism”.  A phrase I find particularly suggestive,
however, is “The New Enlightenment”.  Liberalism was born in
the Enlightenment of the 18th century.  The concepts of individ-
ual liberty, individualism, the free market, and rationalism crys-
tallised in the intellectual systems of Adam Smith and the so-
called Scottish Enlightenment, the rationalism of David Hume,
and the natural-rights political philosophy of John Locke.  The
myriad views I shall discuss in this essay resemble nothing so
much as a new statement of the ideals and aspirations of the
original Enlightenment.3

III: The Fall and Rise of Liberalism

The concept of the New Enlightenment is also particularly fruit-
ful in drawing attention to the question of why classical lib-
eralism declined, why it was deposed by Marxism and various
forms of socialism in the 20th century, and why the hopes and
promises of the original Enlightenment were not fulfilled.  The
answer, as I argued in my essay “The Revolution of Reason”,4

lay within the very ambiguities of Enlightenment liberalism it-
self, its inconsistencies and inner contradictions.  Moreover, the
contemporary revival of liberalism can very much be seen as the
belated attempt to resolve those ambiguities and to restate syste-
matic liberalism without any of its fateful errors — in the words
of Michael Polanyi, “to restate the great work of the Enlighten-
ment without danger of the traps that have so disastrously en-
snared its progress in the present century”.5

IV: Science and Freedom

Perhaps one of the most fatal ambiguities of classical liberalism
lay in its concept of science.  It justly celebrated the achieve-
ments of science, the liberation to be found in man’s mastery
over nature.  But unfortunately the ethos of science became
transformed into the ethos of “scientism”, in reality a profoundly
unscientific attempt to transfer the methodology of one scientific
discipline to another, ignoring the crucial and distinctive at-
tributes of their respective subjects.  In the study of man and
society, rational consciousness and free will hence became ruled
out virtually a priori.  The liberal ideal of the autonomous indi-
vidual was subverted in various ways by the predominance of
social sciences that ruled out of court the validity of introspec-
tion, and that were characterised by a militant reductionism and
determinism, by methodological collectivism and holism, and by
historicism.  This vision of science was embodied not merely in
Marxism’s claim to be “scientific socialism”, a science of so-
ciety, but the idea that science endorsed or implied the concept
of a “scientifically controlled” and “rationally planned” society.6
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One of the major roots of the New Enlightenment and the new
liberalism has thus been a sustained critique of scientism by Mi-
chael Polanyi and Karl Popper.  Polanyi, a noted physical scien-
tist before he turned his attention to the philosophy of science
and to the humane sciences, explored in a number of seminal
works “an alternative ideal of knowledge, quite generally”.  His
task of “conceptual reform” rejected not merely the “scourge of
physicalism” in psychology and the life sciences — the idea that
human beings are irrevocably determined by internal or external
forces — but a reassessment of the very “conception of know-
ing” and its reconstruction upon the basis of “knowing as an
active comprehension of the things known” and “the personal
participation of the knower in all acts understanding”.  His phil-
osophy constituted not merely an answer to the materialistic,
determinist and scepticist positions which had resulted in the
“moral inversions” of nihilism and totalitarian doctrines (wheth-
er National Socialist or Marxist international socialist).  He also
drew out the mistaken conception of science that undergirded
the concepts of the alleged scientific planning of society and
economy, by his view of “tacit knowledge” — knowledge that
cannot be formally written down or can only be expressed in the
terms of action.7  It was this epistemological approach which
thus led to Polanyi’s critique of various forms of alleged plan-
ning, whether the democratic variety of Britain (a muddle) or
that of the Soviet Union (tyranny).  I use the word “alleged”
since, as he demonstrated in his seminal studies of what actually
occurs in the Soviet system —  The Contempt of Freedom and
The Logic of Liberty —  such planning is a myth, an impossi-
bility.  The sort of knowledge necessary to make such planning
possible is outside the reach of the would-be planners.8

A similar, but arguably even more impressive and systematic,
philosophy was produced by another refugee to Britain, Sir Karl
Popper.  Again, the failings of much of the mainstream of Euro-
pean philosophic and scientific thought provided the stimulus, in
the words of John Gray in his essay “The Liberalism of Karl
Popper”, to “a defence of liberalism ... which gains much of its
power from the fact that ... it is embedded in a comprehensive
philosophical perspective on the nature of human knowledge, ra-
tionality and freedom of thought and action”.9  Revolutionary
ideologies like Marxism and fascism/national socialism were
based, in Popper’s view, on pre-scientific and irrational modes
of thought (although disguised by the mantle of science) that he
designated as holism and historicism.  His case against holistic
“social engineering” stems directly from his case against holistic
methodology in social science.  Just as holistic methodology ig-
nores the inevitable selectivity of observation and attempts the
logically impossible task of studying social wholes, holistic so-
cial engineering attempts to centralise knowledge.  This attempt
is not only epistemologically impossible, but also inherently
coercive and systematically self-defeating, since it walls itself
off from real information and the corrective process of criticism.
Popper’s “falsificationist” and “error elimination” approach sees
knowledge as an evolutionary process.  It is a view remarkably
analogous to the functioning of the free market process, espe-
cially as outlined by Friedrich Hayek and other “Austrian
School” economists.10

V: The Autonomous Individual

Since, as the Marxist philosopher Ellen M. Wood has put it in
her The Mind and Politics, “a conscious or unconscious concep-
tion of human nature underlies every choice of social or political
values”,11 it is not surprising that the success of particular politi-
cal doctrines has been intimately associated with the success of
related ideas in psychology and social theory.  Both Polanyi and
Popper rejected the deterministic or reductionist view of man,
the idea that man’s behaviour is overwhelmingly dictated by
forces beyond his control, whether biological, racial, psychologi-
cal, social, historical or economic.  Their colleague Arthur Koes-
tler similarly carried on a sustained critique of determinism

within psychology and the life sciences and a vindication of
human creativity and free will.12

At the same time there also arose a further broad movement in
reaction against what Koestler called the “ratomorphic” image
of man. Under the banner of “humanistic psychology” there
arose a myriad school of thinkers and therapists who rejected
determinism.  The most distinguished figure in this movement
was undoubtedly Abraham Maslow, who outlined a new “psy-
chology of being” that did not deny our introspective experience
of free will.  His approach also built upon the psychology of the
healthy individual, the “self actualising” person as an ethical
ideal.  This approach also temper ran through many other ana-
lytic and therapeutic schools of thought, too numerous to men-
tion here.  Although all arguably possess their fair share of
weaknesses and errors, they all embodied a sound common lib-
eratory and voluntarist image of man.13

Although many of the humanistic psychologists and therapists
had no political orientation, or even an anti-liberal one, many
were well aware, as Maslow put it, that their “new world view”
implicitly contained “a new image of society and of all its in-
stitutions”.  Maslow moved from an early socialism to, by the
time of his death, an almost completely libertarian position.  His
disciple and biographer, Frank G. Goble, was an outright liberta-
rian, while a growing number of explicit libertarians have also
added their weight to the ranks of humanistic psychology and
have integrated and extended its insights into the broader frame-
work of libertarianism.  Here one would cite the work of New
York University’s Dr Thomas Szasz or Dr Nathaniel Branden,
and Dr Peter R. Breggin.14

VI: The Anomalies of Statism

Why did these counter-collectivist and counter-statist intellectual
revivals not occur until after World War II?  If liberalism, as I
have argued above, declined essentially because of its own in-
herent weaknesses, why didn’t liberals recognise and correct
them earlier?

Of course, Liberalism did not entirely disappear before the War.
Friedrich Hayek, Ludwig von Mises, Lionel Robbins, Wilhelm
Roepke, Frank H. Knight and other economists wrote the bulk
of their major work in the pre-war period.  But they gained mass
followings and substantial influence only after it.  The reason, in
my view, is largely that any intellectual system needs some sort
of fair intellectual crack of the whip, so to speak, before its
strengths and weaknesses can be fully assessed.  Before we can
properly refute any view, it must be boldly conjectured — to use
Popper’s terminology.

Here we might find Professor Thomas Kuhn’s concept of the
paradigm particularly useful.  Kuhn, a distinguished historian
and philosopher of science (also influenced by Popper), argued
in his influential Structure of Scientific Revolutions that science
does not progress in the way most people assume.  All scientific
work takes place within what he called a “paradigm”, a fun-
damental conceptual world view.  Scientific research is a work-
ing out, application or extension of the fundamental assumptions
of the paradigm.  Since any scientific paradigm is more or less
related to objective reality, “anomalies” will occur, “violations
of expectations”, facts that cannot satisfactorily be explained by
the accepted paradigm.  Eventually a new paradigm, arising out
of the anomalies of its predecessor will become accepted
(usually by a new generation of scholars, rather than the existing
one).15

Collectivism and statism, in their many and varied forms, have
had their fair crack of the whip — usually more than metaphori-
cally.  National Socialism, the fascist corporate state, racial col-
lectivism, communist central planning, Conservative interven-
tionism, Keynesianism, the mixed economy, the welfare state —
every conceivable form of collectivism has been intellectually
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elaborated (often to a tedious degree) and put into practice.  And
the results, according to whatever variety has been adopted,
have been mass exterminations, repression, famine, poverty, in-
flation and economic decline.  In other words, collectivist the-
ories have been given plenty of time to be put to the tests of
reason, while collectivist practices have generated more and
more actually existing “anomalies”, effects which are simply not
explicable in terms of their own conceptual theories.

It is particularly notable that the so-called American “Chicago
School” developed its vindication of neoclassical economics
from a background of highly detailed empirical studies of gov-
ernment intervention.  As one leading Chicagoan, Yale Brozen,
the author of many such studies, put it in his aptly titled 1965
essay, “The Revival of Classical Liberalism”:

Now that we have lived so long with government interven-
tion in our economy, a few professional economists have
begun to examine the results of that intervention.  Some
findings from these examinations are beginning to appear
and affect, at least, the attitudes of an increasing number of
scholars.  If any resurgence of liberalism is occurring, this
is the primary place it is apparent to me.16

Chicago scholars and their intellectual comrades at the Institute
of Economic Affairs in Britain have thus built up a massive li-
brary of evidence on the effects of minimum wages and rent
controls, the nature and effects of regulatory agencies, prices
and wages control and virtually every form of intervention and
regulation.  In Milton Friedman’s theoretical and historical ana-
lyses of the supply of money and its attempted regulation — by
both Keynesians and pre Keynesians — we have an impressive
vindication of the quantity theory of money (“monetarism” as it
is frequently, and unhelpfully, called17).  Black libertarian econo-
mists and sociologists like Thomas Sowell and Walter Williams
have demolished the statist analysis of ethnic minorities and its
disastrous policy proscriptions.18  The so-called “public choice”
or “economics of politics” school, which grew out of the Chi-
cago School, has taken the war into the enemy camp.  Its ana-
lysis of the real nature and workings of the governmental, politi-
cal and bureaucratic process further demonstrates the failings of
the political process just as its forebears demonstrate the mythi-
cal nature of the much touted “market failure”.19

It is probably this rootedness in empirical research which ex-
plains why it has been the Chicago School rather than the “Aus-
trian School” which has received the most attention.  The Aus-
trian School, especially as manifest in such figures as the late
Ludwig von Mises, in Israel Kirzner and Murray Rothbard, pos-
sesses a methodological approach at such variance with the pre-
dominant philosophical paradigm that it has really only started
to gain a wider audience after the ‘crisis period’ of statism has
become so apparent.  The Austrian School is being increasingly
considered as individuals seek a radical alternative to the estab-
lished macroeconomic and positivist paradigm.20

VII: The Crisis Period of Statism

That we are now deeply in the crisis period of statism is appar-
ent from the fact that the exposers of its anomalies by no means
come to their work with a prior commitment to libertarian
values.  Thus Professor Martin Anderson, who wrote a devastat-
ing and influential critique of America’s urban renewal pro-
gramme, started that study as a “liberal” (in the American sense
that is, an interventionist).  It was precisely that objective study
that generated his opposition, turned him into a libertarian and a
career as one of the Republican Party’s most influential policy
experts.21

A whole school of similarly sceptical intellectuals emerged.
Many of them had been involved in the creation or administra-
tion of statist policies, recognised their failure and subsequently
called for a re-orientation in social policy toward the market

mechanism.  They have been confusingly and inaccurately
called the “neo-conservatives”.  Writers like Irving Kristol, Na-
than Glazer, Daniel P. Moynihan, (the Assistant Secretary of La-
bour under Presidents Kennedy and Johnson), Norman Podho-
retz, and others frequently associated with the journals
Commentary and The Public Interest are among the most not-
able figures in this group.22  If the “neoconservatives” rebelled
against aspects of statism from the very centre of the statist
paradigm and policy elite, the “New Left” in America of the
1960s also largely arose as a reaction against statism and what it
termed “corporate liberalism” (the technocratic, paternalist cor-
porate state).  The failure of the New Left to resolve its own
internal contradictions, however, led to its dissolution, to a de-
cline in some cases simply back into old style Marxism, into
total disillusionment, or indeed to an incorporation into free
market libertarianism.23

VIII: Ayn Rand and the New Libertarian Paradigm

One of the major figures of the New Enlightenment was the
Russian-born Jewish American novelist and philosopher, Ayn
Rand. In some respects she stands in relation to the rest of the
New Enlightenment as Locke did to the original Enlightenment.
In both her philosophic novels and in a large number of non-fic-
tion essays she attempted to create a broad philosophic system
following a consistent path from metaphysics, through epistemo-
logy to ethnics and politics, and not forgetting aesthetics. In es-
sence her approach was neo-Aristotelian (but attempting to cor-
rect the errors she perceived in its earlier forms).  What made
such an impact was her bold moral defence of capitalism.  Re-
jecting the consequentialist, utilitarian or Christian approaches
manifested by writers like Hayek, Henry Hazlit or Paul Johnson,
she defended what she saw as a scientific morality, an ethical
egoism — the “virtue of selfishness” as she termed it in the title
of one book.  Individuals have a right to exist for their own
sake, the pursuit of their own happiness, and not for the sake of
any alleged social good, or some fictitious collective or entity,
whether the people, the nation, the race, the fatherland, or
God.24

Although initially Ayn Rand’s approach was treated with scorn
or contemptuous silence in academic circles,25 all her works
were bestsellers and had an enormous impact among young
people.  Indeed, they have probably had numerically the biggest
impact in converting young people to libertarian ideas.  And
there are now a substantial number of young professional aca-
demic philosophers, like Tibor Machan, Eric Mack, David Kel-
ley, Douglas Den Uyl, Douglas Rasmussen and Leonard Peikoff,
explaining and developing her approach.  Even Robert Nozick,
whose Anarchy, State and Utopia has so far proved to be the
libertarian work which has received the most academic atten-
tion, while rejecting the basis of the Randian moral argument
had to devote a serious critical analysis to it in his discussion
“On the Randian Argument”.26  Her work has also provided in-
spiration for a growing body of artistic expression, in the main-
stream novel, in science fiction, in poetry and drama, in the vis-
ual arts, in both classical and rock music.

Rand’s thought has been probably the principal instigator and
inspiration of the contemporary libertarian movement, together
with another very similar variant of neo-Aristotelian Natural
Law/Natural Rights philosophy developed by Murray Rothbard
(originally an early disciple of hers).  The more radical expo-
nents of her Objectivist philosophy, together with Rothbard and
his followers and a number of other schools of libertarianism,
reject her “minimal statism/limited government” views (the
traditional classical liberal position) in favour of “anarcho-capi-
talism” or “free market anarchism”.  This view holds that the
monopolisation of defensive and restitutive force by the state is
both an infringement of individual liberty and economically  un-
necessary — that the market can provide agencies of defence,
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justice and law enforcement.  A growing body of research in
economic theory, history, jurisprudence, anthropology and socio-
logy is being produced to support this market anarchist ap-
proach.27

IX: “Bliss It Was” ... Some Personal Reflections

I have attempted to sketch some of the principal forces at work
in the revival of libertarian ideas.  My own experience is very
much a micro version of the macro intellectual forces outlined.
My own personal background was what is called “working
class”, and I note with interest that many of my political col-
leagues share this socioeconomic origin.  Our personal experi-
ence of socialism and the welfare state undoubtedly enabled us
to see through their bogus claims — and the ethos of social
determinism.

It is difficult to convey the excitement I and many of my friends
experienced as we discovered the diverse streams of libertarian
thought which emerged in our lifetime. In his influential tex-
tbook, Economics, Paul Samuelson quoted Wordworth’s famous
lines about the French Revolution:

Bliss was it in that dawn to be alive
But to be young was very heaven.

For Samuelson these lines summed up his excitement in discov-
ering Keynesian ideas.  But Keynes’ fallacious and feeble dilet-
tantism pales into insignificance besides the synthesis emerging
from the post-war New Enlightenment.  Here were the clear ex-
planations for the world we experienced, its successes and its
many tragic failures and problems.  Moreover, these were not
barren unfalsifiable dogmatisms but a continuing “research pro-
gramme”, in which a plenitude of different discoveries were un-
mistakenly pointing in the same direction and to the same con-
clusions.  In a phrase, we were observing the emergence of a
libertarian paradigm clearly destined to replace the statist para-
digm.

X: The Recovery of Nerve

But this does not, perhaps, tell the full story.  Why does not
everyone perceive the same truth?  There are undoubtedly some
interesting psychological factors at work here (and some liberta-
rians, like André Spies, are exploring this issue).  A further as-
pect of interest is undoubtedly the influence of “popular cul-
ture”, which, while despised by the statist intelligentsia, constit-
utes the real cultural alternative or “underground” of the 20th
century.

The cultural mainstream for this century has been as much
dominated by anti-libertarian ideas as the politico-economic
mainstream.  It has been characterised by the ethos of an “Age
of Defeat”, as Cohn Wilson has put it in one perceptive book of
that title, of “the unheroic hypothesis” or the “discussion of tri-
viality”.28  Doctrines of naturalism or realism echo collectiv-
ism’s social determinism.  The traditional novel of manners
evokes mainly boredom.  Literary and stylistic experimentation
seem devoted to little but “disillusionment, cynicism, disgust
and gnawing envy” or in “making delicate picture puzzles out of
the buttends of life”, as the American literary critic Henry Mur-
ray has put it.  A large part of literary and cultural enterprise has
also been characterised, in the words of John Weightman in
“The Concept of the Avant Garde”, by “the flight from reason ...
[a] disgust ... with the idea of science”, evocations of perceptual
and epistemological chaos, and embodiments of crackpot philos-
ophies and cults.29

In many of the young libertarians I meet as founder and Director
the Libertarian Alliance and Secretary of the Adam Smith Club I
have found an enormous alienation from the products of estab-
lishment or mainstream or “high” culture (whatever we chose to
call it), or, to be more accurate, from its 20th century manifesta-
tions.  As Ayn Rand put it in her essay “The New Enemies of

the Untouchables”: “When a culture is dominated by an irra-
tional philosophy, a major symptom of its decadence is the in-
version of all values.”30  Rational moral values, a life-affirming
sense of life, a voluntaristic image of man, have been preserved,
however, in what Rand calls the “bootleg” forms of romanti-
cism, in the adventure, detective, thriller and science-fiction
genres.  It is no accident that the Frankfurt School Marxist Max
Horkheimer contemptuously referred to the “rhetoric of individ-
uality” within popular culture.  It is no mere rhetoric!  There are
no social determinist apologies for crime in the “Dirty Harry”
films, only a love of justice and empathy with the victim, rather
than the perpetrator.  Individual integrity, honour, justice: these
are the core values in so much popular culture, from the Italian
westerns to kung-fu films.  It is in science fiction, however, that
we find those specific values that Professor Peter Gay, in his
definitive work The Enlightenment: An Interpretation, attributed
to the original Enlightenment — “the recovery of nerve” in hu-
manity’s potential and destiny, “the celebration of industry” and
of science and technology.

It is notable that for countless libertarians — including myself
— it has been popular culture, and especially science-fiction,
that have influenced and emotionally sustained us.  Leading
science-fiction authors like Robert Heinlein, Poul Anderson,
Jerry Pournelle, Larry Niven, and F. Poul Wilson, amongst many
others, consistently dramatise themes relating to the issues of
rationalism versus superstition, progress versus reaction, free-
dom and individualism versus socialism and authoritarianism.31

It is also significant that socialism, having literally failed to de-
liver the goods, is increasingly abandoning the mantle of
science.  Its predominant tone is now one of doom-mongering,
of hysterical prophecies of environmental disaster and the
“limits to growth”, of rabid technophobia and opposition to pro-
gress and science. Indeed, some socialists like Robert Heilbroner
explicitly call for a return to a neo-feudal, no-growth system in
which a superstitious populace are manipulated — for their own
good and that of “nature”, of course — by a new priestly class
of ecologists.32  The original Enlightenment identified itself
“with sound method, progress, success, the future”, declared
Professor Gay.33  The inspiration many libertarians find in
science-fiction and their enthusiastic commitment to the vision
and role of science thus makes the title name “The New Enlight-
enment” even more apposite.

XI: The Future

What are the prospects for this New Enlightenment?  There is
no inevitability in history.  And while scientific paradigms
generally move in the direction of increasing credibility and
truth, the broader socio-political community is somewhat differ-
ent from the scientific community.  The scientific community
has characteristics which provide an impetus to the discovery of
the truth.  The socio-political community, unfortunately, has
characteristics which, to say the least, are not especially amen-
able to change.  Special interest groups, the “tax eaters” who use
the political means of state power to exploit their fellows, are
going to be less than objective in examining either the justice or
the consequences of their mode of existence, as John Burton has
shown so illuminatingly in his recent essay “The Instability of
the Middle Way”.34

Nevertheless, there is a power to truth.  We have a powerful
emergent libertarian synthesis — the beginnings of a “science of
liberty” as Murray Rothbard calls it — that explains the anom-
alies of statism and offers a research programme of enormous
promise.  But it is entirely on us as individuals, on our dedica-
tion and commitment to political and intellectual struggle, that
the prospects for ideological victory depend.
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NOTES

1. Hans Kohn, “Nationalism”, in Arthur A. Cohen, ed., The Jew:
Essays From Martin Buber’s Journal ‘Der Jude’, 1916-1928,
Judaic Studies Series, University of Alabama Press, 1980, p. 30.

2. The best discussion of the origins and ambiguity of the left/right
spectrum are in Murray N. Rothbard, “Left and Right: The Pros-
pects For Liberty”, Left and Right: A Journal of Libertarian
Thought, Spring 1965; Samuel Brittan, Left or Right: The Bogus
Dilemma, Secker and Warburg, London, 1968; idem, “Further
Thoughts on Left and Right”, in Capitalism and the Permissive
Society, Macmillan, London, 1973; and the perceptive com-
ments by Elie Kedourie, “The History of Ideas and Guilt By
Association”, in idem, The Crossman Confessions and Other
Essays in Politics, History and Religion, Mansell Publishing,
London, 1985.  To confuse things further it was indicative of
the 20th century decline of liberal ideas and values that in the
United States the very word liberalism reversed its meaning.
Originally it designated an ideology of individualism and anti-
statism but became expropriated by the 1920s by advocates of
collectivism and statism.  Ironically, the term “conservative”,
which originally designated an anti-rationalist and anti-individ-
ualist philosophy which glorified “communal” values, tradition,
authority or the nation, became applied to libertarians (much to
their justifiable horror).  The Conservative Party in Britain has
eventually come to include some libertarians as well as real con-
servatives.

3. The best general study of the Enlightenment remains Peter
Gay’s The Enlightenment: An Interpretation, 2 vols., Weiden-
feld and Nicolson, London, 1967, 1970.  “The New Enlighten-
ment” was also chosen by David Graham as the title for the
six-part television series about the liberal revival made by his
company, Diverse Productions, for Channel 4 in Britain and for
worldwide distribution.  The programme outline was written by
myself, and a book of the series was authored by David Graham
and Peter Clarke as The New Enlightenment, Macmillan, Lon-
don, 1986.  The phrase was also independently conceived and
employed in Jerome Tuccille’s penetrating Who’s Afraid of
1984?, Arlington House, New Rochelle, New York, 1975, pp.
209-215.

4. Chris R. Tame, “The Revolution of Reason: Peter Gay, The En-
lightenment, and the Ambiguities of Classical Liberalism”, The
Journal of Libertarian Studies, 1(3), Summer, 1977.

5. Michael Polanyi, Knowing and Being: Essays by Michael Pola-
nyi (Grene, Marjorie, ed.), University of Chicago Press, 1969, p.
5.

6. For two representative examples of this scientistic, social self-
regulation theme, omnipresent in 20th century thought, see Wes-
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