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ABSTRACT

Ayn Rand's laissez-faire capitalism is a politicmeaomic system as against socialism, communism,eaed mixed
economy. It presupposes the existence of a frekanabolition of government interference in theqass of production
and the absence of the use of force in the prongedif economy. Consequently, for an efficient aigpl and resolution
of the theme in question, this scholarly work addpthe analytic and critical methods of study, revérse Ayn Rand's
laissez-faire capitalism as an indispensable ndagessr the world's economy, and the global stamtlaf living. The
analytic method was used to break down key termss tleconstructing and correcting misconceptiorige €ritical
method was employed in the evaluation and practigadlication of the findings during the course apesition. The
significance of this work, therefore, is evidenthe following areas: From the point of view thiaékposes the concept of
capitalism to the general populace, ridding it fsffm its age long misconceptions and bias. In #ivese that it strips other
economic system bare, thereby exposing their hiddés and unsuspecting shoddy facade to unsusgectiizens. It
gains significance from its resolution of the ageg ‘ability’ versus ‘need’ controversy, giving nabrand rational

perspectives to researchers.
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INTRODUCTION

In reviewing Ayn Rand’s capitalism, Shikha Dalmmher essay, “Where Ayn Rand Went Wronggtoes in on Rand’s
concept of a free trade. She extols Rand’s notfaivesting man from all the yoke of collectivismdathus, creating the
conducive social, political and moral condition@aie for man to live a happy life, reap the fsudf his labour, and not
be made a sacrificial lamb to be sacrificed onalter of society. In her words: “For people like su¥f, laboring under the
twin tyrannies of tradition and socialism whenrkfiread Rand in my native India, this is headypewering stuff. It
supplies you with the moral and intellectual amrtionito stand up to those claiming to own a pietgau--family,

community and state--and take control of your owstihy"(Dalmia; 2019).

Dalmia goes further to say that unlike other satglike Adam Smith who had long propagated capitalas the
most secure foundation for a rational society bseaf the lots of social benefits it offers, Ranehtva step ahead to not

only use that as justification for capitalism bl#ceinsisted that capitalism in return frees maah femtilizes the atmosphere
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for the achievement of his highest potentials, giug1g it an individualistic, as well as moral dete.

Still on the frequency of the moral basis for calsim, Patrick Stephens in his article, “The Mdsalof
Capitalism” begins by upholding capitalism’s entiement and rebuking the economic argument agaibscause of the

prosperity it has brought to the West in contraghe impoverishment which socialism effected i Bast(Patrick; 2010).

Moving to the issue of morality, he opines thatikekcholars like D’'Souza and Wendel Berry whodedd that
capitalism, though being the best, economic wisa tihe shortcoming of creating cultural divide ergase in divorce
rates, the vulgarization of art and culture, and ¢ieneral loss of values - and as such lacks thalndepth which
socialism and feudalism have; because it (capitgligives rise and civilizes envy and greed wherédse is found in
renunciation, self-restraint and self-sacrifice,nAgand resolved this ambivalence by justifying die® and self-interest
as a moral imperatives as against altruism by miogoa moral system grounded on the power of rettaenbringing in

the moral status of the pursuit of value (Patriix19).

Similarly, Yaron Brook and Don Watkins in their ags“Ayn Rand Rewrote the Story of Capitalism to®tthat
it is a Necessary Good,” went historically to figurut the cause of capitalism’s bad image and hgwRand resolved the

controversy(Brook & Watkins; 2019).

Worse still, according to Brook and Watkins, theppsosed capitalism’s defenders also bought this view
conceding that capitalism is inherently immorallyomaintaining that it is a necessary evil; for etbough it exploits the
needy and rewards the greedy, it works, while $isoiadoes not. Hence, while capitalism should lgulaed, it should
only be done minimally. However, Brook and Watkingr that it was Ayn Rand who rejected this vidwecessary evil,
holding rather that capitalism was a necessary gAodording to them, this was possible for her lseaunlike others,
she did not just jump into the question of whatitpa-economic system to be adopted but first gfvaént philosophically
to investigate the type of actions individual humdsave to take if they are to prosper. And witts,tishe came to three
conclusions: “We have to think. We have to prodWe. have to deal with others on mutually benefitéams” (Brook &
Watkins; 2019). Following from this, Brook and Witk continue, Rand got to the implication that sikmowledge,
thinking and rational action are attributes of théividual, since the choice to implement his ratibfaculty depends on
the choice of the individual, those who think mhstleft free to pursue their independent coursbowit the interference
of those who chose not to; for freedom remainscaosanct requirement of man’s mind. And it is otilpough capitalism
— complete, unregulated, uncontrolled laissez-faapitalism that the above can be achieved, since a system that
protects man'’s right to think, produce and tradeinvarily without the injection of physical forceMoving ahead, Brook
and Watkins also aver that Rand also establishedntbral superiority of capitalism from a historigarspective by
comparing Soviet Russia to the United States, Gasimany to West Germany, and China to Hong Korgy ttoming to
the obvious reality that government control trarepllee individual's ability to live whereas freedapens up infinite
roads. They maintain that capitalism: “... is nosystem in which the helpless “needy” are exploitgdthe immoral
“greedy.” .... Capitalism is a system in which eautiividual is free to flourish and prosper and Id@amoniously with
others (Brook & Watkins; 2019).

Then discussing on why the supposed defenders taslate capitalism’s true story, they concludedt tih was
“because they hold many of the same basic ideasapsalism’s critics"(Brook & Watkins; 2019). Orlgeing that
individuals are basically helpless, only needing #id of a higher authority, if they are to succeBden another, that

individuals’ interests necessarily conflicts sudfatt what is profitable to one is likely to harm #re, leading
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consequently to disaster. And from these two staimii, they reach to the third, which judges cdigitaas immoral: “the
idea that our primary moral duty is to be selfléBstok & Watkins; 2019). So while the dominant jpisibphy was that
“the individual could not and should not be fulhgé to pursue his own happiness and that capitatisenefore, was at
best a necessary evil'(Brook & Watkins; 2019). Br@md Watkins maintain with Rand that such antiiedipt concept
only springs from the same error of ignoring andyileg the mind. They insist that “There is no reaso earth why each
individual should not seek to make the most of bign life, without victimizing others or becoming \actim
himself'(Brook & Watkins; 2019).

In furtherance, Edward Hudgins in his article, “AfRand’s Stamp on American Culture,” posits that dR&n
Objectivism has generally received profound adnaratAccording to him, while other thinkers recazgi the destructive
nature of government in entrepreneurialism, nayas@rosperity and the wealth-creating power oéfmedividuals, “they
missed the fundamental moral foundation and jestifbn of freedom”(Hudgins; 2011), until Rand pshkd her novels,
FountainheadandAtlas Shruggedin the former, she elucidated that “individualigmthe soul produces happiness in life,
even when external success is elusive"(HudginsiRQthile “putting the ideas and needs of othenst - collectivism in
the soul — does not produce the holy contentmeat thligions promise, it produces only emptinessl aelf-
loathing"(Hudgins; 2011). Then in the latter, skéebrated the productive achievements of businessegarding them as
giants who hold the world on their shoulders. Msti#}, pronounced them heroes not “because theyisfically held the
world on their shoulders” (Hudgins; 2011), but sfieally “because they loved and were committedtheir own
work"(Hudgins; 2011)and that their commitment to commercial work wasnfanifestation of the very best that lies
within human beings" (Hudgins; 2011). Talking aboapitalism proper, Hudgins noted that while othesponents of
laissez-faire capitalism avoided its moral justfion, but based their acceptance of it on puréligawian grounds, it was
Rand who gave it a moral backup by her philosoghgyeossonal freedom, individual rights to life, lityeand property. He
insists, “She and only she, integrated rationakiglf-interest, political freedom, and capitalisntoi a comprehensive,
secular world-view" (Hudgins; 2011).

In his article, “A Critique of Ayn Rand’s Capitafis The Unknown Ideal,” Peter Nouhan discusses tjectivist
theory, which postulates that the definition of 6gé must anchor on the evaluation of the factsealdity — according to a
rational standard of value, as the platform for Rarproposal of capitalism. He also states thatshigjectivist theory,
which holds “good” as a concept in man’s consciegsnindependent of reality, is the backdrop dfatlicship, according
to Rand. Following from this background, Nouhaneases Rand to be correct about her conclusiongh@atworld of
present is devoid of ideology, political principat philosophy to navigate the intellectual leadgrsibut rather the
infusion of fear, that government may use physdicade only as retaliation against those who indtiat and that the most
significant cause of economic stagnation is th@lvement of government in business by ways of oatiapal licensing,

excessive taxation and regulation and governmeartepted monopolies (Nouhan; 2018).

In his paper, “A Critique of Ayn Rand’s Theory ofgRts,” Matt Zwolinski channels his thoughts onethmajor
issues: “First, the relationship between right$itzesties and rights and claims; second, the Objisticlaim that the mind
is the ultimate source of all values and its relatto the justification of property rights, andrthithe nature and

justification within Objectivism of the non-aggréss principle"(Zwolinski; 2019).

Beginning with the first, Zwolinski highlights whae refers to as Rand’s synoptic statement: “If isao live on

earth, it isright for him to use his mind, it igght to act on his own free judgement, itright to work for his values and to
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keep the product of his work. If life on earth is purpose, he hasrigght to live as a rational being: nature forbids hira th
irrational"(Zwolinski; 2019). He then postulatesathshe used the word, “right” in two different wawshich an
unsuspecting reader may not detect, and thus, gutigg two different meanings, only to end up inaaltfy logic.
According to him, the first three uses of the wdiright” as shown above were in the “deontic statoeaning that an
action is either permissible or obligatory. Butlw fourth usage, she was “not merely saying thatright for man to live
as a rational being. She is saying that rhas a right to live as a rational being. And these t@ave very different
claims"(Zwolinski; 2019). From this, Zwolinski mov@n to state that this second usage of “rightRlaynd presupposes a
claim on other people, which consequently meansdtiers have a corresponding obligation. Whereakmow that in
Rand’s egoistic philosophy, no man is to impos®lligation on others, “for if egoism is correctethyour life is a value
to you, but not necessarily any value to me"(Zw&kin2019). Thus, moving away from Rand’s pointvifw, Zwolinski

states:

“So, instead of saying that A has a right to liecause A's life is valuable to A, we say that B has

obligation to respect A’s right to life becauserdpso is in some way valuable tchBnself"(Zwolinski; 2019).

As to the second point, Zwolinski agrees with Ramat “man’s mind is the fundamental source of valtieat
sustain his life"(Zwolinski; 2019), and that ma#érstuffs by themselves are useless unless whex agton by the mind

through deliberate, rational, productive actiost jike crude oil was once a pollutant, and noalue.

However, while Rand basing her argument on thisyes at her justification for property rights: fdrnatural
resources have no value in themselves, then ingilédwho claim exclusive property rights over thara not depriving
others of anything of value. Zwolinski sways ddittstating that Rand was stretching the implicegitoo far and that the
argument could even be turned the other way roHedsays: “All the valuers in the world cannot prodwalue without
some object to value. Therefore, without the nat@source of land (or some other suitable sulie}itd00% of the value
that we find in agriculture today would not exiSherefore, 100% of that value is due to land!"(Zwski; 2019). From
this, Zwolinski only wanted to posit that: Evermie accept Rand’s idea that natural resources hawvetimsic value in
themselves, we must nevertheless recognize thatatleeanecessargomponentn the production of value. And so when
we take those natural resources and put a fenema@riem, we are depriving others of something it@m. We are
depriving non-owners of the liberty they once pssed to use that resource in theim productive activities(Zwolinski;
2019).

Then coming to the third — the nonaggression pplaciwhich means that physical force should betegefrom
human relationship, Zwolinski avers that contraryther proponents, Rand accepted this as an kfhioaiple, founded
in more fundamental philosophical considerationsuallhuman nature and the nature of value, andusottj political one;
stating that the violation of man’s rights tantambto compel him to act against his own judgementp expropriate his
values: and the only one means to achieve thidésimplementation of physical force. Nevertheledslinski's
contention begins from the question of what Raradlyeegards as force. Whether she meant the “nzedlapproach,”
defining force in relation to an underlying thearfyrights or the “nonmoralized approach” definimgde in a manner that
has no necessary relation to rights or other miarahs, Zwolinski observes, there are bound to k&llsome troubles
(Zwolinski; 2019).

On another plane, David Gordon in his article, “ARand’s Political Philosophy,” focuses on the semmi

similarity between Rand’s political philosophy aifgertarianism. He posits that while they may Iahilar, the striking
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difference lies in the fact that libertarians lgmloper philosophical foundation, hence not grougdhreir non-aggression
principle in normative ethics. Thus, the rise of ikéty Rothbard’s anarchism for Rothbard held thditipal philosophy
was autonomous. While on the other hand, Rand’soagp to philosophy was holistic, getting her owimgiple of non-
initiation of force from an ethical background -e twholesome truth that man, unlike other animagdnto use reason in
order to survive; and the concept of value stenmnfiife, which is the objective determinant betwegmod or
bad(Gordon; 2019).

Furthermore, Harriet Rubin in his essay, “Ayn Randterature of Capitalism” focuses more on her tergsece,
Atlas Shrugge@dnd the impact it has had on people, especiallinbss executives. He regards the book as a masterpi

which brings out the best in people, provoking apdrring them into productivity. (Rubin; 2019).

From the foregoing, it becomes palpable that sévimiakers have discussed, appraised and criticited
thoughts of Ayn Rand’s laissez-capitalism rangimgnf the moral point of view to the rational point view and
otherwise. This notwithstanding, these thinkersehbeen inadequate in expressing the real thoudhi®&and and the
implications which she tried to outline. Also, vditfle was evaluated as regards the pragmaticcaggener propositions.

It is therefore these observed lapses that tharelser hopes to address in this paper.
CAPITALISM

Capitalism, according to Oxford Advanced Learn®istionary, 8" Ed., is “an economic and political system in which
country’s trade and industry are controlled by at@&owners for profit, rather than by the state'tfty; 2010). But Rand
begins her discourse on this by treating what gganded as a faulty definition of capitalism arsl sticcess by the
Encyclopaedia Britannica. While the Britannica tsotat social surplus (surplus wealth), was whatrted capitalism
against other systems, without defining the memtibierm, Rand in fact, states that there is notlikegt, since all wealth
is created by someone, and as such belongs to sensel that the significant characteristics thassed the growth of

capitalism was “freedom” — a concept which the 8ritica never mentioned.

According to Rand, this controversy of “social dugj is only but one example of what she termed, ‘thibal
premise” that underlines the political economy -premise that unfortunately, both the enemies araingions of
capitalism hold together. Thus, giving the formarianer consistency while divesting the latter nf anoral argument
(Rand; 1966). Hence, for a proper understandingagitalism, this tribal premise, the concept ofrfzoon good” that
leads to double standard — where one observeseansth@r and easily concludes that he is workingrifeloto make a
living, but as political economists, on the trigemise, declares that his purpose (and duty) grdeide society with
shoes - must be first of all questioned (Rand; 1966 question this tribal premise, Rand assedswe must have to first

identify man’s nature. She states:

Man cannot survive, as animals do, by the guidaficeere precepts... He cannot provide for his sintples
physical needs without a process of thought. Hels)eeprocess of thought to discover how to pladtgmow his
food or how to make weapons for hunting. His présemight lead him to a cave, if one is availabletbwuild the
simplest shelter, he needs a process of thoughtréiepts and no “instincts” will tell him how fglht a fire, how to
weave cloth, how to forge tools, how to make aplaire, how to perform an appendectomy, how to predn
electric light bulb or an electronic tube or a oyan or a box of matches. Yet his life dependsach knowledge

and only a volitional act of his consciousness,cegss of thought, can provide it (Rand; 1966).
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Following from this, Rand asserts production tathe application of reason to the problem of sunvikence, if
some men choose not to think, they could only serty imitating or looting the goods produced atdivered by others,
but those goods first have to be produced by tldse chose to think. And since knowledge, thoughtt etional action
are properties of the individual, with a choiceuse them or not, man’s survival presupposes tlugethvho choose to
think be free of those who choose not to. This fsogcceptance of man’s rational nature — of theneation between his
survival and his use of reason — is the conceptdifidual rights"(Rand; 1966), which is the foutida of all other rights,
comprising property right. Rand posits that man &Wwis own mind, life, work and product, and not greperty of the
tribe, to be disposed of him in any way it pleas®@nd upholds the inalienability of man’s rightcdeng that she “could
not understand how any man could be so brutalizetd alaim the right to dispose of the lives ofes) nor how any man

could be so lacking in self-esteem as to grantrsttiee right to dispose of his life”(Rand; 1936heSnaintains that:

The right to life is the source of all rights — athe right to property is their only implementatidrhat,
“without property rights, no other rights are pbési Since man has to sustain his life by his offore the man
who has no right to the product of his effort hasnmeans to sustain his life. The man who produdekwthers

dispose of his product is a slave (Rand; 1964).

Thus, to the question of if man is free, Rand opithat it is only capitalism that says “Yes,” ahdttthat is the

crucial dichotomy between capitalism and collestivi
JUSTIFICATION OF CAPITALISM

Coming to the “practical” justification of capitain, Rand states that it “does not lie in the ctillest claim that it effects
the best allocation of natural resources”(Rand;6)9istead, neither man nor his mind, without vehiaw materials will
only remain useless is a natural resources; whéemoral justification “does not lie in the altrucdaim that it represents
the best way to achieve the common good,” butifact that it is the only system consonant witnis rational nature,

that it protects man’s survival qua man, and ttsatuling principle is: justice"(Rand; 1966).
COMMON GOOD AND PUBLIC

For Rand, the term, “common good” has no meaningisobwn unless neither used as the addition ofgbed of
individual men nor is there any entity as “the peiblWhen the term is regarded as an independeBtesce superior to
individual men, it demeans individuals to the rofesacrificial animals. And even in cases whelis geen as the good of
the majority, it still does not justify it morallgince the violation of the rights of individualmifority) is in essence, the
violation of all rights, subjugating the people endhe rule of any gang that assumes the statiioafe of the society,”
ruling by brute force until it is overthrown by a@her gang that comes to claim the same status. Réaisl that any claim
attributed to “the public interest” in conflict vaifprivate interest only means that some men abe tacrificed on the altar
of the interests and wishes of others. And wotse cbncept is so undefinable that its use is ariigrleft upon the ability
of any gang to claim that “it is the public” andidh¢he claim at the point of a gun — physical f¢Rand; 1964). But if this
is so, why do people accept it? Rand answers thatdanly owing to the philosophical theories om thature of moral
values: the intrinsic theory, the subjective theand the objective theory. As the first holds tkate actions have
inherent good in them, not minding their reperaussj thus divesting good from beneficiaries andrmaway for despots,
the second holds that good is not connected taygehilit only under the appraisal of one’s whimsl &elings.
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However, the objective theory holds that good aither things in themselves, nor judgements of Drgiims,
but “an evaluation of the facts of reality by mantnsciousness according to a rational standakalok”(Rand; 1966).
By implication, whatever that is good must be afleanswer the questions: “Of value to whom andwbat?”(Rand;
1966). And capitalism remains the only politico-eemic system that is founded on the objective thedwvalue, which is
inherently incompatible with rule by force. For émagis, Rand asserts that “an attempt to achievgdbe by force is like

an attempt to provide a man with a picture gallgrihe price of cutting out his eyes”(Rand; 1966).
THE FREE MARKET

Going further, Rand regards the free market asdlogal application of the objective theory of valsince it always asks

the question: value to whom? To reiterate, sheewrit

By “philosophical objective,” | mean a value esttethfrom the standpoint of the best possible to,man
i.e., by the criterion of the most rational mindspessing the greatest knowledge, in a given categoa given
period, and in a defined context (nothing can ltienaged in an undefined context), (Rand; 1966).

Hence, on a free market, the purveyor of the besdyxt at the cheapest price always wins the gseéitencial
rewards in that sphere, making the free marketnsirnaous process where the best is constantly ¢éxged every man. In
cognizance to the tribal mentality’s claim that fhee market is both unfair to both the genius amdrage man (Rand;
1966).

Adding to the above, Rand states that capitalissidraught man an unquantifiable progress withirsisort a
period, and what's more? By non-sacrificial meawghereas, “altruism seeks to rob intelligence of rggvards, by
asserting that the moral duty of the competentoissérve the incompetent and sacrifice themselveantymone’s
need"(Rand; 1966). Again, Rand continues with hiiaent that we must know that when businessmere pakits on a
free market, without the aid of either the governtma force (for capitalism here is laissez-faisthout any government
control), they have created new wealth, and haveraoiobed it off from those who had not createdBiit why did
capitalism collapse despite its supposed beneiitthé country? Rand maintains that it was becabsesystem has
continued to suffer lack of proper definition ofetf. Thus, even its said defenders supported govent controls,
forfeiting its primary concept of laissez-faireissequel to this, pure capitalism has never reatiguoed (but several
mixed economy), and since one control always ldadsnother, the system was bound to collapse owanihe statist

influences; yet it was the free capitalist influeribat was accused(Rand; 1966).
CAUSES OF WAR

Rand states categorically, that men are still dfcdithe possibility of war because consciouslyieconsciously, they still

hold to the view that,

“It is right or practical or necessary for men tohizve their goals by means of physical force (by

initiating the use of force against other men) #rad some sort of “good” can justify it"(Rand; 1966

Similarly, one finds the shameful occasion of moeets calling for abolition of wars among nationst eing
quiet to dictatorships — by implication, they agaiast the use of force on one nation (armed adwgrby another, but not
against that of the citizens (unarmed adversabgshhe government. Capitalism is the only systeat th necessarily

opposed to war, Rand insists, for it is foundediratividual rights, and every person tries to proteis property. In a
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statist system where everything belongs to the stat individual has no incentive to strive for gga he has no economic
interest to protect. An individual in a capitalststem knows that trade does not thrive on war. iBdact, the actual
profiteers of war (consequently, promote it) arenmagth political pull in mixed or statist economjdsecause by it, they
acquire fortunes which they could never have had free market (Rand; 1966). Little wonder why tdnigally, it was
capitalism that granted the world the longest gkedbpeace (from the end of Napoleonic wars in 1-81& World War | in
1914) (Rand; 1966).

BIG BUSINESS

Using America as a case study, Rand bemoans tlaér urdatment being meted on big businessmen (whloencalled
“Persecuted Minority”) by the government — unjustause it is for their virtues, not their vicestttiey are punished.

Underscoring the severe injustice and discriminasttitude against big businessmen, she states:

Today’s “liberals” recognize the workers’ (the mitigs) right to their livelihood (their wages), bu
deny the businessmen’s (the minority’s) right teitHivelihood (their profits). If workers struggter higher
wages, this is hailed as “social gains;” if bussmen struggle for higher profits, this is damned‘sedfish
greed.”...Every movement that seeks to enslave atpguavery dictatorship or potential dictatorshigeds some
minority group as a scapegoat which it can blamettfie nation’s troubles and use as a justificatibiits own
demands for dictatorial powers. In Soviet Russia,dcapegoat was the bourgeoisie; in Nazi Gerniamgas the
Jewish people; in America, it is the businessmean(R 1966).

To address this odious treatment, Rand moves te 8tat a government of a free country can onlyesas an
agency which safeguards individuals’ rights, hemaes, no right to the use of physical violence agfaamy citizen, unless
in self-defence for a citizen. In consequence,gbreernment is only required to protect men fronmamals through the
police, against foreign invaders by means of thigary, and to protect their property and contrdotsn breach by force
or fraud, as well as settle disputes by meansefatv courts(Rand; 1966). Contrary to the chargexploitation given to
businessmen, Rand accentuates that in a free markatcan only grow rich by ability - by offeriniget best values at the
lowest possible prices than others can; that thalttvef a trader comes from the free voluntary ceaf his customers
who by their own judgement, recognize his goodsfasore value to them.

ANTITRUST LAW

For Rand, antitrust laws cruelly make a man a crahionce he enters into business (Rand; 1966). édolstly, a
businessman has no way to detect any longer #dtisns are legal or illegal, but only left undenstant threats of losing
the whole of his life’s efforts at one instant,c@rhe is at the mercy of which ever bureaucratnfeyt decide to fall out
with him. It becomes only germane that all antitrlzsvs be abrogated for in fact, “the concept @efrcompetition
enforced by law is a grotesque contradiction imterlt means: forcing people to be free at the tpofra gun”(Rand;
1966). As against the argument of “bigness” whiesme people have used to condemn the free marketl &eesses how
irrational it is, since according to her, it doed put into account the nature, source, or functibthe “bigness,” just like
it will be absurd to regard a big genius like Edismd a big gangster as Stalin as equal malefdR@ansl; 1966). Again,
Rand observes, while the government can only grigviby means of brute force, a business on the dtaed only grows
big, in a free economy, through productive achiemeinAs a result, the only action to be taken kg gbvernment “to

protect free competition is: Laissez-faire! — whighfree translation, means: Hands off!"(Rand; 8R6
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FREE ENTERPRISE VERSUS MIXED ECONOMY

Rand observes that all the arguments used by dtiststagainst free enterprise to the adoptiongdernment-controlled
economy, if critically looked into were actually thcaused by businessmen or free enterprise buethslature or the
presence of government interventions in businessggdings. Yet, the former took the blames, whike latter found

further opportunities to gain more controls andtoare their crimes (Rand; 1966).

Rand stresses that when businessmen resort todptagislatures, they are not the ones to be calbedipt, for
what else could they do when any legislature hadptiwers to obliterate them at any instance? Taméimust go then to
government involvement, for the businessmen arg but mere reactors to the problem already caugetthdm. “They
did not pay to get something from the legislatimgt, only to get the legislature out of their waya(Rl; 1966). It becomes
palpable, according to Rand that it is only in xedi economy that men with lesser abilities canassheir betters. As a
result, business enterprise must be kept free ioyngovernment influence, whether on behalf of tessmen or labour

unions.

As such, there must be no compromise, even of fawergment controls, for that is giving up oneselftadual

enslavement, just like they can be no compromiseden food and poison for it is only death thal wih(Rand; 1964).
FREEDOM

Rand discusses freedom from the concept of reabirhis the basic faculty of man. For her, man wdut unable to use
his faculty of reason without freedom, and thiseéfem must be viewed from the perspectives of ttedléctual, political
and economic. She observes: "Reason requires freeztdf-confidence and self-esteem. It requiresrijiet to think and
to act on the guidance of one’s thinking the rightive by one’s own independent judgment. Inteliat freedom cannot
exist without political freedom; political freedocannot exist without economic freedom; a free nand a free market

are corollaries" (Rand; 1961).

To accentuate the subject of discussion, Rand ragedi "If one upholds freedom, one must uphold man
individual rights; if one upholds man’s individuaghts, one must uphold his right to his own Itfe his own liberty, to the
pursuit of his own happiness which means: one mphkbld a political system that guarantees and protiese rights

which means: the politico-economic system of céipitd'(Rand; 1966).
PRODUCERS AND LOOTERS

Rand posits that one of the causes of the grossomigption of capitalism is man’s inadequacy tdedéntiate between
the earned and the unearned. According to heegins so absurd to call businessmen thieves, fomitiald only mean
that they have stolen the wealth from those whaehast produced them(Rand; 1961). That it was oolysible to call
businessmen in a capitalist system slave driveq@p#ters, autocrats and tyrants because we haadeglvthe difference
between freedom and compulsion, reward and tepay,cheques and guns, trade and force, respec¢Raatg; 1961).
And worst, Rand emphasizes: “If anyone admired himyas as one admires a successful bandit. Yghammy of his
wealth had been obtained by force or fraud; heguélsy of nothing, except that he earned his owrtuioe” (Rand; 1961).

SOCIALISM

According to Merriam-Webster's Advanced Learnerigglish Dictionary, socialism is “a way of organigia society in

which major industries are owned and controlled tmwe government rather than by individual people and
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companies"(Merriam; 2008). But Rand defines sogialas the “doctrine that man has no right to drishis own sake,

that his life and his work do not belong to him{ belong to society, that the only justification lug existence is his
service to society, and that society may dispod#@rofin any way it pleases for the sake of whatéveeems to be its own
tribal, collective good” (Rand; 1961). “The colla@, which in relation to every individual, consisif everybody except
himself’ (Rand; 1964). Rand observes. Rand aligegatism with the ethics of altruism, which accawglito her, creates a
society that treats man as a sacrificial animal@amhlizes one for his virtues, while rewardingeoghfor their vices(Rand;
1964); stating that it penalizes ability for beiability, and success for being success. Worset ‘tibais hated for his
success, that the moralists of altruism want himayp financial tributes, not as kindness, but asement for the guilt of

having succeeded” (Rand; 1961).

Going ahead, Rand points out the faulty altruidlectivist premise from which socialism is formedch as the
issue of the handicapped in a free society andabpobjects like Medicare. For the former, Randstssthat misfortune is
never a mortgage on some others - that help towhsdkandicapped should only be from a voluntagicgh “The small
minority of adults who are unable rather than uhmglto work have to rely on voluntary charity; fiigune is not a claim
to slave labour"(Rand; 1966). While the latter,utlo superficially innocuous, hides a very pertingumestion: “At whose
expense?” The answer being the enslavement, arefahe destruction of medical science since théggsional integrity,
career ambitions and the lives of the very men att@oto provide the desirable goal will have to derificed(Rand; 1964)

. “There is,” after all, “no such thing as a frea¢h"(Wikipedia; 2019).
AUTOMATION AND PASTORAL EXPERIENCE

In response to the argument that automation aatekethe number of unemployed workers, Rand ingists contrary to
claims, the introduction of machines inevitablyulesin increasing the demand for labour as welhasising the general
standard of living, as evident both theoreticalhd anistorically. This is so because automationesithe demand for
skilled labour in contrast to unskilled labour, eaaging a vast number of workers to learn newsskdut as for those
who would not want to learn new skills, the farkggd ambition of men who want to do better showtbe toppled by

the reluctance of those who do not want to imprBesd; 1964).

From the above details, the tenets of Ayn Rand&séz-faire capitalism and its attribute as they @ational and
moral imperative in the politico-economic spheogdther with its capacity to effect unquantifialday limitless political,
economic and social developments, among othergnieapparently palpable. In the coming chapter,résearcher
attempts at applying the dictates of Rand’s laidage capitalism as necessary panacea to themu@ily corroding and

regrettable economy of Nigeria.
CRITICAL EVALUATION

So far, the logical, rational, moral, concretized dhought-provoking nature of Ayn Rand’s laisseiref capitalism is
amazingly remarkable. For many, it is a gadflyyvsey the purpose of prodding us into recheckingtthekgrounds of our

politico-economic systems. But while it has beagddy applauded, it has neither been spared tha bfisevere critics.

For one, while Rand holds that self-actualizatignay of rational self-interest is necessarily soeirce of man’s
happiness, Shikha Dalmia, citing Adam Smith beketlgat no matter “how selfish a man may be suppodede are
evidently some principles in his nature, which iat him in the fortune of others, and render thappiness necessary to

him, though he derives nothing from it except theapure of seeing it” (Dalmia; 2019). As such, slbeuses Rand of
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denigrating the virtues of generosity and benewdesven though they hold sway in Aristotle — théy grhilosopher to
whom Rand acknowledges debt (Dalmia; 2019). Criticj Rand, Dalmia avers that a philosophy thatr@solution for
misfortune and distress which are also parts of dnummonditions can barely succeed in its fight agfagovernment

intervention in human affairs (Dalmia; 2019).

Rand has also been charged with libertarianisnpeliéical philosophy holding that private moralishould not

be a state affair. Thus, the actions of drug alsugeostitutes among others should not be intedferieh (Gordon; 2019).

Still more, several scholars believe that Rand'sskz-faire capitalism is divested of morality. ie&t Stephens,
while borrowing thoughts from Dinesh D’'Souza’s ‘TWatue of Prosperity’ reiterates: "Capitalism hasn the economic
war, but it has won the moral view war. Yes, pe@ske wealthier than they ever have been beforeadeuthey happy? Are
they moral? ...look at our divorce rates, our illagécy rates, our rates of teen suicide and drugcidd. We have come

to accept these as normal because we have becechéouhem. But they are not normal”(Patrick; 2010)

Criticisms have also been levelled against Randstytation of the proper role of government. Pé&teuhan
asserts that by her limiting government’s role awlyhe protection of citizens from criminal, fogaiinvaders and breach
of property rights and contracts, she “neglectednsider the negative externalities caused by rinaeket failure — the
costs that are suffered by a third party as a re$an economic transaction”(Nouhan; 2018). Noupiaes an example of
smokers who never get to bear the health costdhege those around them while they smoke and thievdmo may never

get to afford basic healthcare services withoutegoment aid (Nouhan; 2018).

Contrary to Rand’s advocacy for capitalism, JohiiaBey Foster citing George Monbiot maintains othisew He
insists:

"Less than two decades into the twenty-first centiiris evident that capitalism has failed as aiao
system. The world is mired in economic stagnatforgncialization, and the most extreme inequalityhuuman
history, accompanied by mass unemployment and eng#oyment, precariousness, poverty, hunger, wasted
output and lives, and what at this point can omchlled a planetary ecological “death spiral"(Mioti2018).

In support to this, he claims that while the intgnef work may have risen under capitalism, it§esa and
protection have deteriorated. Citing Larry Ellidgtgster also bemoans that capitalism has led tesgreequality in wealth
where for instance, the ‘one percent’ that is,yfdwo billionaires now control as much wealth adf led the world’'s
population and more specifically that Jeff Bezo#l, Bates and Warren Buffet possess more wealth traf of the U.S
population(Elliott; 2019). Following the works ohBels, Foster also accuses capitalism of havingezhsevere working
systems, arising to grievous health challengessaibl disaster — a reflection of Engels’ socialrdeu(Engels;2019).
Similarly, Foster also berates the violence agaitshen and expropriation of unpaid labour whichoading to him are
ugly hallmarks of capitalism. He puts it this wdYiolence against women and the expropriation efrtinpaid labour, as
well as the higher level of exploitation of theaig labour, are integral to the way in which povgeorganized in capitalist
society - and how it seeks to divide rather tharfyuthe population. More than a third of women vewide have
experienced physical/sexual violence. Women’s kxdie particular, are objectified, reified, and coodified as part of

the normal workings of monopoly-capitalist markgtifi-oster; 2019).

Despite these criticisms, many scholars still Hekthd and her philosophy in high regard, even allgdhat her

laissez-faire must be given a chance if boosthéretonomy are to be experienced.
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On this side of the coin, Yan Brook and Don Watkiwhile stating categorically that capitalism isi@cessary
good, stretched further to ascertain Rand as omafalism’s greatest salesmen, knowing how toctgbitalism’s story
with every dexterity. Thereby, vehemently refutihg lie that it was capitalists’ greed that ledhe ruin of the world’s
economy. By this, Rand exposed, rectified and cterkthe thwarted story of how things started tdgd in the world’s
economic history, while presenting the correctdamtd figures about the aforementioned. In essétmed’s laissez-faire
capitalism has been applauded by many scholarsnasob the major works that debunked and ridiculkd false
allegations levelled against capitalism, and prargidight again to the world's already darkened remay(Brook &
Watkins; 2019)..

Similarly, Rand tried to uphold the necessity of mep as a means of exchange for values rendered and
championed the theory of unrestrained productiora aondition-sine-qua-non for limitless developmantl constant
progression of people’s standard of living. Thodigbed with so much opposition, Rand’s undauntegggation of her
laissez-faire capitalism, however, served to awakés of minds in intellectual circles, which cogsently led to the
reviewing of many of the existing politico-econontih@ories of her time, especially in the USA. Herecgreat number of
scholars uphold that while America prides hersslaountry with the world’s leading economy, shestracknowledge
Rand’s overwhelming inputs and contributions. Tttdess this fact, Duncan Campbell claims that #sailt of a survey in
1991 by the American Library of Congress and thelBaf the Month Club awarded Rand’s fourth novelad Shrugged

as the most influential book on Americans afterBitde(Campbel; 2019).

As extension, Ayn Rand’s propagation of laisserefaapitalism with the abolition of force as itemgative also
led extensively to the proper recognition and erhenent of human rights, nay property rights - &have it today,
especially in the USA. Her philosophy served asnidaeble front against the evils of collectivismatsgm as well as
anarchism, especially as pertaining to their pples against free production, the individual righfscitizens and their

consequent implications that the citizen is meeedfave to the state or the society(Gotthelf; 2000)

On a more salient note, having discussed Ayn Ralaiésez-faire capitalism, together with its cigim and
applause by various scholars, it is germane thatntieally perform certain checks and balancesoanfindings. While
some of her theories may seem so lofty and impralcti especially her insistence on the abolitioralbfand any use of
force by the government except in retaliation agiaihose who initiated its use and for protectibritizens from foreign
invaders — the reality that the United States ofefina, the country that has to the greatest exéopted her theories (for
no nation has actually ever practiced laissez-feagtalism), is the leading economy in the woslénough reason to give

her philosophy a chance.

Also, the likelihood that an average citizen woatduably prefer to live in the United States of Aiva than in
China are signs that Rand may be after all riglotuslber intensive reservations and vehement appsée of socialism
and communism. From this, one is likely to wholetedly agree that laissez-faire capitalism is intiéee only way
forward, that is, the only politico-economic systémat is fitly cut out for man as a rational andraldeing, just as Rand

had unapologetically affirmed.
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CONCLUSIONS

The principal purpose and thrust of this work iprasal of Ayn Rand'’s laissez-faire capitalism. Buore precisely to

analyse the following: The Concept of Rand’s laiskre capitalism; Capitalism versus socialism;eTtontention

between need and ability; The moral and rationgllications of capitalism and socialism by Rand. Fignificance of

this work, therefore, is evident in the followingeas: From the point of view that it exposes thecept of capitalism to

the general populace, ridding it off from its agad misconceptions and bias. In the sense thatigs sother economic

system bare; thereby exposing their hidden evild ansuspecting shoddy facade to unsuspecting r#tiz# gains

significance from its resolution of the age-longilay’ versus ‘need’ controversy, giving moral anational perspectives

to researchers.
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