NOTES FOR RAND (pp. 392-491)

Since my last set of notes was material that didn’t directly address our Rand reading, today’s set of notes actually covers the readings from pp. 273-491.

1. In our last lecture, somebody asked whether there were any laws comparable to 

the ones Rand makes up in her book.  I think some of the laws she talks about are actually quite close to ones that were imposed on railways and industrialists around the turn of the century.  For others, it’s not that hard to think of similar regulations today.  Look at p. 279 for example:



*Speed restrictions on locomotives are similar to speed restrictions on 

airplanes today.

*It’s a little bit more difficult to find a modern day equivalent to the The Preservation of Livelihood Law.  Can any of you think of laws that limit the amount of a product an industry can produce to allow other companies to survive?  

*There are many laws similar to the Fair Share Law, which force wholesalers to sell small bundles of products to their small customers at their large customer prices.  

*Something similar to the Public Stability Law exists today among automobile manufacturers: GM, Ford, and Chrysler are legally restricted from shutting down many factories because of the harm it would do to the local economy.  

2. On p. 291, one of Rand’s characters provides us with a counter-argument as to 

why earlier utopia’s based on love and brotherhood failed when the character says, “I couldn’t establish a system of brotherhood and love in just one small state, amidst a nation of profit-seekers and dollar-grubbers.”  Many defenders of socialism said the same thing about the failures in the Soviet Union, etc.: it wasn’t that socialism failed, but, rather, that it wasn’t tried.  As I’ve tried to suggest in this class, the only reason socialism wasn’t even more atrocious was because the rest of the world was non-socialist!  

We could call this argument the “shadow of capitalism” argument: so long as capitalism was around somewhere, true-blue socialism could never be tried.  This forces us to question the overall robustness of socialism.  Keep in mind that many free-market types make a similar argument whenever they’re met with criticisms: they will often shy away from difficult questions by saying that a true free-market economy has never been tried.  So long as they exist in the “shadow of the State,” imperfections will remain.  The same robustness criticisms apply.  

3. Make sure to mark p. 306 of your books.  Hugh Akston’s exchange with Dagny is 

extremely important, and most of you won’t “get it” until much later.  Dagny doesn’t understand why Hugh won’t come work for her, and she says that she “hates to see ability being wasted.”  Hugh replies with a “So do I.”  It might seem trivial to you right now, but there is a lot of irony in Hugh’s response.  

4. I think it’s interesting that on p. 321, Dr. Stadler is annoyed with Ferris’s new 

book.  I think Rand wants us to question whether Stadler is a good guy, bad guy, sell out, etc.  What do you think of Stadler so far?  Where do you think she’s going with Stadler’s character?

In his exchange with Ferris, Stadler uses the “turn around” argument on Ferris.  Ferris is going on and on about how science and the mind are incapable of producing knowledge.  Stadler, then pushes him by asking (I’m paraphrasing here), “Isn’t that claim based on your own limited reason?”  At that point, I think Ferris should’ve packed things up.  Game over for him.  The same argument is extremely effective against other relativistic arguments: If an individual wants to say that everything is relative, isn’t that just one more relative position that she’s holding?  Of course, Rand’s objectivism has its own set of problems that we can get into.

5. On p. 366, Rand seems to suggest that all of government is corrupt and capable of 

being bought out by special interests.  This point is one that’s highly debated.  F.A. Hayek, for example, always argues that politicians are well intentioned but just unaware of all of the consequences of their policies.  Rand, by contrast, wants us to believe that politicians are well aware of the consequences of their policies and choose to push through bad ones despite this knowledge.

6. On p. 376, Francisco seems to be calling Jim out for questionable trading in

d’Anconia Copper.  Other things constant, Rand normally wouldn’t be bothered by insider trading or people working around certain rules.  The point she’s trying to make here is that Jim is full of contradictions.  He’ll spout off his spiritual progressivism, while at the same time cheat the system that he wants.  

       7.  Any thoughts on Francisco’s defense of money (pp. 380-385)?  I think some of 

his shorter speeches do an excellent job of capturing the “miracle of markets.”  Look at some small, taken for granted innovation—a light bulb, the book you’re reading, your contact lenses—and think about all the effort and mental energy that went into that piece of technology.  As Adam Smith told us more than 225 years ago, “It’s not because of benevolence that we get these things…” (paraphrasing again).

8.  On p. 387, who does Francisco think is the guiltiest man in the room?  Later on, he compares strict adherence to the physical laws of steel making to the laws of morality.  Is it fair to say that we need purity in both realms?  I like what Francisco is driving home in his conversations with Hank, but is it even possible to imagine what a pure adherence to a moral code would look like?  Is it possible to think in terms of a moral code with every day-to-day action?  Or, is the pure moral code Francisco is calling for reserved for more global issues?

9. On p. 389, Hank chides Francisco for giving up so quickly.  As he tells us later, 

the collective was weak and afraid of any challenge, but Francisco chose instead to close up shop.  Was Francisco right to just give up?  Does Hank have a point?  What’s the “right” thing to do?

10. Francisco’s conversation with Hank at Rearden Metal is a classic, which 

culminates with the “To shrug” phrase (p. 422).  This is undoubtedly Rand’s hook: if you’ve followed her this far, then you’re biting on Francisco’s argument to Hank and you’ll love what’s to come.  If not, the rest of the book will probably be somewhat disappointing.

11. When Taggart Transcontinental is on the verge of bankruptcy, we again see Jim 

struggling with his “ideals.”  Suddenly, he’s beginning to realize that sometimes he needs to put the interests of Taggart ahead of those of the “common good.”  Unfortunately (fortunately?), it’s too little, too late.

12. Any thoughts on Rearden’s trial?  What are we to make of the audience clapping 

for him after his lengthy statement?

13. Any thoughts on Rand’s views of relationships and sex as exchange?

