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There are three ways in which a man becomes a slave. He may be born into slavery, or 
forced into it, or he can deliberately accept his servitude. All three forms flourish in the 
modern world. Men are born and forced into slavery in Russia and her satellite states. 
Men in the free world invite slavery when they ask the government to provide complete 
security, when they surrender their freedom to the "welfare state." 
 
The slave states of the Western world are an outgrowth of monopolistic capitalism — an 
economic system which is opposed to the wide distribution of private property in many 
bands. Instead, monopolistic capitalism concentrates productive wealth among a few 
men, allowing the rest to become a vast proletariat. 
 
Some representatives of monopolistic capitalism, sensing this evil in their system, have 
tried to silence criticism by pointing to the diffused ownership in the great corporations. 
They advertise, "No one owns more than 4 percent of the stock of this great company." 
Or they print lists of stockholders, showing that these include farmers, schoolteachers, 
baseball players, taxi drivers, and even babies. But there is catch to this argument, and it 
this: although it is true that individuals of small means own shares in the company, it is 
not true that they run the company. Their responsibility for its policies is nil. 
 
Possession properly has two faces, two aspects: we all have a right to private property, 
but this is accompanied by our responsibility for its righteous use. These two things 
(which should be inseparable) are frequently divided today. Everyone admits that the 
farmer who owns a horse is obliged to feed and care for it, but in the case of stocks and 
bonds, we often forget that the same principle should prevail. 
 
Monopolistic capitalism is to blame for this; it sunders the right to own property from the 
responsibility that owning property involves. Those who own only a few stocks have no 
practical control of any industry. They vote by postcard proxy, but they have rarely even 
seen "their" company. The two elements which ought to be inextricably joined in any true 
conception of private property  — ownership and responsibility — are separated. Those 
who own do not manage; those who manage and work do not control or own. 
 
The workmen in a factory may have a shadowy, unknown, absentee "employer" — the 
thousands of individual owners of stock — whom “management” represents and tries to 
please by extra dividends. The workman’s livelihood is at the disposition of strangers 
who make a single demand of their representatives: higher profits. 
 
Faced by such insecurity, labor unions seek a solution in demands for higher wages, 
shorter hours, pensions, and such things. But this approach takes monopolistic capitalism 



for granted, and accepts the unnatural division between property and responsibility as 
permanent. A much more radical solution is apt to come, and this may take either of two 
forms. 
 
One way of remedying the situation would be through a profound alteration of our 
political and economic life, with the aim of distributing the means of production more 
widely by giving every workman a share in profits, management, and ownership, all 
three. The other alternative (which is not a constructive solution) is confiscation: this may 
take the violent form of communism, or the less noticeable form of bureaucratic 
encroachment through taxation, as favored by the welfare state. Confiscation is an 
unhealthy solution for a real disease. It amounts to telling men that because they are 
economically crippled, they must abandon all efforts to get well and allow the state to 
provide them with free wheelchairs.  
 
The denial of the right of ownership to a man is a denial of his basic freedom: freedom 
without property is always incomplete. To be "secure" — but with no accompanying 
responsibility — is to be the slave to whatever group provides the security.  
 
A democracy flirts with the danger of becoming a slave in direct ratio to the numbers of 
its citizens who work, but do not own; or who own, but do not work; or who distribute, as 
politicians do, but do not produce. The danger of the slave state disappears in ratio to the 
number of people who own property and admit its attendant responsibilities under God. 
They can call their souls their own because they own and administer something other 
than their souls. Thus, they are free.	
  	
  


