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Mr. Norman Coueina 
Editor 
The SatlU-day Review 

2, West 4,th Street 

New York 36, N.T. 

Dear !·ir. Cous ins I 

As 8 somewhat active particiƈt (at least intelleotually) in the 
present conservative movement in our country, I read your editorial of 
Septerrber I, 1962, "In Defense of the Genuine Conservative," Idth r.'ore 
than average intereet. 

There 81'e several ideas exnressed in your editorial with which I 
sh"l11d like to take issue. You sayl "The pr1ncips.l dtfference between 

conservatism and lillleralism is represented not so much by disa!Āreement 
aver the nature of a free soc iety ar its goals as by disagreement over 
the approaches." Here I would have to disagree with you most emphatically. 
To us in the "conservative" moV(.ment there is every difference in the 
world between a society bll.sed on collectivism and ooe based on 1ndividuali3m. 
The di:fference is quite deep in every respect, that 1s, philoBo?hically, 
roorally, ethically, econ01nica.ll,y, and politically. I can't inllf\ine a more 
f'undaJr.ental phUooophic schism in American ::'ife tc<is)' as that which exists 
bet .. -een the "conservatives" and the "liberals", or to be more exact, between 

the "individualist." and the "colleotivists ,n 

Your definiti on of a "R'=nuine oOMervat.tve" real1J' d oes not apply 
to ideology at all but t.o c,18thooology, There is !l ÿlhole are/! of Ɖ.deologj,cal 
ferment in America t.o:l.!l), whioh has siJlI(Jl,y escaped the attention of the 

Review in partioular am tho liberala in (,·Emeral. 

My one nl8j or o'.l!lIplaint is that reputable liberal MS.gazines Hlfil your 
own refuse to ope n your pagas to aƊ P,8nu1ne exchange of lc\eaa. The 

Review couJ.d pel'farm a great in tellectƋl +m .. :'..ee to this nation 
by tiIOO- to lIBlIJ' of the outstanding intellectuals and 
scholara who today are part of the right-wing movement. 

Very stncerel:y yours, 

Samuel L. BIUlienfeld 

111 East 26th Street 

New Yark 10, N. Y. 
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In Defense of the Genuine Conservative 

A GREAT political h'"dition is in 
danger today of acute (':ontam· 
ination through unsavory asso· 

ciation. The tradition is conservatism, 
both poIiUc.'l1 and economic. The con· 
tmninating agents are a wide assortment 
of persons and groups who havc al"Jpro­
priated the label for uses totally alien 
to the historical development it repre· 
sents. It is a clear case of ideological
grand larceny fmc! something ought to 
be done about it. 

The term conservative has a spcciHc 
and meaning. It stands for 

as opposed to innov}\tion: for 
restraint as opposed to dru-ing; for the 
preservHtion of inberitcd (:onditions as 
opposed to drastic reform. These idc<'ls 
are not only compatible with a free 
society; they have an essenti<'ll place i n  
it, along with genuine liheralism. True 
conscrvatism is opposed to liberalism,
but not destmctive of it. The principal 
difference between conservatism and 
Hbentlism is represented not so much 
by disagreement over the nature of a 

free sodety or its goals as by disagree. 
ment over the approaches, Both con­
servatism and liberruism serve as tbe 
twin structural supports of <;onstitu­
tion[\i govemment. 

ln any event, tbere has sprung up 
over the past few years ;.t strange array 
of noisy haters and spoilel's who have 
arro̫ant1y appoil1Led themselves the 
standard bearers of the conservative 
banner. In thought and action they re­
semble far more a pack of political des­
peradoes than the inheritors of Glad­
stonian ideas and manners. They claim 

to be conservatives, but exactly wlwt is 
it that they would eon serve? \Vould 
the)' conse;ve the Constitution of the 
United States? Only if ̬ume major
surgery could be performed, especiallv 
on the first ten amendments. \·Vould 
they conserve the onc institution tbat 
has been specifically charged with the 
responsibility to preserve a constitu· 
tional form of government; namely, the 
Supreme Court? Only if they could 
expunge some Supreme Court justices
and decisions they happen to detest. 
"V�)tIld conserve the ideals th::H 
ammated men who founded this 
nation-ideals tbat have to do with the 
basic nature of free man and his place 
in a free so(;iety? Onḽ' if these ideals 
could be twisted into tbeir direct op· 
posites.

They presume to spc<'lk iu the nume 
of Christinnity, milny of them, but 
lise it as thuugh it were a 

for consuming the Christian spirit. Tn 
what they do and say, they hold the 
Serrnoll on the i\Iount in contempt; if 
someone were to recite the.<;e kindly 
teachings, they would sec red, Faith, 
hope, and charitv are reploced bv scam 
hate, and mollice. and the ch;lice j� 
filled to overflowing with hile. 

There is a disheveled qunlity to their 
thinking, but some of them are not 
without intellectual pretensions. They 
claim affinity with such Ag\lrp.s as Ell­
mund Burke, Jeremy Bentham, Lord 
Acton, Alexander Hamilton, and, more 
recentl". Senator Robert A. Taft. But 
names'such as these are the synthetic 
props of respectability rather than any 

valid philosophical or historical under­
pinning. \Vhen they intone the name 
of Burke, do they agrce with him that 
"it is better to be the citizcn of a 
humble (,:ommc)J1wealth in the Alps,
without a prospect of influence beyond 
the Ihlrrow frontier, than il subject of a 
superb aristocracy, . ."? Or tbat "gov­
cmment is a contrivance of human wis­
dom to proVide for buman wants. Men 
have a right that these rights should 
be provided by this wisdom"? 

Their partkular animus is the word 
democracv. Tbey believe that the 
United States is' a repuhlic and was 
neveT intcnded to be a democracy. But 
̮n this they are refuted by the one man 
In Amcl;can history whom they dalln as 
their progenitor. Alexander Hamilton. 
H.!milton did not hesitate to use the 
term "representative democracv." In 
fact, he described rcprescntatiOe de· 
mocracy, "where the right of election is 
well 

. 
secured and regulated, and the 

exercise of the legislative executive 
and jt1(liciary Illlthorities i� vested i� 
select persOIls, chosen really Gild not 
nonwwlly by the people" litalics oursJ 
:-IS that government that would "most 
likely he happy, regular. and durahle," 

And how do tJley re<'.'ollcile their cun· 
tempt fur the term democracy with the 
statement by that prime figure of nine· 
tet'llth·(;entury English conservatism. 
Lord Handolpb Churchill, thilt he did 
not care it they called him a Tory so 
long as they .. lisa called him a democrat? 

THEY claim Robert Taft as their pa· 
tron saint, but they are luck" that he 
is not alive to teal: himself l�ose from 
their unwanted uffections. For Rohert 
Taft was a genuine conservative. He 
may have had his foot closer to the 
political brakes of legislative progress 
than anv man of his time but at least 
he insisted 011 staying on the muin road. 
He was not out to supplant democratic 
institutions, but to keep tbem frec of 
overly centralized controls. Even here, 
however, he recognized that hOUSing
and education were na tionlli prohlems 
and had to be handled accordingly,
There wcre few stronger voices on the 
i.\su̯s of civil rights and racial equC'tlity. 
As It c:oncerned the United Nations­
an object of supreme contempt by those 
who now speak in his name-Senator 
Taft felt thnt what was needed was not 
wenke:- but stronger world organiz<llion. 
He believed ill the lIeed for world law 
alld felt the United States shonld take 
leadership inside the United Nations 
in that directioll. In f<let, this was the 
central theme of his book 011 American 
foreign policy. 

Genuine conservatism is now being
libeled by know-nothings. There is 
no reason to doubt that the tradition 
will survive the ordecll, but it may be 
unpleasant while it lasts. -N . C. 

SRISeptember I, 1962 
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SatumqJJ Review 

25 Welt 45th Street, New York 36, N. Y. 

Newman COUd,.1, /!dill'" 
November I, 1962 

Mr. S amu el L. Blumenfeld 

III East 26 Street 

New York 10, New York 

Dea. Mr. Blumenfeldl 

Many thanks for your forthright and closely reasoned 
letter on the liberal-conservative editor ials . I'm sorry to 
learn that you don't agree with the outlook set forth in them, 
and sor ry too to learn you think SR is a "liberal" magazine. 
Actually, we have strive n to avoid doctrinaire block-thinking, 
and have tried instead to adopt a balanced, indepement stance. 
I'lhile we don't keep ledger-accounts reflecting our liberal-con­
servative bylines, I think you will fim that our pages contain 
representative Ame rican and international t hought . I don't know 
how you would classify such writers as George Sokolsky, Joseph 
Alsop, V!il1iam Buckley, Roscoe Drummom, and Barry G old1later ; but 
it is worth noting that they have appeared in $R's pages within 
the past year or so. To sum up, I can assure you that I don't 
choose among our contributors on the basis of their political 
conmdtments. Again, my thanks for writing to me. 

Best wis hes, 

N: - r 
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Mr. Norman Cousins 
The Sp.turday Review 
25' 8lest 45'tll Street 
New York 36, N. Y. 

Dear Mr. Cousins: 

Janua1'7 13, 1963 

Many' thanks for your kind le tter of November 1, 1962 "hich I am 
all810tering so belacHd1y. If you will recall you were responding to a 
lett.ar of m:tne in which I took issue with your edito!"ial of September I, 
1962, "In Defense of the (;enuine Conservative." In your letter you 
wrote: uI don't know how you would classify such writers as George Sokol­
sky, J oeeph Alsop, William Buckley, Roscoe DruIIInond, and Barry Goldwa ter ." 
Pemit me, £.s a con3ervati'Te, to give you my viewe on these men. 

Mr. Sokolsky would have to be cla ss ified as a nalerate Republican. 
He was not an opponent of government interventi on in eoonomics, the pro­
gres oive incolllB tax, or other collectivist measures. Joseph Alsop has 
always struc k me as being a lib eral Republican, basically committed to 
the \;/elfare State ideology. William Buckley, surprisingly, is not an 
anti-statil3t. He ts not opposed to the progressive incollV3 tax or govern­
ment intervention in the economy. He is a quasi-libertarian, Hom'sr Re­
publican, and as you know l'Yiny of Hoover's measures were clearly in the 
direction of the New Deal philosophy of government. Roscoe Drummond is 
a moderate Republican. He is never clearly associated with anti-statism. 
Barry Goldwater is probably the most conservative of the group, but even 
Goldwater is not a purist. I am sure that he would be most reluctant to 
take a stand on suoh basic bsues as the repeal of the income tax, the 
seraration of economy and state, etc. 

The loll'iters I should hope to SOllI! day nnd in Saturday 
are Prof. Ludwig von Misea, the greatest oxponent of free market economics 
in our ce tury; Natr.aniel Branden, founder of a new school of pgychology, 
namel y Ob.1ectivist Psychology; ThomB Molnar , wh0se excellent book "The 
Two Faces of American Foreign "olicy" has r ecently been llUblish9d; and 
Rob er t \'ielch, one of the moot interesting political writers this COlmtry 
ball produced. This last name might be anatheJIB to you, howev'lr, I think 
thll.t tIE ultiTIBte test of your editorial fairness would be in your ÂIilling­
ness to bring yourself' to elicit an article from Mr. I.'elch. That, in it.­
sell', would no doubt double the sale of any particular issue his article 
appeared in. T he fact that not one single nagazine will open its pages to 
Mr. Weloh--although they will freely roast hill alive at every oppm-tunity-­
is what dis turbs me more than anything else about our free prflSS. Why 
don't you take the plunge and see uhat happens? Publishing rnir.ht even 
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become excit� again. 

With bE,st wishes for the Uew Year. 

Sinoerely YOllrs. 

Samuel L. Blmnenl'eld 

111 East 26th lIltreet 
New York 10. N. Y. 
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Satumqp Review 
25 Well 45rb Srreet, New York 36, N. Y. 

Mr. Samuel L. Blumenfeld 
III East 26th Street 
Ne\" York 10, N. Y. 

Dear Hr. Blumenfeld: 

January 25, 1963 

Many thanks for your further vigorous comments on 
the que stion o£ gradations and distinctions within the 
conservative movement. Your remarks are suSgestive and 
stimulating, and I will certainly keep them in mind during 
our ed itorial discussions in the cor.ling ye ar . 

My reactions to your specific points are, 
predictably, mixed. I agree with your assessments of 
George Sokolsky, Joseph Alsop, and Barry Goldwater; I'm 

not so sure you are right about \'Jil1iam Buckley's position 7 
however. As to Prof. von Mises, athaniel Branden, Thomas 
Molnar, and Robert I can only repeat \1hat you 
probably are aware of already: Saturday lteview is an 
independent journal , ani we lc ome s stimulating, re sponsible, 
balanced articles from all points of the compass. As you 
know, Sokolsky, Buckley, and Alsop have appeared in 
Saturday Reviel"'s pages. Any article submitted to us gets 
respectful consideration. 

AGain, my thanlcs for you. straight-out conmlents. 

Best vrishes, 

NC:fcf 




