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Buckley’s Caveats 
 
1. I am dedicated to my cause. At the same Fme, I cannot claim to have approached this project 
with the diligence and paFence of a professional scholar. As far as pure scholarship is 
concerned, it is best said of me that I have the profoundest respect for it, and no pretension to 
it. As a witness to this, I propose to confine myself to Yale. P. lxv 
 
2. Finally, I must ask indulgence for the frequent references in the text to myself and my 
personal experiences at Yale. If there were a way out, I should willingly have taken it. But a great 
deal of material that I have summoned, and of the insights that I have received, has been a 
result of personal experiences. To avoid menFon of these would be not only coy, but restricFve. 
For these reasons, I ask paFence; and further, I approach my thesis with profound humility and 
with the desperate hope that even those who disagree emphaFcally will acknowledge that I 
could have no moFve other than a devoFon to Yale, a recogniFon of Yale’s importance, and a 
deep concern for the future of our country. P. lxix 

 
 

Buckley’s 10 Conserva4ve Declara4ons 
 

1. I arrived in New Haven fresh from a two-year sFnt in the Army, and I brought with me a firm 
belief in ChrisFanity and a profound respect for American insFtuFons and tradiFons. I had 
always been taught, and experience had forFfied the teachings, that an acFve faith in God and a 
rigid adherence to ChrisFan principles are the most powerful influences toward the good life. I 
also believed, with only a scanty knowledge of economics, that free enterprise and limited 
government had served this country well and would probably do so in the future. P. lxiii 
(Authors Preface). 
 
2. I shall insert here what might seem obvious: I consider this ba1le of educaFonal theory 
important and worth the Fme and thought even in the context of a world-situaFon that seems 
to render irrelevant any fight except the power struggle against Communism. I myself believe 
that the duel between ChrisFanity and atheism is the most important in the world. I further 
believe that the struggle between individualism and collecFvism is the same struggle 
reproduced on another level. P. lxvi.  
 
3. I shall then ask if imparFality – assuming it to be possible – is desirable in classroom 
treatment of conflicFng ideologies. I shall go on to quesFon what so many persons consider 
axiomaFc, namely the proposiFon that “all sides should be presented imparFally,” that the 
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student should be encouraged to select the side that pleases him most. I hope to point out that 
this a^tude, acknowledged in theory by the university, has never been pracFced, and in fact, 
can never and ought never to be pracFced. P. lxvii 
 
4. The elementary texts at Yale do this job well enough. It is when the author begins to talk 
about desirable government acFon, appropriate social policies, just economic goals; it is when 
he discusses the obsolescence of individualism and the waning of free enterprise and 
capitalism, that he reveals his biases. And these biases are readily espoused by the average 
student. P. 44 
 
5. As far as changing Fmes and the welfare state are concerned, [Samuelson] adds that “cradle-
to-grave security has great popularity; if the private economy cannot supply it naturally, people 
will insist upon ge^ng arFficially from governments. There is not a word about the wisdom of 
this sort of economics, which is surely something that a professional economist is supposed to 
pass judgement upon…Let me repeat, is the changing emphasis sound economics? Is it 
economically desirable? Is it not the duty of the economist to reveal that a poliFcal trend may 
not be a wise economic trend? Has economics become nothing more than a subsidiary branch 
of poliFcal science?  Pp. 46-47.  
 
6. [footnote to #5] – It is seen here, and throughout, that I look upon economics as a science of 
the adjustment between the appeFtes of man, which are limitless, and the resources of nature, 
which are limited. I am, further, commi1ed to the classical doctrine that the opFmum 
adjustment – private property, producFon for profit and by private ownership, and regulaFon by 
a free compeFFve economy – bring not only maximum prosperity, but also maximum freedom. I 
therefore consider any infringement upon the component parts of the free economy to be 
unsound economics. It goes without saying that I consider such infringements as militaFng 
against maximum freedom. P. 46 
 
7. The government, we are told, is the new protector against the excesses of an anFquated 
system…This is part true…It is nowhere recorded that the nineteenth century was one of 
unparalled producFon of goods and services; we are not told of the mammoth increases of the 
capital structure of the country and how it was built out of wilderness… No tribute is paid to the 
support of the weak that is the automaFc result of free enterprise system because no one can 
bring prosperity to himself without bringing it to others (except where prosperity is due to 
government subvenFon). P. 48.  
 
8. Thus it is that redistribuFon of income become a major goal of the economist. Although an 
economic jusFficaFon for such a redistribuFon is occasionally supplied… the principle argument 
for redistribuFon seems to be in terms of ethics, which these economists have embraced as 
their province. P. 49-50. 
 
9. No proof of any kind is given to support the contenFon that “Americans insist” on greater 
redistribuFon. But even if such proof were available, the authors of these textbooks in basic 
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economics refuse to address themselves to the quesFon: Is what most American’s want sound 
economics?  
 
10. What has happened to the doctrine of private property rights which emerged during the 
Enlightenment as an indispensable element of personal freedom? What about the right to go 
into business for one’s self? Scarcely any reference is made to these rights even though these 
economists anxiously embrace morality and jusFce as proper subject ma1er of their 
invesFgaFon.  
 
 [Buckley is cri-cal of this statement expressed in one of his economics texts]:  

…equality of opportunity in the theory of rugged individualism is not the same as 
equality of opportunity in fact; and the most expert of consumers is inadequate to 
protect himself in the complexi-es of the modern market. The rugged individualism of a 
pioneer country is giving way to changing concepts of what is meant by true equality of 
opportunity in economic affairs… Government is viewed as playing a far more posi-ve 
role today than formerly. Democracy is expressed in current American ideologies appears 
to be taking a more collec-ve character… American ideology and the American Economy  
itself appear to be moving along a path toward a middle ground…” p. 46-47. 

 
 
For informaFon about the 10-part series: Balanced Inclusion: CreaFng Space for ConservaFve 
PerspecFves, see: h1ps://business.pi1.edu/balanced-inclusion-creaFng-a-space-for-
conservaFve-perspecFves/ 
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