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To understand the welfare state we need to understand its ideological underpinnings. Regardless of what 

any liberal would say, these underpinnings originate in socialism. In fact, one of the most passionate 
proponents of a welfare state in America, John Kenneth Galbraith, did not even use the term “welfare 
state” when he advocated its policies. In his book Economics and the Public Purpose, the third in a trilogy 
criticizing American Capitalism, Galbraith simply referred to the policies that build a welfare state as 
“democratic socialism”.i   

Galbraith is as important to liberals as Milton Friedman is to conservatives. His influence reaches well 
beyond the realm of academic economics – in fact, his contributions to traditional scholarly economic 
research are rather limited given his name recognition as an economist – and stretches through time from 
the Franklin D Roosevelt administrations all the way up to the Clinton presidency. His trilogy on the 
American economy and the discipline and practice of economics set a tone for liberal policy that should 
command respect – though of course not consent – even from conservatives.  

One of many noteworthy features of Galbraith’s book is that he feels compelled to prefix his political 
belief system with “democratic”. There are a lot of people who share Galbraith’s allegiance to 
“democratic” socialism. But no conservative feels compelled to qualify his belief as “democratic 
conservatism”; by the same token, you do not find libertarians with an itching need to point out that they 
are “democratic libertarians”.  

There is of course an obvious reason why socialists are the only ones who feel compelled to separate 
their ideological preferences from totalitarianism. Socialism is authoritarian in the sense that it replaces 
the sovereignty of the individual with a constructed collective preference, often referred to as “the greater 
good.” An authoritarian ideology is not automatically totalitarian: an authoritarian society is one where 
government significantly limits individual and economic freedom but allows people an escape away from 
socialism. You can always pack up and emigrate. A totalitarian society also puts significant limits on 
individual freedom but does not grant people the freedom to emigrate.  

Socialism is always authoritarian. It forces individuals to act in a way that benefits a collective goal, 
obviously specified by government, and thus to forfeit their individual freedom. When “democratic” 
socialists distinguish themselves from un-democratic socialism they are not distancing themselves from 
this authoritarian feature. That would be impossible: it is the very definition of socialism to let collective 
needs supersede the needs of the individual.  The demarcation line that the “democratic” socialist draws 
with his prefix is instead a line between authoritarianism and totalitarianism: he is willing to give people a 
chance to leave his collectivist society. 

When Galbraith de facto puts an equality sign between “democratic” socialism and the welfare state he 
admits that the welfare state is indeed a socialist project. He does so with no qualifications or excuses: on 
the contrary, he spends a fair amount of time explaining why socialists should not be ashamed of their 
beliefs. This attitude might be a reflection of the 1960s, when he wrote the book, but his unapologetic 
stance is widely shared among hard-core socialists, even today. It has a resiliency that defies the tides of 
time and overwhelming evidence to the detriment of collectivist solutions to individual problems.  

For this reason it is important to understand the elements of socialism and how they play together to 
form an ideology.  
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Socialism has four cornerstones: 
 
1. The principle of redistribution. The vast majority of government spending, federal as well as at 

the state level, is designed to redistribute money and in-kind services between private citizens. 
The philosophical foundation of this principle is the equality of humans: according to socialist 
doctrine, all humans are equal and therefore have the same right to satisfy their needs. As a result, 
socialists claim, government has an obligation (much stronger than a right) to redistribute from 
those who have more to those who have less. 

2. The labor theory of value. A staple of classical economics – which includes Marxism – is the 
axiom that economic value is proportionate to the amount of labor that goes into producing it. 
From this theory they derive a disdain for profits which could be defined as unjust according to 
the labor theory of value. This theory is also the base for why many on the left fail to comprehend 
the use of a financial system – their theoreticians will say that there is no labor base for its value – 
and their lack of comprehension of the modern monetary system.  

3. The falling profit margin. A somewhat eclectic component of socialist theory, this one is directly 
taken out of Marx’s writings. It has been given a lot more prominence in modern socialist theory 
than it had in the early decades of the 20th century. Today it is the theoretical base of an attempt to 
explain why Capitalism is unstable and unsustainable. Every time there is a recession socialists 
claim that Capitalism caused it because of its hunt for more capital – translated as more profits – 
and that recessions will vanish with Capitalism. This leads them to attack big corporations and to 
demand severe taxation of profits and wealth.  

4. Reform vs. revolution. Most of the socialist movement is reformist in the sense that it uses the 
means of legislative powers to achieve socialism. This is known as “social democracy” and 
distinguished from revolutionary “communism” by the preferred means of agenda advancement. 
The two have a common theoretical origin, predating Marx but have over time adopted his 
“scientific methodology”. The original socialist movement was entirely revolutionary, but the 
early versions of parliamentary democracy in Europe encouraged some socialists to split off from 
the revolutionaries. This “Bernstein faction” has proven a lot more politically resilient than its 
revolutionary cousin. The primary means of reformist socialism – or, again, social democracy – to 
expand government is taxation for the purpose of entitlement spending.  

 
Galbraith is closely in tune with these cornerstones, especially the first two: redistribution and the labor 

theory of value. The thesis of his book is income redistribution, on which he builds his entire argument 
for “democratic socialism”. 

His call for income redistribution is rooted in two of the cornerstones of socialism: obviously the one 
that prescribes income redistribution, but also the one about the labor theory of value. While it may seem 
like an unnecessary theoretical exercise to tie Galbraith’s democratic socialism to these cornerstones, it is 
actually helpful to do so from a policy viewpoint. It helps us tie together the entire statist agenda, from 
higher taxes and more government spending to the promotion of union power.  

Strictly analytically, the principle of income redistribution can be seen as a mirror image of the labor 
theory of value. It is not often that modern socialists – let alone American liberals – would agree to this, 
but they reveal their foundation in socialism in their policy practice.  

Income redistribution is motivated in socialist/Marxist theory by the premise that all men and women 
are equal both in their persons and in their needs. Theoreticians would argue that a person should be 
identified as the sum of all his relations, including his needs;ii policy practitioners with an affinity for 
socialism would be satisfied with stating that a person’s needs are as integrated into his existence as his 
physical person. Therefore, the policy practitioner would say, his right to have his needs satisfied is of the 
same prominence as his right to his life.  

The labor theory of value is founded in the Marxist doctrine of the subsistence value of labor. A worker 
needs to produce a certain amount of value each day in order to pay for his own continued existence. If he 
earns nothing more than what he needs to continue to exist, then the worker earns a subsistence living.  
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Subsistence defines the minimum time a worker needs to spend at work every day. Without getting in to 
the intricacies of Marx’s analysisiii the theory is that when a worker has reproduced himself by working, 
say, five hours in one day, he will work the remaining three hours of an eight-hour day exclusively for the 
owner of the business. 

When a liberal scorns profits, he does so ultimately based on this theory. As far as the liberal is 
concerned, the three hours when the worker is not busy providing for his own subsistence, represent free 
money to the capitalist. Galbraith seconds these sentiments, scolding differences in compensation 
between corporate management and employees (pp. 256-260). He sees unions and collective bargaining 
as one important tool for income redistribution. According to established liberal doctrine, articulated in 
Galbraith’s book, capitalists unilaterally set employee compensation at labor subsistence in order to 
maximize their own unfairly earned profits. Collective bargaining is all therefore about correcting an 
injustice inherent to our free-market economic system. 

According to the labor theory of value, no part of the net value of production is ever legitimately due to 
the capitalist. Capital, says the theory, is nothing more than accumulated labor value: unless Henry Ford 
himself built the assembly lines in his factory, he has no right to any earnings from the production that 
goes on in his factory. Even more so: the ultimate implication of the labor theory of value is that all 
productive resources – including the factory building itself – are nothing but accumulated labor value and 
therefore rightfully the property of labor.  

As a direct consequence of this implication of the labor value theory, liberals will never be able to 
define an upper limit to the instruments they use in order to redistribute income. They see no limit to what 
unions should do: the more they can get their hands on, the better. (It is of no consequence to them that 
corporations like General Motors, Ford and Chrysler were driven to the brink of bankruptcy by unhinged 
union power.) The instinctive disdain for profits has been put on full display by, e.g., President Obamaiv 
and by the Occupy movementv. This partly explains why both Obama and the Occupy movement received 
strong union supportvi.   

Another consequence of the labor theory of value is that statists can never answer the question: “When 
are taxes high enough?” Galbraith, again, spells out the objective: “the most vigorous use of the 
progressive income tax as an instrument for promoting equality.”vii The idea is that anyone who earns a lot 
of money has done so unfairly – the higher the income, the bigger the unfairness. President Obama made 
his contribution to the advancement of overt Marxism and the labor value theory when he notoriously 
stated that: “If you’ve got a business, you didn’t build that. Somebody else made that happen.”viii  

Obama put his application of the labor value theory not in the context of advancing union power, but in 
the context of government. He tried – and failed – to make the case that government provides so many 
resources that the original contribution of the entrepreneur is reduced to eclectic flea killing. But this does 
not change anything in terms of the labor theory of value. On the contrary: according to Galbraith, 
government intervention into the free-market system is the third component of a strategy aimed at 
redistributing income (unions and taxes are the first two). Obama’s words were meant to validate those 
interventions: whatever resources the entrepreneur (or capitalist, which is the favorite socialist epithet for 
someone who owns a business) uses to build his business are in reality the accumulated value of labor. 
Government, in turn, is the epitome of labor value: by taxing the unfairly earned high incomes of small 
business owners (and some others, but let’s forget them now so we don’t shed any revealing light on the 
labor value theory) government participates in the redistribution of what was the little guy’s money in the 
first place.  

 
 
Three Errors in Socialist Theory 
 
 
There are of course a laundry list of errors in this Marxist analysis. It would take a book in and of itself 

to go through them all; let’s concentrate on the most egregious ones for now.  
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1. Subsistence earnings and free contracts. Probably the most obvious error in the labor theory of 
value is the notion that the employer unilaterally sets the compensation level for his employees. 
Nothing could be further from the truth. Employers cannot dictate compensation even in 
recessions: the employee is always free – both legally and economically – to choose not to accept 
a job offer. It is true that in a recession, when jobs are tight, workers have fewer options. But this 
is nothing more than the mirror image of what the situation is like when the economy is strong 
and we are at or close to full employment. If anything, based on the labor value theory you could 
actually make the case that in good economic times workers are being over-compensated. But the 
important aspect of the employer-employee relation is that both parties are free to leave a 
contract: the employee can walk away from a crappy job with poor compensation and either find 
another job (with or without moving) or start his own business. Marxists would counter this by 
saying that Capitalism (you know, that intangible entity floating around in outer space) suppresses 
worker compensation by shoring up a big reserve army of unemployed, unskilled labor. This 
would assure that workers never make more than subsistence. If this was true, then workers in 
North Korea would make more than they do in America.  

2. Property rights and value. When socialists claim that “you didn’t build that” business, they make 
the case that the property used by the business is not really the property of the business. By 
defining capital as the accumulated value of labor, they not only deprive the entrepreneur of his 
right to an income from the business, but also eliminate the moral and economic grounds for his 
property right. But only some socialists offer an elaborate property right of their own. Those 
happen to be the revolutionaries who confiscate private property by force (we know that brand of 
socialism as Communism). The ones who shy away from forceful confiscation and stay with the 
method of parliamentary reform never spell out what the meaning of property ownership actually 
is. As a contrast, we can offer a property rights theory derived from John Locke’s justice-in-
acquisition principle.ix Whenever you acquire by voluntary means, you acquire the property right 
to that resource. The acquisition can take either of two forms: you work on something that is 
previously un-owned, such as a piece of land, or you buy something where the seller voluntarily 
gives up the resource for the compensation you offer. What you have rightfully acquired, 
originally or through voluntary exchange, is yours by an unabridged property right. Together with 
contractual freedom this means that the worker who signs an employment contract is accepting an 
agreement to acquire whatever value he and his employer agree his effort is worth. By the same 
token, a business owner who builds his business himself, or who inherits or buys it, has the 
unabridged right to the full proceeds of that business. If he gets too greedy and pays his workers 
too little, they go look for a job somewhere else. 

3. Income redistribution and needs. Among the features of socialist theory, the one that connects the 
redistribution of income to a person’s needs is perhaps the most troubling of them all. It equips 
socialists with an entirely different understanding of what an individual is, than libertarian theory. 
When socialists say that a person has an inherent right to have his needs satisfied, they must by 
logically necessity tie that person’s needs to an action performed by another person. If Jack has 
the right to a good book on his nightstand (and a nightstand, and a house to put the nightstand in) 
then Joe has the obligation to provide that book. If Joe does not have an obligation to provide for 
Jack’s book need, then Jack’s right to a good book is economically meaningless. Since socialists 
do not want their theory to be economically meaningless they must therefore tie every need that 
Jack has to an obligation upon Joe to act in such a way so that Jack’s book need is satisfied. By 
consequence, this means that the individual that is Joe is not separate from the individual that is 
Jack. If Jack’s needs obligate Joe to spend his time doing something that he otherwise may or may 
not choose to do, then it is logically meaningless to talk about two separate individuals. Not only 
is this a ridiculous theory from a common-sense viewpoint, but it also has serious repercussions 
for the very notion of individual rights.  
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Very few socialists understand this last point, and virtually no liberal will acknowledge that it even 
exists in the ideological underpinnings of his policy agenda. Nevertheless, whenever government ascribes 
an entitlement to a person – a more commonly used term for a right that imposes an obligation on another 
person – it has to see to it that the entitlement is met. There is only one way for government to honor the 
entitlements it has issued: by forcing another person to provide the required resources.  

There is a parallel in criminal justice to the socialist idea of connecting one person’s needs to another 
person’s actions. The parallel has to do with the concept of responsibility: if Joe does not satisfy Jack’s 
entitlement to have a good book on his nightstand, then Joe is morally responsible for Jack’s suffering as 
a consequence of the unmet need. When socialists discuss responsibility for crime they have a similar 
tendency of extending the blame for a crime beyond the borders of the perpetrator. When Jack gets so 
traumatized by not having a good book on his nightstand and goes out and kills someone, then the liberal 
is quick to cast blame for the murder on “deprivation” or “poverty.” By consequence of what we just 
discussed, this means that: 

 
a) The criminal is at best only partly responsible for his crime and should therefore at best only serve 

part of his sentence; and 
b) The person who should serve the rest of the sentence is the person who failed to provide Jack with 

a good book. 
 
In terms of economic policy, the same reasoning says that if Jack is miserable because he does not have 

a good book to read at bed time, Joe must pay the price for that. Exactly what compensation Jack has the 
right to exact varies from socialist to socialist, from liberal to liberal, but typically the answer is “tax the 
rich.”  

 
 
Deployment of Power: The Retrogressive Orbits of Socialism  
 
 
As one would expect, John Kenneth Galbraith ignores these weaknesses of his theoretical foundation. 

After having declared that an income difference is actually an income inequality, and that income 
inequality is the most significant problem in the United States, Galbraith makes good use of the Marxist 
labor value theory to explain his position. Then he moves on to provide his favorite remedy: a European-
style welfare state.  

He declares that income inequality bears “no necessary relation to productivity or efficiency”. He then 
goes on to state that income inequality is the product of “unequal deployment of power” and that it is 
“socially damaging”. 

We would have to assume that Galbraith, admitting that he was no more productive than the lady who 
cleaned his office at Harvard, accepted no higher compensation from the university than what the 
cleaning lady got. If indeed he was paid more than the cleaning lady, it is a fair question to ask what 
power he deployed – unequally – to obtain that higher compensation.  

By stating that income inequality is the most serious public policy problem in America, Galbraith 
effectively elevates the first cornerstone of socialism to a liberal axiom. Given his position as the Milton 
Friedman of the left, this explains what has driven America’s liberals to relentlessly expand the welfare 
state. It also helps explain why that expansion never stops: it won’t, until the left has succeeded in 
completely eradicating income differences. 

Galbraith then moves on to explain that unequal deployment of power – his suggested cause of income 
inequality – is the result of a division of our market economy into two parts. The first part consists of big 
corporations which can affect their own economic and legal environment by means of market dominance 
and lobbying. The second part consists of small businesses which, he claims, are unable to affect their 
economic and legal environment. The differences in earnings between employees of large and small 
corporations are attributed entirely to this “unequal deployment of power”.  
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Using numerous examples, Galbraith defends his paradigm and claims that the large profit margins 
enjoyed by big corporations are entirely attributable to their influence over Congress and the executive 
branch, as well as their ability to set their own prices on the markets where they operate. 

His power premise is the crucial component of his analysis. His entire case for an American welfare 
state hinges on it. This explains why the left has been almost pathologically hostile toward big businesses 
over the past half-century: his argument is outlined in such a way that the reader’s only rational 
conclusion – provided of course we accept all his premises, the one about power included – is to try and 
bring down “Big Biz” in America. 

As any student of American politics over the past few decades knows, hostility toward big corporations 
is a trademark of the left in all its forms, from unions to legislators to advocacy groups. They rarely if 
ever attribute their hostility to Galbraith; most of them probably don’t even know of his crucial role in 
shaping their anti-business paradigm. But we should also recognize that he is not the inventor of the 
power premise. It was actually defined by Karl Marx in Das Kapital (both the first and the second 
volume) but it was Lenin who developed it into an effective political instrument.x Galbraith’s no small 
role was to put it in a contemporary political context. As he did, he made sure to inject it with a purported 
moral meaning by using it as an explanation of why some people make less than John Kenneth Galbraith.  

The success of Galbraith’s power premise is easy to understand. At first glance it seems to have a lot 
going for it. Its first component is that big businesses have better access to political leaders than small 
businesses, and therefore can lobby for their own interests. This point is not entirely without validity. But 
it is also a well-known fact that small businesses have both national interest groups and lobbying outfits 
in Washington, DC (and in many state capitals). Even if Galbraith wrote his book in the 1960s, and even 
if small businesses were completely without any political influence back then (a false statement, 
especially at the state level) this is no longer true. Small businesses are very well organized in today’s 
America and do deploy a fair amount of power of their own. One need not look farther than the Supreme 
Court case NFIB v. Sebelius, where the National Federation of Small Businesses sued the federal 
government over the Affordable Care Act.  

That is not to say that lobbying does not exist. Quite the contrary: lobbying is of course a major industry 
in both state capitals and in Washington, DC. Practically everyone participates: individuals, advocacy 
groups, non-profit organizations, and businesses. But not only is it false to claim that only big businesses 
have lobbyists, but lobbying is not the original problem. The problem is not that private citizens try to 
gain as much access to our lawmakers as they can. The problem is that those lawmakers have (given 
themselves) a lot of power to affect the lives of private citizens. The smaller the government, the smaller 
the deployment of lobbying power.  

Another aspect of Galbraith’s power premise is that it implies that small businesses are entirely helpless 
in the face of their own economic circumstances. He depicts them as having no ability to adjust and adapt 
to whatever the free market and government throw at them. This is a surprisingly false statement, coming 
from an economics professor. Small businesses respond to changing economic circumstances in many 
different ways. This is especially true when it comes to policies that adversely affect their business 
climate. Even if it were true that only big businesses can lobby Congress and thus avoid the negative 
impact of new taxes, small businesses can still respond by voting with their wallets or their feet. If taxes 
go up, small businesses can choose not to expand or to move out of the jurisdiction affected by the tax. If 
new regulations go into place they can respond in similar ways.  

By adjusting their operations, by growing, shrinking, changing market focus, merging or changing 
something as simple as their financial management strategy, small businesses can work their way around 
government policies and still be around or even expand. (The point where the burden of big government 
forces them to close shop is, however, closer than it is for big corporations.) Each such decision is a 
decision to deploy power over the market they operate on. 

It is also false to claim, as Galbraith does, that small businesses have no market influence. Just because 
a hardware store in Chardon, Nebr., does not have more than a dozen employees, it does not mean that it 
is insignificant in the market where it operates. It could very well dominate the local market. By the same 
token, a business that is large in one state may be insignificant in another: Taco John’s fast food company 
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has a large market share in Wyoming but is virtually non-existent in Missouri. Therefore, they are 
influential in the state capital of Wyoming but no one pays attention to them in Jefferson City, Mo. 

A third component of Galbraith’s power premise is that big corporations can use their size to negotiate 
profitable contracts with the federal government, something small businesses cannot do. But this is a 
moot point, especially in the defense industry. We want – don’t we – our government’s contractors to be 
reputable and sustainable so they can deliver reliable products for our military. We want – don’t we – our 
men and women in uniform to have reliable weapons, vehicles, jet fighters, aircraft carriers and 
computers. We want the defense contractors to be sustainable so that they will be around for many years. 
We want them to provide parts, maintenance and improved versions of the same products not just today 
and tomorrow, but ten years from now.  

As much as Joe Sixpack in Talkeetna, Alaska, may be a good engineer and capable of designing a 
missile interceptor system for the Navy, his little outfit may not be the most reliable long-term partner for 
the Department of Defense.  

In addition to Galbraith’s false notion of “unequal deployment of power” in the political arena, he also 
suggests that big corporations exercise a lot more power over their markets than small businesses do. He 
mentions, e.g., General Motors. This, he says, puts GM in such a dominant position that it can rake in 
higher profit margins on its cars than smaller producers. It can also pay its employees a lot more. 

In fairness, his book was written in the late 1960s, when the U.S. auto market looked a bit different than 
it does today. It is true that back then GM, Ford and Chrysler-AMC totally dominated the auto market, 
with GM closing in on half the sales in some years. It is also important to acknowledge Galbraith’s good 
point that an economy suffers when there are monopolies or seller concentration in consumer markets. 
Therefore, from a superficial viewpoint it would be a simple matter to follow Galbraith’s (somewhat 
murky) recommendations and have government intervene to somehow, by means of legislation, 
redistribute power from large corporations to smaller.  

The problem is that history has invalidated Galbraith’s premise. (It had done so already before he wrote 
his book, but let’s not expect a highly appraised economics professor at Harvard be informed about the 
history of his own nation’s economy.) More to the point: Galbraith has been defeated by the free market. 
In fact, the decline of the Big Three in Detroit is a perfect example of how the free market counters the 
kind of power deployment that Galbraith criticizes: while GM, Ford and Chrysler for many years were 
able to protect themselves by means of political lobbying, the counter punch to their political investments 
did not come from yet more government intervention. 

It came from three hard-working Japanese entrepreneurs and capitalists: Yoshisuke Aikawa who created 
Nissan; Soichiro Honda; and Eiji Toyoda whose descendants have been so successful that their family 
business now surpasses GM in global sales.  

Protected by their own regulatory influence, the Big Three started slouching at the wheel and became 
sloppy in numerous critical areas: product quality, product development, adaptability – and cost control.  

It is understandable that Galbraith back in the 1960s did not see the rise of the Japanese auto industry in 
the ‘70s and ‘80s. But a man of his intellectual height – only matched by his basketball-player stature – 
should have known better than to generalize away the free-market system.  

In fact, probably confused by his Lenin-derived power premise, Galbraith fails throughout his book to 
even give economic freedom a chance. Quite the contrary: he blamed the free market and the modern, 
affluent society for everything from income differences to health problems. He lauds the socialization of 
health care, mass transit and housing in Europe, stating confidently that:xi 

 
Although there is much variation between countries, urban land has been taken extensively into 
public ownership; a large part of all urban housing has been built under full public auspices and 
continued with full public ownership and management. Similarly hospitals are full public 
enterprises; doctors and other medical attendants are well-paid employees of the state. And it is, of 
course, taken for granted that public corporations will run the railroads and urban transportation. 
The performance of all these industries in Britain, Scandinavia, Germany and Holland is 
categorically superior to that in the United States. 
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The shape of the European economies half-a-century later is face evidence that Galbraith was way off 

on the wrong track. If we had followed his advice and imported the European system of indicative 
planning, a.k.a., democratic socialism, a.k.a., the welfare state, we would have shared in their faith of a 
stagnant economy, perpetually high unemployment and deteriorating prosperity. This evidence is timely: 
it shows up just as America’s liberals are fighting tooth and nail to save the Obama presidency and fulfill 
the end goal of the Affordable Care Act – eradication of privately paid health care. 

Tax-funded, single-payer health care is the crown jewel of democratic socialism – or the welfare state, 
as it is fondly known among liberals. It transfers such a large portion of the economy into the hands of 
government that once a welfare state grows to that point, it is inevitably going to transform the economy 
from a predominantly market-based system to a predominantly government-run system. Over time this 
has very negative effects both on the health care system and the economy as a whole. Those negative 
effects were not as visible in the 1960s as they are today. Back then, when Galbraith wrote Economics 
and the Public Purpose, Europe was still in the final stage of building their welfare states. Insightful 
critics such as F.A. Hayek still only had scattered evidence to present to counter the statist onslaught from 
Galbraith and his fellow liberal ideologues. 

Today, things are quite different. We are familiar with the damage that the welfare state does. We can 
see, all over Europe, how government-run health care is a danger to patients and, given its poor quality, a 
costly burden to taxpayers. But we can also see how the overall expansion of government that was lauded 
by Galbraith and his fellow liberals a half-century ago has now brought the European economy to a 
virtual standstill.  
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