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Introduction: The Millennial Flirtation with Socialism 

Many young people today esteem socialism more highly than capitalism, marking a 

significant perspectival shift from just one or two generations ago. According to recent polls, up 

to 58% of millennials have a favorable view of socialism, and they are the only demographic in 

America that views socialism in such high regard.1 Emily Ekins and Joy Pullman argue that this 

positive assessment of socialism results from an inaccurate understanding of socialism and its 

historical manifestations. Moreover, many millennials have not been taught socialism’s full 

history, and they have an incomplete picture of the “kinder and gentler” forms of socialism as 

witnessed in Denmark, Sweden, and Norway, where the more recent economic successes can be 

attributed to revising past socialist programs, privatizing industries, and instituting free-market 

reforms.2 In any case, these millennials tend to see centralization as more economically effective 

and morally just than free-market structures which privilege the decisions of individuals over 

bureaucratic fiat from centralized government.  

Why do so many millennials readily embrace progressivist ideas and socialist ideologies, 

and what is the source of this enthusiasm? According to Alexander Salter, progressivism has 

been winning over the hearts and minds of increasingly more people since its development in the 

late 18th and early 19th centuries, especially among the younger generations. This success, Salter 

notes, stems largely from a reciprocal state-academy complex. First, people and governments 

desired to alleviate social ills and economic inequities. Then, scholars and researchers in 

academic institutions developed progressive solutions to these socio-economic problems. 

Finally, governments created bureaucracies to implement these progressive policies. Ever since, 

                                                      
1 Emily Ekins and Joy Pullman, “Why So Many Millennials are Socialists,” The Federalist, February 15, 2016, 

http://thefederalist.com/2016/02/15/why-so-many-millennials-are-socialists/.  
2 Ekins and Pullman, “Why so Many Millennials are Socialists.” 
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a state-academy complex has perpetuated the cycle: the state provides research funding for 

progressive ideas in the academy, scholars compete for those state funds and produce more 

progressivist ideas for the state, who then implements these ideas through government policy 

while earmarking more funding for more progressivist research.3 Progressivism, then, becomes 

the hallmark of the academy and the predominate policy focus of government.  

With this self-sustaining state-academy complex, is it any wonder that progressivist ideas 

achieve such broad currency in our society? With students being introduced to progressivism 

through secondary and post-secondary education with little, if any, critical engagement of its 

principles and assumptions, is it any real surprise that a majority of millennials now have a more 

favorable view of socialism and progressivist ideologies than they do of capitalism? Yet, when 

students learn that socialism essentially means increased government intrusion into personal 

lives, interference with private business, and ownership of industry, they overwhelming discard 

their prior enthusiasm.4 Therefore, I propose that students be encouraged to read and discuss 

dystopian science fiction featuring socialist-inclined ideologies as a creative way to increase their 

understanding of socialism as it truly is, not as they have been told it is through progressivist 

education and socialist propaganda. Such imaginative engagement may enable students in a more 

intellectually honest critical examination of socialist centralized planning. Understandably, many 

students become closed to critical discussions of their views when confronted too harshly or 

directly. However, if we abstract the issues through speculative fiction and move the discussion 

to a more neutral literary space, we may have productive critical discussions of the 

dehumanizing socialist policies many of these students embrace as ideal solutions to societal 

                                                      
3 Alexander Salter, “Will Progressivism Win?,” The Imaginative Conservative, June 26, 2016. 

http://www.theimaginativeconservative.org/2016/06/why-progressivism-will-win.html. 
4 Ekins and Pullman, “Why so Many Millennials are Socialists.” 
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problems. In the process, we may also encourage students to consider deeply humane, truly 

liberal, and ultimately liberating alternatives to centralized planning and socialist-inclined 

policies.  

Such dystopian science fiction classics as Aldous Huxley’s Brave New World and 

Anthony Burgess’s A Clockwork Orange present students with captivatingly disturbing 

narratives in which statist regimes address social problems by creating and imposing socialist-

inclined policies. These narratives reveal how centralized planning reduces the individual to 

mechanistic cogs in a larger social and economic machine, how the principles and assumptions 

supporting socialism deny Natural Law perspectives on sexuality and thus destroy the family 

through socializing marriage and encouraging communal child-rearing, how statist education 

brainwashes people instead of developing free thinkers, and how socialism necessarily rejects a 

wise and sovereign God, replacing Him with the false god of materialistic science. If students 

can explore and discuss such issues in a hypothetical, dystopian, and critical literary context, 

they may be more willing to think through the logical, practical, historical, social, and personal 

ramifications of the true face of socialism.  

 

Socialism: What’s in a Name? 

Socialism has a variety of definitions thus making analysis of its core tenets and practices 

quite challenging. Avoiding too broad or too narrow a definition, Michael Newman outlines a 

few key distinguishing qualities that pertain to all forms of socialism. First, socialism is 

committed to an egalitarian society that ends wealth and power inequalities brought on by private 

ownership of property and the means of production and by systemic unfairness of a competitive 

free-market system. Second, socialism optimistically assumes that humans can be perfected and 

possess an innate ability to cooperate with others for the best interest of the collective. Finally, 
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socialism believes in the possibility of social change through conscious human agency.5 When 

framed in this general way, socialism indeed has emotional, intellectual, and even spiritual 

appeal. Who doesn’t want a society in which everyone has equal access to wealth and power? 

Who doesn’t want a society in which people freely and readily cooperate for everyone’s mutual 

benefit? Who doesn’t want to believe in the power of people to work together for the 

improvement of society? If this is the definition and description of socialism that millennials are 

receiving through their education, then no wonder so many have cooled to capitalism and are 

warming up to socialism.  

However, such a framing of the discussion casts socialism in the most favorable 

perspective possible while obscuring the necessary means by which these principles and 

assumptions are used to achieve the socialist ends—centralized planning. The most practical 

means to achieve mutual benefit through social cooperation is to form a small center of planners 

within the collective that will, first, decide for the group what its best interests are and, second, 

determine the best means of achieving these interests. As Thomas Fleming explains, socialism is 

both a political theory and an economic system that uses economic control to achieve political 

ends. Governments own, or in the very least heavily control through central planning, the means 

to production and redistribute wealth through progressive taxation to achieve social and 

economic equality by providing such public welfare systems as pensions, healthcare, and 

unemployment benefits. Socialism as a political system rejects classical liberal political theory 

that seeks to unburden individuals from government control, allow individuals the freedom to 

make their own decisions, and provide the liberty to take responsibility for their actions. As an 

economic system, socialism reacts against capitalist principles of the free market and private 

                                                      
5 Michael Newman, Socialism: A Very Short Introduction (New York: Oxford University Press, 2005), 2-4. 
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property, seeking to use central planning to manage economic growth and to spread the fruits of 

wealth creation as equitably as possible amongst the people. The principle goal of socialism, 

Fleming explains, is social and financial equity in which the gap between great wealth and dire 

poverty is reduced as much as possible and people are equalized, as much as possible, 

economically and socially.6 Thus, government control and centralized planning are the principle 

means by which socialism seeks to achieve its social justice and egalitarian goals.  

However, even with this clear definition, many critical discussions of socialism often 

become bogged down in quibbling over definitional nuances. James R. Otteson acknowledges 

the contemporary challenges of defining socialism properly, and he resolves this difficulty by 

noting that public ownership of the means of production is an historically specific element in the 

definition of socialism relevant to the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. Today, “means of 

production” is rather open-ended, particularly in an increasingly digital age, and socialist 

inclinations have adapted accordingly. Otteson explains, “Rather than owning the means of 

production outright, it [socialism] now typically proposes to regulate, canalize, or ‘nudge’ 

people’s behavior and redistribute portions of their productive output in preferred directions.”7 

Today, socialism is less about public ownership of the means of production and more about 

governmental control, regulation, and direction of financial and human capital through public 

policy. In short, socialism is “a system of political economy that prefers centralized political-

economic decision making to achieve its ends.”8  

This clarifying definition of socialism is exactly what F. A. Hayek proposed some seven 

decades ago in his book The Road to Serfdom. Socialism pertains not only to the ideals of 

                                                      
6 Thomas Fleming, Socialism (New York: Marshall Cavendish, 2008), 13-14. 
7 James R. Otteson, The End of Socialism (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2014), 2. 
8 Otteson, The End of Socialism, 3. 
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equality, social justice, and security, but also to the methodologies by which these ideals are 

achieved in practice: centrally planned economies, the reduction of private enterprise and 

ownership of means of production, and the replacement of individual entrepreneurs with central 

planning bodies.9 Hayek notes that economic planning per se is not the real issue; rather, the 

issue lies with the particular entity carrying out the planning: 

The question is whether for this purpose it is better that the holder 

of coercive power should confine himself in general to creating 

conditions under which the knowledge and initiative of individuals 

are given the best scope so that they can plan most successfully; or 

whether a rational utilization of our resources requires central 

direction and organization of all our activities according to some 

consciously constructed “blueprint.”10 

 

Socialism, however it is defined and understood, inevitably uses the term planning to mean the 

latter—centralized planning coordinated by a few elites within government or those possessing 

coercive power. 

Indeed, all states must have rule of law, and to some extent, states must plan through 

regulation to maintain peace and order of society. However, Hayek clarifies the difference 

between ad hoc centralized planning and legal structures that allow for decentralized decision-

making. In a decentralized economic system in which the government is constrained by the rule 

of law, “the government is prevented from stultifying individual efforts by ad hoc action. Within 

the known rules of the game, the individual is free to pursue his personal ends and desires, 

certain that the government will not be used deliberately to frustrate his efforts.”11 Under a 

decentralized context the government sets rules and regulation in order to establish constructive 

conditions in which property, resources, and various means of production can be used to 

                                                      
9 F. A. Hayek, The Road to Serfdom, 50th anniversary ed. (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1994), 37. 
10 Hayek, The Road to Serfdom, 40-41, italics in original. 
11 Hayek, The Road to Serfdom, 81. 
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beneficial economic ends, allowing individuals to make specific choices on how to use their 

resources and to what economic or commercial end. Under centralized planning contexts, on the 

other hand, the government uses the force of law to determine how resources will be used to 

specific ends established by the state. Socialism, properly understood, is a centralized planning 

system.  

A final and fundamentally significant point about socialism and centralized planning is 

that whatever the goals and temperaments of the central planners, be they benevolent or 

malevolent, rulers are necessarily transformed into owners. As C. S. Lewis observes, not only do 

central planners govern the people, but they also own the people for whom they plan, because the 

very lives of the people have become their business. Lewis notes that as central planning 

increases, the people become increasingly more bound to the state, because the ultimate purpose 

of the socialist state is not so much to create an economic environment in which people can 

freely pursue their own personal interests or engage their local concerns but, rather, to provide 

for, care for, and determine the economic outcomes for individuals in the social collective:  

The increasing complexity and precariousness of our economic life 

have forced Government to take over many spheres of activity 

once left to choice or chance. Our intellectuals have surrendered 

first to the slave-philosophy of Hegel, then to Marx, finally to the 

linguistic analysts. As a result, classical political theory, with its 

Stoic, Christian, and juristic key-conceptions (natural law, the 

value of the individual, the rights of man), has died. The modern 

State exists not to protect our rights but to do us good or make us 

good—anyway, to do something to us or to make us something. 

Hence the new name “leaders” for those who were once “rulers.” 

We are less their subjects than their wards, pupils, or domestic 

animals. There is nothing left of which we can say to them, “Mind 

your own business.” Our whole lives are their business.12 

 

                                                      
12 C. S. Lewis, “Is Progress Possible?: Willing Slaves of the Welfare State,” in God in the Dock, ed. Walter Hooper 

(Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1970), 313-14. 
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Lewis hits upon the very existential problem of centralized planning, that free people become 

managed commodities within the business of government.  

Precisely because the lives of the people become the business of the central planners, 

tyranny is always already the abiding existential threat, a threat that deeply concerned Aldous 

Huxley. In a 1940 letter, Huxley explains that democracies, in their attempt to do good, may 

stray into dictatorship because of the tyranny inherent in state planning and socialist-inclined 

political systems:  

It certainly looks as though an age of tyranny were before us; and 

indeed, quite apart from war, it seems that existing industrial 

techniques and financial organization must inevitably impose such 

tyranny—inasmuch as large scale organization produces problems, 

which always leads to more planning…which means more and 

more tyranny on the part of planners (however good their original 

intentions), more and more repression and regimentation in the 

desperate effort to simplify the problem and make the plan work.13 

 

For all the good intentions of socialist paradigms and goodwill of the centralized planners, the 

true existential threat of socialism is oppression, tyranny, restriction of liberty, commodification 

and instrumentation of human lives, and dehumanization of the individual. Millennials who 

embrace the idealism of socialism must be encouraged to grapple with these very real existential 

threats, and engaging in critical discussion of dystopian science fiction may indeed be just the 

intellectual context and imaginative space in which to foster such analysis and reflection.  

 

Scientific Materialism, Technology, and Reductive Dehumanization 

In their dystopian novels, Huxley and Burgess reveal and critique the underlying 

materialistic principles and assumptions that socialist-inclined perspectives necessarily hold 

concerning the nature of the human being. According to Andrew W. Hoffecker, dystopian novels 

                                                      
13 Grover Smith, Letters of Aldous Huxley (London: Chatto and Windus, 1969), 450. 
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critique socialism’s reliance upon utopianist notions of central planning to improve, if not 

perfect, the human through various physiological and psychological conditioning techniques that 

are contingent upon materialistic reductions of the human being.14 Central planners must deny, 

or, ironically, willingly violate, free will and reduce human nature to mere molecules in motion 

and then develop procedures and devise policies based upon this reductive view of the human. 

Dystopian novels portray the horrors of dehumanization as the ultimate consequence of socialist 

reductionism. As Hoffecker notes, “They warn about what society might realistically become not 

so much from default or the absence of societal planning, but from the very success of societal 

plans conceived on the basis of false views of man. They oppose the designs of men whose goal 

is to mold man into patterns which would dehumanize him.”15 Brave New World and A 

Clockwork Orange explore the heart-wrenching tragedies of such materialistic reductionism that 

transforms the human into a technological product or what Burgess poetically calls a clockwork 

orange. 

Because central planning ideologies rely upon the principles of philosophical materialism 

and methodological naturalism, science becomes the guiding authority behind socialist 

programming. Huxley was deeply concerned with the rise of socialism and its overreliance on 

materialistic science as both means and justification for central planning. In Literature and 

Science he writes, “Whether we like it or not, ours is the Age of Science”; and, he further asks, 

“What can a writer do about it? And what, as a conscientious literary artist and a responsible 

citizen, ought he to do about it?”16 Huxley’s answer was to write dystopian fiction that revealed 

scientific central planning’s true horrors. Centralized planning requires amassing significant 

                                                      
14 Andrew W. Hoffecker, “A Reading of Brave New World: Dystopianism in Historical Perspective,” Christianity 

and Literature 29, no. 2 (1980): 48. 
15 Hoffecker, “A Reading of Brave New World,” 46; italics in the original. 
16 Aldous Huxley, Literature and Science (London: Chatto and Windus, 1963), 60. 
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amounts of information about the society being managed, and this information must be analyzed 

and evaluated into a workable knowledge with which to make informed decisions. According to 

Lewis, therefore, centrally planned societies necessarily rely more increasingly upon scientists, 

such that state officials become mere mouthpieces for and puppets of the scientific community: 

“Again, the new oligarchy must more and more base its claim to plan us on its claim to 

knowledge. If we are to be mothered, mother must know best. This means they must increasingly 

rely on the advice of scientists, till in the end the politicians proper become merely the scientists’ 

puppets.”17 Brave New World reveals this trajectory most clearly—science is the governing 

perspective that justifies all decisions made by the government when centrally planning all 

aspects of people’s lives. A Clockwork Orange similarly reveals a planned society increasingly 

turning to science and technocratic solutions to solve society’s major problems, namely how to 

curtail violent crime in a society in which various institutions, including family, church, 

education, and the penal system, are failing. 

The science in Brave New World that informs the central planning programs is rooted in 

methodological naturalism, as is much of our own contemporary science. This scientific 

perspective philosophically assumes that only the physical exists and that there is no 

metaphysical or spiritual reality. Such a perspective conceives of the human as a complex 

machine, an assemblage of material parts that are governed solely by physical causes. Humans 

are nothing more than physical robots dancing to the music of their DNA.18 Such a materialist 

view suggests that humans are determined by biology, genetics, chemistry, and physics and as 

such are not free. Humans are reactive agents, not free beings. The mind is mere illusion caused 

by biochemical reactions in the material brain, and choices are also illusions, caused by 

                                                      
17 Lewis, “Is Progress Possible,” 314. 
18 See Richard Dawkins, River Out of Eden: A Darwinian View of Life (New York: Basic Books, 1995). 
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instinctive reactions hardwired into our DNA. Indeed, some scientists do not take this extreme 

position and claim that we do have mind and free choice to some extent, but they cannot explain 

it and simply conclude that mind somehow emerges from the material brain.  

Peter Firchow locates Huxley’s critique of socialism’s overreliance on scientific 

materialism in the resurgence of the materialist-idealist schism or the materialist-vitalist debates 

at the turn of the century. Just as Romantic and Gothic writers in the early nineteenth century, 

such as Wordsworth, Coleridge, Percy Shelley, and Mary Shelley, engaged the materialist-

vitalist debates raging within the medical community, dystopian and science fiction writers at the 

turn of the twentieth century reacted to a resurgence of these debates. In particular, dystopian 

writers such as Huxley, Orwell, and Burgess grappled with the behaviorism of Ivan Pavlov and 

John Watson, a psychological perspective that renounced, due to a lack of scientific evidence, 

the idea of the vitalistic soul as an explanation for free will.19 Much of the dark criticism in 

Brave New World stems from Huxley’s vitalism and his belief that pure materialism is too 

reductive, rendering the human being a mere biological complex of reflexes, nothing more than a 

natural automaton. The central planners in the novel’s Social Predestination Room and the 

Decanting Room operate from these materialist assumptions, violating Natural Law and enacting 

grave violence upon the human system. 

These materialistic perspectives reduce the metaphysical to the physical by claiming the 

one (mind, for example) is nothing but a manifestation of the other (brain function). Ironically, if 

the mind is not real, then humans do not have reason or rational thought (functions of mind), and 

this theory itself (that there is no true mind) is a mere chemical product of a scientist's brain. As 

such, materialism is no truer than any other thought, and there is no compelling reason to believe 

                                                      
19 Peter Firchow, “Science and Conscience in Huxley’s Brave New World,” Contemporary Literature 16, no. 3 

(2001): 309-11. 
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or accept it. Materialism, therefore, is self-defeating. Brave New World gives us a glimpse of a 

horrific society that operates according to this assumption that the human is nothing but a 

product of chemistry, biology, and genetics. If humans are mere matter, then scientists are 

morally free to redesign that matter and recreate anything they want. The result, however, is a 

terrifying society of biochemically controlled slaves. To establish community, identity, and 

stability, the World State in Brave New World uses scientific central planning to predestine 

humans to specific social classes via genetic engineering and asexual, cloning reproductive 

technologies, and it behaviorally and chemically conditions humans to accept their government-

determined position in society and function in life.20 As Huxley reveals over the course of the 

novel, however, the characters have not been liberated from banal aspects of humanity as 

determined by the central planners; rather, they have been dehumanized and reduced to 

overdetermined, centrally planned slaves of the state.  

Not only are individuals dehumanized and stripped of their volitional powers, but in this 

supposedly brave new world, individuals cannot freely escape their predetermined position in 

society. It is clearly bad enough to be a material cog in the social machine, but it is far worse to 

be forever fixed in that position with no hope of change, improvement, or escape. As Hayek 

observes, “It may be bad to be just a cog in an impersonal machine; but it is infinitely worse if 

we can no longer leave it, if we are tied to our place and to the superiors who have been chosen 

for us. Dissatisfaction of everybody with his lot will inevitably grow with the consciousness that 

it is the result of deliberate human decision.”21 Disturbingly, the planners in Brave New World 

understand this reaction against intrusive central planning, and they create technological means 

by which to minimize not only the dissatisfaction but also the ability to even be dissatisfied. 

                                                      
20 Aldous Huxley, Brave New World (New York: HarperCollins, 1998), 3-18. 
21 Hayek, The Road to Serfdom, 118. 
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Human beings are designed to accept their pre-determined lot in life through genetic engineering 

and cloning processes that stunt brain development, such that the individuals on the lower social 

strata are cognitively and emotional unable to desire more in life. They do not feel dissatisfied 

with their socio-economic position and function. Their brains cannot even comprehend concepts 

of freedom, individuality, personal choice, and individual responsibility, and if they do have 

uncontrolled, unorthodox thoughts, the hypnopaedia restores cognitive conformity, and the 

psychotropic drug soma calms the emotional dissonance. The state’s control of the people 

through materialistic science is compellingly, yet frighteningly, complete. 

The degree to which materialistic science wielded by central planners dehumanizes 

citizens by stripping them of their free will is explicitly revealed in Burgess’s disturbing A 

Clockwork Orange. This dystopian novel presents and examines a fallen, degenerate future 

extrapolated from the Burgess’s own cultural context. As Esther Petix asserts, “Through such an 

extension in time he contends that socialism leads to a loss of the will and behaviorism leads to a 

loss of the soul.”22 Burgess examines crime and teenage angst that he saw developing in socialist 

England during the 1960s. One question he asks is to what extent can the socialist state take care 

of its citizens effectively? In such a scenario, an inevitable struggle exists between the rights and 

obligations of the central planners and the rights and privileges of the individual. For the state to 

manage its citizens and to be responsible for their well-being, the state must override some 

individual freedoms and rights. Specifically, Burgess asks if the state is justified in maintaining 

social order by stripping individuals of their ability to act freely. The people want peace and 

order, and they want citizens to behave in a civilized manner. Is the state justified in using 

science and technology to force people to be good? The problem, Burgess contends, is that if the 

                                                      
22 Esther Petix, “Linguistics, Mechanics, and Metaphysics: Anthony Burgess’s A Clockwork Orange (1962),” in 

Critical Essays on Anthony Burgess, ed. Geoffrey Aggeler (Boston: G. K. Hall, 1986), 122. 



 14 

state uses medical technology to make it behaviorally impossible for people to commit crimes, 

then they are creating mere automata, moral robots. The person loses his or her identity and free 

will and thus becomes a non-person. Ultimately, this dehumanization in A Clockwork Orange 

becomes state-sanctioned violence. While the ends are wonderful—Alex becomes a "good 

man"—the means are horrific and unjustified, for it is nothing less than physical and 

psychological violence against the human being. Also, the person is not truly changed in his or 

her heart, spirit, and mind. The individual still harbors evil thoughts and desires but is physically 

incapable of acting upon them. There is no transformation or salvation of self in this 

technological quick fix. 

For Burgess, the state’s use of medical technology to force individuals to be good, to 

make it emotionally, psychologically, and physiologically impossible for the individual to 

choose evil, is an unholy violence against the sanctity of being human. The essence of being 

human, for Burgess, is the free exercise of choice. Using principles of behaviorism to remove the 

ability to choose is a violent act of dehumanization. To control violent crime, the state consults 

materialist behaviorists to devise a medical “treatment” or “cure” for criminal behavior. The 

result is the Ludovico technique by which the criminal is reconditioned via various sensory and 

stimulus reassignment treatments to behave only in socially acceptable and legal ways. Of 

course, some individuals in this society object. For example, reacting to Alex’s supposed moral 

transformation at the hands of Dr. Brodsky’s Ludovico technique, the prison chaplain notes, “He 

has no real choice, has he? Self-interest, fear of physical pain, drove him to that grotesque act of 

self-abasement. Its insincerity was clearly to be seen. He ceases to be a wrongdoer. He ceases 

also to be a creature capable of moral choice.”23 To which Dr. Brodsky, the state scientist, 

                                                      
23 Anthony Burgess, A Clockwork Orange (New York: W. W. Norton, 1986), 126. 
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replies, “We are not concerned with motive, with the higher ethics. We are concerned only with 

cutting down crime.”24 The political ends justify the scientific means, and the state is willing to 

dehumanize the individual in service of its responsibility to maintain order and to reduce 

criminality.  

F. Alexander, the writer and political dissident in the novel whose wife Alex brutally 

rapes, is the central authorial voice of dissent against this socialist dehumanization. In his 

metafictional text titled A Clockwork Orange, F. Alexander (a double and foil for Alex and a 

metafictional voice for Burgess) writes, “The attempt to impose upon man, a creature of growth 

and capable of sweetness, to ooze juicily at the last round the bearded lips of God, to attempt to 

impose, I say, laws and conditions appropriate to a mechanical creation, against this I raise my 

sword-pen.”25 Ventriloquizing through his character F. Alexander, Burgess raises his own 

“sword-pen” against the dehumanizing violence of socialist central-planning. The state is most 

tyrannical when it uses materialistic science and technological violence to demean the human 

subject in the name of the social good. Otteson explains, “Human beings are capable of being 

worthy to be free. Human beings become noble, and, I would even suggest, beautiful, by the 

vigorous use of their faculties, and they become dignified when their lives are their own—when 

all the forced care and protection of others is taken away—and the bars are thrown open.”26 The 

state dishonors the humanity of its citizens when it becomes controlling zookeepers of a 

dehumanized menagerie. Burgess warns that if we give too much moral authority to the state, we 

may very well see the state strip individuals of their human dignity, enacting grave violence, 

tyranny, and oppression for the sake of the common good.  

                                                      
24 Burgess, A Clockwork Orange, 126. 
25 Burgess, A Clockwork Orange, 21-22. 
26 Otteson, The End of Socialism, 126. 
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Socialism’s use of technology and materialistic science to centrally plan society is 

depicted in dystopian novels as denying human beings moral agency and thus stripping them of 

their inherent dignity. Otteson describes human beings as autonomous moral agents with the 

natural ability to determine what is best for themselves as individuals, and this central human 

quality gives humans dignity. Moreover, because humans are autonomous moral agents, they are 

imbued with independent judgment that not only allows individuals to make moral choices but 

also necessitates that individuals be held accountable for their various choices—positively 

through reward and negatively through punishment. Treating humans appropriately by 

encouraging moral choice and allowing for the consequent benefits and/or harm honors human 

dignity with respect.27 A moral and just society, properly understood, does not violate the dignity 

of the human individual by limiting autonomy, curtailing choice, restricting reward, and reducing 

punishment by making it increasingly more difficult for individuals to choose poorly. Since the 

socialist-inclined society necessarily limits autonomy, prefigures reward, and limits negative 

consequences by making decisions for the people through centralized planning, socialist-inclined 

political formations necessarily strip humans of individuality, agency, and dignity. Socialism 

invokes moral language to defend its centralized planning—the policies are ultimately for the 

good of the people and the security of community (“Community, Identity, Stability” in Huxley’s 

Brave New World)—yet in application, socialist-inclined policies are immoral in their effect and 

disrespectful of humans by negating the dignity of autonomous choice. 

 

 

 

                                                      
27 Otteson, The End of Socialism, 95-99. 
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Subverting Natural Law, Human Sexuality, and Family 

Huxley’s and Burgess’s dystopian novels reveal another concerning aspect of the 

philosophical presuppositions and the historical manifestation of socialism. Socialist-inclined 

perspectives radically alter human sexuality, divorcing it from the fundamental significance of 

the natural family. Centralized planning denies Natural Law and thus subverts the family and 

ruins the individual. Both novels strikingly portray the societal and individual horrors of 

socialism’s dehumanizing, anti-family program, and any millennial student, particularly 

Christians, should carefully consider the degree to which they wish to embrace such a socially 

destructive ideology and economic program.  

From its nineteenth-century formation until our contemporary age, socialism and 

communist ideologies have criticized traditional marriage and the nuclear family as personally 

destructive social formations contingent upon private property. The dissolution of private 

property into communal ownership, according to socialist thought, would necessitate the 

socialization of marriage and the family. Before Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels wrote The 

Communist Manifesto, Paul Kengor explains, nineteenth-century socialist thinkers like Robert 

Owen, Charles Fourier, John Humphrey Noyes, and August Bebel critiqued marriage and the 

traditional family as social locations of bourgeois bondage that needed to be rejected in favor of 

open marriage, free love, and communal childrearing.28  

Both Marx and Engels incorporated this anti-family, socialized sexuality perspective into 

their own socialist theories. “Generally, overall,” Kengor concludes, “there is no question that 

Karl Marx, whether he talked about ‘abolition’ or ‘transcendence,’ was looking to seriously alter 

the family—through completely reversing inheritance, home education, or any number of other 
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means.”29 Marx dismissed the bourgeois family as an institution of domestic slavery in which 

women were confined to one sexual partner, while the husband could, if he so chose, 

hypocritically engage in sexual conquests of other wives and women. In practice, Marx 

suggested, the bourgeois marriage was already a “system of wives in common”30 that oppressed 

the woman through sexual subjugation while allowing the man sexual liberty. According to 

Marx, communism, with its abolition of private property, capitalism, and religion, would 

likewise eradicate traditional marriage and replace it with an egalitarian system of free love or 

communal marriage.31  

Engels fully agreed with Marx’s contention that socialism would, and should, radically 

transform traditional marriage, and he developed his socialist views of marriage and the family 

into a book-length study, The Origin of the Family, Private Property, and the State. Engels 

borrowed from the American anthropologist Lewis H. Morgan to develop a theory of how the 

human family de-socialized and how it would eventually re-socialize. Engels argued that in the 

pre-historic past, human families were communal and matriarchal. Women and men were 

sexually equal in that they both had multiple mates. Women ruled the communal families and 

collectively cared for the children as the men contributed to security and providing sustenance to 

the large, communal family.32 The modern patriarchal family, according to Engels, is not a 

natural social arrangement but, rather, one imposed upon cultures by men who sought to wrestle 

control away from the women. The modern nuclear family also developed out of the social 

transition from communal economic arrangements to privileging private property. As men 

                                                      
29 Kengor, Takedown, 26. 
30 Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels, The Communist Manifesto, Signet Classics ed. (New York: Penguin, 1998), 72. 
31 Marx and Engels, The Communist Manifesto, 72. 
32 Friedrich Engels, The Origin of the Family, Private Property, and the State, in The Marx-Engels Reader, 2nd ed., 

ed. Robert C. Tucker (New York: W. W. Norton, 1978), 734-37. 
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controlled the property and means of production, women became dependent upon the men and 

thus became oppressed slaves to male lust and primogeniture—the private property could only 

be passed down to rightful heirs of the man. Thus, monogamy was required and women could 

have only one mate to guarantee rights of inheritance.33  

Building upon Marx’s own appraisal of the traditional family as oppressive, especially to 

women, and his desire to replace bourgeois marriage with communal love, Engels concluded that 

the only solution to the tyranny of the patriarchal family and its oppression of women is 

socialism, the return to communal economic and social arrangements:  

With the passage of the means of production into common 

property, the individual family ceases to be the economic unit of 

society. Private housekeeping is transformed into a social industry. 

The care and education of the children becomes a public matter. 

Society takes care of all children equally, irrespective of whether 

they are born in wedlock or not. Thus, the anxiety about the 

“consequences,” which is today the most important social factor—

both moral and economic—that hinders a girl from giving herself 

freely to the man she loves, disappears. Will this not be cause 

enough for a gradual rise of more unrestrained sexual intercourse, 

and along with it, a more lenient public opinion regarding virginal 

honour and feminine shame? And, finally, have we not seen that 

monogamy and prostitution in the modern world, although 

opposites, are nevertheless inseparable opposites, poles of the same 

social conditions? Can prostitution disappear without dragging 

monogamy with it into the abyss?34 

 

Thus, socialism, it is hoped, ends private property and the necessity of the monogamous family 

unit. Without monogamy, men and women will be free to have multiple sex partners if they so 

choose, and thus the institution of prostitution becomes unnecessary. In this socialist utopia, 

sexual liberty frees both men and women from the supposed monotony, boredom, and tyranny of 
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exclusivist sexual love. Socialism, from this classical perspective, not only anticipates but also 

necessitates the destruction of traditional family and the cultural normalization of free love.35 

In Brave New World, Huxley paints a startling picture of a future in which the state has 

become the family and the natural family has been obliterated. The socialist ideal of communal 

families, no marriage, and sexual communism is fully achieved through technologies of asexual 

reproduction (cloning) and obligatory multiple sexual partners—everyone belongs to everyone 

else. This socialist utopia—which for Huxley is a nightmarish dystopia—is first achieved 

through materialistic science operating from a fundamental denial of Natural Law. By design, 

human sexuality is primarily procreational and secondarily recreational. The World State, with 

its human hatcheries, decanting rooms, and conditioning rooms, has inverted the natural order of 

sexuality, transforming it into a recreational activity exclusively and divorcing it entirely from 

procreative powers. Reproduction is achieved technologically in birthing assembly lines, and 

childrearing occurs in state-run conditioning warehouses, where children are prepared for their 

pre-determined roles in society through cruel Pavlovian conditioning cycles. Moreover, 

materialistic science as elevated birth control (or birth denial) to a finely tuned and highly 

successful regimen: most women are sterilized, invoking the horrors of eugenics36, and the others 

who are allowed to maintain natural hormonal cycles are behaviorally conditioned from an early 

age to consume contraceptive medications.  
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Weikart, “Marx, Engels, and the Abolition of the Family,” History of European Ideas, 18, no. 5 (1994): 657-72. 
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twentieth century, see Bradley Hart, “Aldous Huxley and the Twentieth-Century Eugenics Movement,” in Critical 

Insights: Brave New World, ed. M. Keith Booker (Ipswich, MA: Salem Press, 2014), 108-22. 
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This technological transformation of human sexuality from procreative to recreational 

requires a violation of Natural Law that includes a fundamental disruption of the human 

participatory experience of reproduction. As June Deery observes, “One area where technology 

has fundamentally altered female experience is motherhood, or, to use the industrial metaphor, 

‘reproduction.’ In Brave New World, complete ectogenesis, not just in vitro fertilization, is the 

norm, which means that the site of reproduction is no longer the female body.”37 Centrally 

planned reproduction has striped the woman of her unique biological function and social role as 

mother, denying the natural and vital female role in society and rendering women as mere human 

units in the socio-sexual network of other similarly reduced, contained, and overdetermined 

humans. “Without known offspring,” Deery further explains, “these citizens obviously have no 

close relatives, and sex is generally separated not only from reproduction but also from love. 

Despite the hectic socializing, each citizen is totally alone.”38 This socialist dystopian vision 

indeed makes men and women equal in their basic function in society. Yet, denying Natural Law 

and the biological design of human sexuality by removing reproduction and relationship 

formation from sex creates an egalitarian existence of utter loneliness. Ironically, socialist central 

planning does not create social integration; rather, it breeds isolation. 

Huxley emphasizes the tragedy of this technologically imposed socialist sexuality by 

revealing just how unnatural and undesirable such state-enforced conditions truly are. If free 

love, multiple sexual partnering, and communal child-rearing were so desirable as socialist 

thinkers argue, then humans should naturally gravitate toward these social arrangements, and 

there should be little, if any, dissent. However, Huxley reveals that the exact opposite is true—
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humans are naturally designed for reproductive sex and monogamous coupling for the rearing of 

children. This natural design must be medically altered through sterilization and contraceptive 

medications, emotionally contained through soma medication, and psychologically repressed 

through behavioral conditioning and constant hypnopaedic reinforcement. If these socialist 

sexual arrangements were so natural, then why the extreme unnatural means to maintain them? 

Why the constant propaganda and hypnopaedic proverbs like “Every one belongs to every one 

else”? Why do characters like Lenina, Bernard, Helmhost, and even the Controller, Mustapha 

Mond, emotionally long for exclusive human relationship and love? For all the propaganda, 

medication, and technology sustaining this unnatural, centrally planned society, natural design 

cannot be denied nor repressed, and it resurfaces in various ways. Nature always finds a way.  

As Brave New World so clearly reveals, this socialized free love militates against the 

natural design of human sexuality. How horrific to live in a society in which the state has 

deemed natural procreation immoral, along with biological mothers and fathers joined in a 

committed marriage relationships. The novel reminds us of the truth that sexuality and the family 

have a natural design. Sex is primarily designed for procreation and necessitates a man and a 

woman. Secondarily, sex between man and woman is designed to be physically, emotionally, 

and spiritually pleasurable to solidify the bond between father and mother and to strengthen their 

commitment so that they will form the best possible environment for raising children—the 

traditional family. Although this truth may seem controversial today, the novel graphically 

represents the folly of altering the natural design of the family and of human sexuality.  

The disastrous effects of denying natural design in the family is also a significant theme 

in A Clockwork Orange. Socialist central planning in Burgess’s dystopia requires all able-bodied 

adults to work, “there being this law for everybody not a child nor with child nor ill to go out 
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rabbiting.”39 This law fragments the natural family unit, forcing Alex and the other children to 

seek less effective—even self-destructive and socially poisonous—surrogate family structures to 

provide the necessary social framework through which to navigate the challenges of maturation, 

ethical education, and identity formation. Todd F. Davis and Kenneth Womack observe, 

“Burgess depicts numerous incarnations of … the ‘pseudo-family,’ the dysfunctional 

interpersonal unit that problematizes Alex’s various efforts to establish selfhood and to transcend 

the violent landscapes of his youth.”40 Such pseudo-families include his own dysfunctional 

family, his gang of droogies (a failed surrogate family), the state-appointed guidance counselor 

(a failed state surrogate father), his relationship with the fatherly priest in prison (the only figure 

who seems genuinely to care for Alex’s plight in life and the very condition of his soul), and his 

association with F. Alexander, the libertarian author who eventually seeks revenge against Alex 

for having brutally raped his wife a few years prior. The centrally planned work mandate erodes 

traditional family structures and requires the state to take on parental duties for which it is not 

designed to perform and is ill-equipped to succeed. As pseudo-family units and surrogate 

parental relationships multiply to take the place of disrupted natural families and ineffective state 

programs, the result is juvenile delinquency, immorality, and teenagers participating in violent 

rape and gang-bang orgies of sex, blood, and violence. For Burgess, such is the logical and 

inevitable outworking of socializing sex, marriage, and the family. 
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State Sanctioned Idolatry as Poison for the Masses 

Marx famously said that religion is the opiate of the masses, reducing religion to mere 

superstitious belief that capitalist governments used to imprison the minds of the people and to 

help them cope with their impoverished life with promises of eventual heavenly riches. The 

socialist agenda disabuses the people of their supposed superstitious belief in God, an afterlife, 

and moral objectivity and, instead, shifts their faith to the state as a god unto itself. Socialism 

requires idolatry in the sense of replacing historic religion with the gods of state and communally 

focused self. Socialist-inclined perspectives must reject religion and all theological perspectives 

supported by teleological principles and replace them with state-sanctioned ideology, 

materialistic relativism, and idolatrous religious formation. In A Clockwork Orange, we witness 

the societal moral degradation that comes from denying absolute moral law rooted in God or an 

absolute moral law giver. And, in Brave New World, the state sets up a new religion in which 

Ford (an allusion to Henry Ford, the master of technological mass production) becomes the new 

Lord and worshipped through pagan styled sexual orgies and drug induced charismatic 

experience. 

Huxley’s World State recognizes that for all the Marxist discourse against the existence 

of God and divine realities, humans are naturally designed to worship, because eternity indeed is 

written on people’s hearts. Thus, instead of obliterating religion altogether, the central planners 

admit the inherent religious inclinations of humans and create a new secular religion that 

attempts to satisfy the innate desire to worship without undermining the World State’s central 

authority and claim over everyone’s life. Instead of worshiping God as Lord, they worship Ford 

as the secular god of industrial mass production. And, in the spirit of the French Revolution, the 

World State restarts its calendar according to Ford’s implementation of the assembly line. 

Instead of referencing “the year of our Lord,” citizens of the World State reference “the year of 
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our Ford.” Instead of the sign of the Cross, this secular religion uses the sign of the T, for Ford’s 

Model T automobile. And instead of attending worship services in which the people and the 

location of worship is filled with the Holy Spirit, they attend pornographic films and orgy-porgy 

services in which drugs and alcohol create artificially induced charismatic experiences, deluding 

the people into thinking their purely physical bodies and material natures are experiencing 

metaphysically ecstatic realities. Recognizing humanity’s natural need to worship Something 

above and beyond the self, the World State establishes the secular Ford as their new god, and the 

communal State as their new communion into which they enter through an empty and spiritually 

meaningless perversion of a Eucharistic service.41 Bernard recognizes the pseudo-religious 

service to be a complete sham, a false religion, a celebration of selfish desire fueled by the drug 

soma and psychological conditioning. He realizes that his internal emptiness cannot be filled by 

an idolatrous communion of self with other limited beings, and he longs to commune with a 

transcendent and infinitely divine God.  

The most overt example of socialism’s problematic denial of God and the religious 

impulse is expressed through the fascinating discussion between the Controller, Mustapha Mond, 

and John the Savage, the one character who presents an outside, contrasting perspective to the 

centrally planned World State.42 According to Mustapha, fulfilling the desires of youth with sex, 

soma, and medically induced youthfulness sufficiently satisfies the spiritual cries of the heart and 

thus makes God irrelevant. But, as C. S. Lewis noted in The Weight of Glory, God finds our 

desires too weak: “We are half-hearted creatures fooling around with drink and sex and ambition 

when infinite joy is offered us, like an ignorant child who wants to go on making mud pies in a 

slum because he cannot imagine what is meant by the offer of a holiday at sea. We are far too 
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easily pleased.”43 This society may be able to satisfy the material needs, but only God can satisfy 

the deeper spiritual longings, which the World State tries to suppress with conditioning and 

soma. 

 Mustapha suggests religious sentiment is related to aging,44 but his explanations suffer 

many fallacies. Religious sentiment is not merely a product of getting older. The religious 

impulse addresses the meaning of life as revealed through experiences of wonder, truth, love, 

and security, and these questions span a whole lifetime, with different questions and issues 

confronting us at different times in our life, each answerable in different ways via the religious 

impulse. Moreover, religious sentiment is not merely an issue of emotion or feeling; rather, 

religious conviction is an issue of truth, meaning, and purpose. The human heart cries out for 

existential knowledge of origins, meaning, morality, destiny, and theology provides answers that 

scientific materialism simply cannot offer. Mustapha also argues belief in God is incompatible 

with a scientific age.45 But is that necessarily true, and to what extent is this supposed division 

between science and religion a false dichotomy? William Lane Craig convincingly argues that 

far from being mutually exclusive or even mutually irrelevant, science and religion, reason and 

faith work together to provide a more comprehensive understanding of the complex world in 

which we live, breathe, and have our being.46  

Mustapha then discredits religious faith by asserting people are merely conditioned to 

believe in God and thus the religious sentiment is not true or real.47 How ironic and self-

defeating. The knowledge held by the citizens of the World State is primarily produced by 
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conditioning, including the notion that God is incompatible with a technological age. 

Furthermore, Mustapha commits the genetic fallacy, confusing the source of a belief with the 

very origins of that belief. Just because someone may be conditioned to believe something is true 

or false does not speak to the veracity of the idea itself. Ultimately, it isn’t John who is 

conditioned into a false belief in God—belief in the divine is actually quite natural, and natural 

revelation leads the thinking mind to the logical conclusion that there must be a creator God—

rather, the citizens of the World State are conditioned not to believe in God, forced against their 

natural inclination to disbelieve the divine, and compelled to deny any reasonable inkling about 

metaphysical reality. 

John ends the debate with Mustapha by addressing the true purpose to pain and 

suffering.48 The secular humanist Mustapha points to pain and suffering as the one universal evil 

that must be avoided at all costs, thus justifying things like abortion and euthanasia. However, 

John rightly notes that in a world ordered by Providence, even pain and suffering have purpose 

and function. It gives value to life, for without any cost there can be no value. Also, we can 

better appreciate the lovely, the good, and the pleasurable by existentially contrasting it to the 

ugly, the bad, and the uncomfortable. Finally, pain and suffering build character, strengthen the 

individual, and bring spiritual growth. John concludes with the unexpected claim to the right to 

unhappiness: “’But I don’t want comfort. I want God, I want poetry, I want real danger, I want 

freedom, I want goodness. I want sin.’ … ‘All right, then,’ said the Savage defiantly, ‘I’m 

claiming the right to be unhappy.’”49 He wants the right to truly live and to live truly, and this 

means to live freely. Freedom requires that there be actual consequences to choices, be they good 

or bad, and such freedom can lead to inexpressible joy or painful unhappiness. To live freely 
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requires risking joy and unhappiness. Narrative sympathy clearly aligns with John during this 

debate, and the implied reader is meant to consider John’s position as more reasonable and 

relevant to lived experience than Mustapha’s point of view. Huxley suggests that for all its 

reliance on scientific theory and materialistic perspectives, socialism’s anti-religious and 

spirituality-denying paradigm insufficiently answers the many nagging existential questions 

brought on by lived experience.  

The World State in Brave New World denies the existence of God and establishes itself as 

the ultimate authority in life and society, providing a secular religiosity that is emotionally 

vacuous, intellectually stifling, and spiritually unfulfilling. In A Clockwork Orange, Burgess 

reveals the harmful ramifications of socialism’s denial of God by presenting readers with a world 

in which morality is purely subjective, and moral theory is subject to the marketplace of ideas. In 

the absence of God as the absolute Moral Law Giver, nothing is true or false; rather, one holds to 

moral beliefs according to personal preference and market trends. Alex most eloquently 

expresses this perspective when he is explaining to readers—his “brothers”—his own moral 

theory:  

But, brothers, this biting of their toe-nails over what is the cause of 

badness is what turns me into a fine laughing malchick. They don’t 

go into what is the cause of goodness, so why the other shop. And I 

was patronizing the other shop. More, badness is of the self, the 

one, the you or me on our oddy knockies, and that self is made by 

old Bog or God and is his great pride and radosty. But the not-self 

cannot have the bad, meaning they of the government and the 

judges and the schools cannot allow the bad because they cannot 

allow the self. And is not our modern history, my brothers, the 

story of brave malenky selves fighting these big machines? I am 

serious with you, brothers, over this. But what I do I do because I 

like to do.50 
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Alex reduces morality to market preferences and personal taste. Good and evil are simply 

commodities we purchase in one shop or another based upon our own subjective tastes. If we 

like the good, we shop in the market of goodness, and if we happen to like the bad, then we shop 

in the appropriate market of evil. Davis and Womack observe, “Alex’s laissez-faire approach to 

good and evil neglects to account for his infringement of the ‘pleasures’ of people who avail 

themselves of an ethical doctrine based upon goodness.” They then rightly ask, “Whose free will 

should prevail, then, when opposing systems clash?”51 Alex’s simplistic and selfish formulation 

of ethics in terms of market value and commodity exchange ignores the necessity of considering 

other moral agents in relation to one’s own actions. Moreover, this self-centered ethic fails to 

recognize the necessity of an objective perspective and absolute moral law by which to delineate 

good and evil beyond subjective taste. Otherwise, one person’s pain is another person’s pleasure, 

and there is no arguing that the one (Alex’s pleasure) should yield to the other (his victims’ 

pain). In the absence of God and His absolute moral law, subjective relativism is all we have 

when theorizing about morality.  

Ironically, in formulating his moral theory, Alex seems to want to have is theological 

cake and eat it too. On the one hand, he invokes God as the creator of humans, in their multiple 

moral constitutions. Yet on the other hand, despite his invocation of God as Creator, he wants to 

hold to a morality contingent not on God’s absolute moral nature but, rather, on humanity’s 

subjective moral tastes. Alex suggests that God made some humans to be good and others to be 

evil, and thus some shop in the stores of good while others shop in the stores of evil. He fully 

admits that he patronizes the latter. Since Alex is our limited, flawed, and unreliable narrator, we 

are not intended to take him at his word as the narrative moral authority. Through dramatic 
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irony—the narrative difference between what a character or narrator claims and what we as 

readers know to be true—astute readers can juxtapose sound theology with Alex’s flawed 

subjectivism, and thus recognize that God did not make evil. Rather, due to human free will, evil 

came into being as the privation of the good through human rebellion against God’s good 

commands. Just because humans are free to reject the good doesn’t mean they are free from the 

consequences of choosing evil.  

Moreover, through this dramatic irony, Burgess encourages readers to question whether 

good and evil are simply matters of personal taste and individual preference. If moral choice is 

purely subjective taste, then shouldn’t people be free to act in whatever ways they subjectively 

prefer simply based upon personal preference? And if this is true, then what is the rational and 

moral justification for law, judgment, and the desire for justice? How can the people ever cry for 

justice if nothing, objectively, is ever truly wrong? In such a relativistic society, one person’s 

pain is simply another person’s pleasure. Ironically, the socialist denial of God renders morality a 

mere commodity in the free marketplace of ideas, and any imposition of law from the socialist 

state is simply an institutional prerogative in the name of power. Socialism’s intent to free the 

person within an egalitarian society simply leads to a centrally planned state built upon the 

exercise of arbitrary power.  

 

Conclusion: Considering Distributism as a Third Way Between Capitalism and Socialism 

A majority of millennials are turning to socialism because they are disenchanted, to 

varying degrees, with corporate capitalism and free-market economic theories. These students 

should be encouraged to study both capitalism and socialism in greater depth so as to have a 

more accurate understanding of how these systems operate in history. Additionally, they should 

be encouraged to think critically about both of these systems, for neither are perfect nor guiltless. 
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Using dystopian science fiction and other genres of literature can be a non-threatening way to 

begin critical examination of the principles, assumptions, and historical outworking of these 

systems. However, it is not enough, nor intellectually honest, to critique socialism and then 

present students with commercial capitalism as the only viable alternative. Remember, most of 

these students turn to socialism because they are dissatisfied with capitalism. Indeed, commercial 

capitalism is responsible for an amazing array of innovation and wealth creation throughout the 

world. However, capitalism also leaves in its wake of prosperity some people and communities 

who do not experience wealth and its various advantages, and many millennials are reasonably 

concerned about these negative socio-economic issues.  

If socialism’s dehumanizing and debilitating centralized planning is not the answer, then 

what alternative can we present these well-meaning and sincere students? Must they choose 

between socialism and capitalism only? No. There is a third way, though it is not well known 

and, sadly, it is rarely ever mentioned, let alone taught and discussed, in schools, colleges, and 

universities today. This alternative economic system is known by the rather clunky and 

misleading name distributism. As Joseph Pearce explains, distributism is a socio-economic 

theory formulated by Hilaire Belloc and famously championed by G. K. Chesterton, rooted in 

Roman Catholic teachings on subsidiarity as established by Pope Leo XIII in 1891 and further 

reinforced by Pope Pius the XI in 1931.52 Subsidiarity warns against the social and personal 

dangers of centralized power, be it governmental or corporate, and argues that the rights of 

individuals within smaller communities—families, local communities, neighborhoods, churches, 

small businesses, and small farms—should not be infringed upon by larger communities—the 
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state, government agencies, large corporations, and large banks. Rather, small community rights 

should be sustained, aided, and encouraged by the larger social, political, and economic entities.  

Distributism holds that individual freedom, economic liberty, and social equity depend 

first and foremost upon private ownership of the means of production. Individuals should own 

their own property (home, land, farm, business, and workshop) as well as the tools with which to 

work the land, conduct business, provide services, or produce goods. Individuals should own 

their own property and have control over the means of their livelihoods. As Pearce observes, 

Therefore, in practical terms, every policy or every practice that 

leads to a reuniting of man with the land and capital on which he 

depends for his sustenance is a step in the right direction. Every 

policy or practice that puts him more at the mercy of those who 

control the land and the capital on which he depends, and therefore 

who control his labour also, is a step in the wrong direction. 

Practical politics is about moving in the right direction, however 

slowly.53  

 

Distributism sees increase in centralization as the root cause of social and economic problems. In 

capitalism, wealth and ownership are centralized in the hands of fewer and fewer capitalists and 

corporations, and in socialism, or socialist-inclined societies, the government centralizes socio-

economic planning, controls property and its uses, and nationalizes various industries. 

Distributism seeks decentralization and the implementation of policies that increase individual 

private ownership of property (land and the tools of production), encourage the growth of small 

businesses, discourage mergers and monopolies, break up monopolies and large companies into 

smaller businesses, encourage cooperatives, privatize nationalized industries, and shift power 

from large central government to small local governments.54  
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Of course, subsidiarity and distributism are not without problems and detractors. Thomas 

E. Woods, Jr., has written extensively on what he sees as practical problems as well as 

propositional shortcomings of distributism.55 And, in addition to outlining various strengths of 

distributist philosophies, David Deavel has also levelled significant criticism against key 

economic fallacies of distributism and its seemingly secretive lust for big government.56 

Negotiating these academic debates is beyond the scope of this conclusion, but I would be remiss 

if I didn’t mention that serious disagreement exists regarding the legitimacy of distributism as an 

economic theory and its efficacy as an alternative to either capitalism or socialism. I do 

acknowledge that proponents of distributism must address these practical and propositional 

issues. Despite these potential problems, a generation of young people exists who are 

disenchanted with commercial capitalism and have been persuaded to think socialism, or at least 

socialist-inclined economic policy, is the answer.  

Could it be that these young minds have been presented with a false dichotomy? Must 

they choose between capitalism and socialism? Is there not a third avenue to explore for 

thoughtful young students, particularly Christian millennials, who want a strong economy, who 

want this nation and others to thrive, yet who are also troubled by corporate greed, market-driven 

covetousness, and the increasing inconsequential status of individuals, families, small businesses, 

and community cooperatives in the face of “big money” corporate giants? Maybe not. Maybe 
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socialism and capitalism are all we have. But for now, let us hope not. Can students put some 

faith in the thoughtful social, political, economic, and religious contemplations of distributist 

thinkers? Can we encourage them to consider distributism or some permutation thereof as an 

alternative perspective that may provide answers for the existential questions of life these young 

millennials are asking—What is my purpose? What is my vocation? Will my life mean more 

than just getting and spending? Can I do more than just make money for some corporation and 

take a small portion of those earnings for myself? 

 Right now, commercial capitalism, for all the wondrously good things it has done in the 

world, is not providing completely satisfactory answers, such that a majority of these students are 

turning to socialism, progressivism, and socialist-inclined centralized planning for answers. I 

think they are being sold a bill of goods too costly to bear, and it is my hope that distributist 

ideas and subsidiarity principles will provide other answers to the important cries of their hearts. 

Who knows, maybe some of these bright young students will synthesize a fourth way through the 

socio-political maze of madness left to them, one that brings the light of God’s Truth and the joy 

of Christ’s love into the hearts and lives of millions around the world. May that be our prayer, 

and may God make it so, for His glory and for the good of all people who are made in His 

divinely glorious image to be creatively productive and to live meaningful and orderly lives. 


