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I. Introduction 

With the recent attention to funding sources in studies of the 
twentieth-century revival of market liberalism, it is remarkable that 
the Princeton Panel has been neglected. There might be no better 
evidence of this scholarly gap than that provided in Nancy MacLean’s 
account of how Gordon Tullock came to the Thomas Jefferson 
Center. MacLean paraphrases Richard Cornuelle’s letter to James 
Buchanan, but she omits that the letter was written on Princeton 
Panel letterhead.1 She also neglects Gordon Brady’s account of 
Tullock’s winding route from the University of Chicago Law School, 
where he took twelve weeks of Henry Simon’s law and economics 
class, a quarter shortened by wartime conscription, pursued a failed 
law career, spent time at the State Department in China, and, finally, 
went to the Thomas Jefferson Center by way of the Princeton Panel.2  

In his letter, Cornuelle described what made the Princeton Panel 
unique: “The thing that appealed to me about the Panel was its hope 

 
1 “It was in that spirit that the William Volker Fund, the primary funder of James 
Buchanan’s center at the University of Virginia, sent him a postdoctoral fellow in 
September 1958, with the small wrinkle that the individual in question had no 
doctorate in economics or a plan to earn one” (MacLean 2017, p. 76). 
2 Brady (2000, pp. 154–155). Brady’s competence is evident in the acknowledgment 
on the inventory of Tullock’s papers at the Hoover Institution. The Hoover 
Institution, An Inventory of the Gordon Tullock Papers 1940-2008 states 
“Prepared by Gordon Brady, 1990 and 1995. Revised and updated by Hoover 
Institution Archives Staff, 2012-2014, 2017.” 
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The founder of the Princeton Panel, Claude Robinson, is sometimes 
noticed in accounts of market liberalism. In The Road from Mt. Pelerin, the 
authors write that Robinson negotiated for a Princeton position on 
F. A. Hayek’s behalf (Van Horn and Mirowski 2009, pp. 163–64). In 
Radicals for Capitalism, we learn that Murray Rothbard worked for 
Robinson, although the author does not note that Rothbard was doing 
empirical work for Tullock (Doherty 2007, p. 266). That, however, 
seems to be all there is.3 In what follows, we first lay out where the 
documents are located. Although there are many in the Gordon Tullock 
papers at Hoover, a better collection is found in the online Henry 
Hazlitt archive. Second, we ask the obvious question of why the papers 
are there and consider how Robinson enters into the history of market 
liberalism. The answer—during Hazlitt’s tenure as editor of The 
Freeman—brings us to the role of donors in twice shocking The Freeman. 
Not for the first time do we need to address the role of Merwin K. Hart 
(Levy, Peart, and Albert 2012; Peart and Levy 2013; Levy and 
Peart 2020), who only now is beginning to receive a full-length treatment 
(McPhee-Browne 2024). We learn from the reporting of Murray 
Kempton that Hazlitt’s friend Isaac Don Levine detailed Hart’s 
antisemitism, and more, as a “deliberate challenge” to “Hart’s chief fund 
source.” Third, we print some of the correspondence between Tullock 
and Cornuelle: the job offer that gives the description of the project to 
understand profits; and Tullock’s letter in which he tells Cornuelle there 
is something dreadfully wrong with the standards of proof in economics. 
Tullock complained that he pointed to a problem but the authorities at 
the University of Chicago deflected the blame back to him. 

Tullock regards this as an instance of thinking in terms of “isms,” 
something he learned from Karl Popper. Perhaps it is in this context 
that Tullock comes to view economics as non-science, something he 
would later call a “racket” (Tullock 1966; Levy and Peart 2012, 2017, 
2020). We propose to view the Princeton Panel as a node in the 
network of market liberalism where Murray Rothbard worked for 
Tullock and Tullock met Popper. 

II. Claude Robinson  
Robinson’s doctoral dissertation in sociology at Columbia University, 
Straw Votes, is a classic of public opinion polling (Robinson 1932). He 
was president of the Opinion Research Corporation, which conducted 
the first presidential poll. The firm G&R, a joint venture with George 
Gallup, survives to this day. The combination of his importance and the 

 
3 Neither the Princeton Panel nor Plain Talk is discussed in Phillips-Fein (2009). 
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Princeton location makes it easy to glance at the bookends of the 
Princeton Panel in the New York Times. This is the first place to look.4 
The Hazlitt connection is critical for documents since much, if not all, of 
Princeton Panel literature is available in the Henry Hazlitt archive for 
reasons we will explore in section 3. 

As there seems to be no competent secondary account of the 
Princeton Plan to which we might send the reader, we simply 
reproduce the literature it created to introduce itself. First, there is a 
brochure that lays out its guiding philosophy. 

 
4 On October 7, 1956, under the title “Princeton Sets Up Capitalism Center,” we 
find out that Robinson will be chairman of the board of trustees, and Ivan Bierly, 
former professor of economics at Cornell, will be president. On December 11, 
1956, under the title “New Princeton Panel Picks Editorial Chief,” we learn that 
Richard Cornuelle was now vice president and editorial director. On June 16, 
1957, we learn of plans for a Library of Capitalism with fifteen trustees to provide 
guidance: Included are Armen Alchian, Ronald Coase, F. A. Hayek, Henry Hazlitt, 
Warren Nutter, and David McCord Wright. On August 8, 1961, we learn of 
Robinson’s passing. 
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The Library of Capitalism was supposed to be central to the panel. 
In the announcement we reproduce next, two books are cited. First is 
John Chamberlain’s Roots of Capitalism. In the first edition, the book is 
listed as the first in the library. In the revised editions, this listing is 
removed, although the thanks to Robinson remain (Chamberlain, 1965, 
p. v) The second is Robinson’s posthumously published Understanding 
Profits (1961). Tullock was engaged to work on this volume; Rothbard 
was his assistant.5 If for no other reason than comprising a node in a 
remarkable social network, the Princeton Panel takes on considerable 
importance. To mention only what is relevant to our concerns, Tullock 
met Karl Popper at a seminar at Emory University conducted by one of 
the panel’s advisers, Helmut Schoeck (Shearmur 2016). Popper’s 
thinking had an enormous impact on Tullock; it is perhaps unfortunate 
that Popper did not systematically address the role of institutions in 
enforcing truth-seeking, something central to Tullock’s approach (Levy 
and Peart 2017, 2020). 

 
5 Robinson (1961, p. x): “I should particularly like to express my obligation to 
Gordon Tullock for research assistance. . . . to Murray Rothbard for his economic 
insight and his extraordinary competence in guiding me through the literature. ” 
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Finally, we reproduce the Princeton Panel explanation for the 
centrality of the Library of Capitalism. The brochures do not say, but the 
two texts that were produced—Chamberlain (1957) and Robinson 
(1961)—were published, as Cornuelle suggested, by D. Van Nostrand, 
which would later publish the Volker Fund series. Van Nostrand was 
owned by Edward Crane, brother of Jasper Crane, whose name we have 
noticed above.6  

 

 
6 His obituary is in the New York Times, April 15, 1964, page 25. The publisher’s 
name may have faded, remaining in a specialist’s memory, but these texts appear 
under the imprint of the publisher of Kleene (1952), Kelley (1955), and other 
monuments of midcentury advanced mathematics education. 
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III. Provoking Donors  
It is important to separate the political Right into two groups: those 
who favor democratic processes; and those who do not, whom we 
refer to as the antidemocratic Right.7 The antidemocratic faction was 

 
7 We have noticed the association of “libertarian anarchists” with Holocaust deniers 
(Levy and Peart 2020). How did that come to be? Writing to Rose Wilder Lane 
before America entered the war, Levine (October 2, 1941) closes with this 
observation: “The haters of Roosevelt have transferred their affections to Hitler.” 
This suggests that the split in the Republican Party between the Eisenhower and 
Taft factions over whether to accept the New Deal had a long tail of consequences. 
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centered around Merwin K. Hart, who was a gifted fundraiser (see 
U.S. House 1950; Levy and Peart 2020).8 We have documented how 
Rose Wilder Lane attacked Ludwig von Mises’s democratic views 
publicly in Hart’s publication (Levy, Peart, and Albert 2012). We can 
now add to the documents of that controversy in part because Lane 
was very close to Isaac Don Levine and his magazine, Plain Talk. 
Their correspondence is voluminous and seems entirely candid. 

Lane writes to Levine (May 27, 1948) that she is unhappy that 
Plain Talk stands for democracy. In a letter from Levine to Lane 
(June 4, 1948) we find a most interesting confrontation of the 
antidemocratic Right by the democratic Right: 

All this is preliminary to the main issue. I hope you will bear with 
me when I say that I have for years been aware of the confusion 
in your mind and a growing number of others as to the meaning 
of democracy vs. republic. The two terms are not antonymous, 
they are not in the same class. A republic can be democratic and 
can be authoritarian. The Soviet Republic, the Hitler Republic, 
the Chiang Kai-shek Republic, are obviously the antithesis of the 
American Republic. 

A democracy is a functional description of government; and 
can best be described as popular government or representative 
government. To define democracy as majority rule is 
unwarranted; both in theory and in practice. The best definition I 
am capable of giving it is the people’s control over the 
government. Ever since this Republic was founded; upon the 
principle of government derived from the consent of the 
governed; there has been a conflict as to the extent of democracy 
under our form of government. The democratic process was 
present at the birth of the Republic. It was present during the 
balloting in the Federal Convention; as I indicated to you. 

  

 
8 The 1950 House hearings that pay close attention to fundraising allow us to 
document H. B. Earhart’s withdrawal of support for Hart’s National Economic 
Council (Levy and Peart 2020). They were not informative as to where the funds 
went. Rose Wilder Lane’s letter to Isaac Don Levine on January 4, 1947, states that 
an H. B. Earhart of whom she “knows nothing” offered to fund three 
hundred Plain Talk subscriptions for history teachers or libraries. Lane had also 
learned that Earhart was establishing an “Earhart Foundation.” Levine Papers 
Box 133. The role of the Earhart Foundation is detailed in Levy and Peart (2020). 
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The central moment in the controversy begins in an issue of Plain 
Talk. 

 
Plain Talk has faded from memory. Complete sets are hard to 

find, as a search on WorldCat will demonstrate. There is, however, an 
anthology printed in 1976 that gives a partial feel for the magazine. 

Levine’s introduction explains how the anthology came to be: 
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In a sense, these selections from Plain Talk, a little magazine that 
existed from 1946 to 1950, owe their reappearance to the 
publication of Solzhenitsyn’s The Gulag Archipelago, for which 
they form a companion volume. When the Russian masterpiece 
burst upon the literary horizon, there ensured [sic] a much-
belated wakening of interest in a singular map named “Gulag-
Slavery Inc.” that Plain Talk composed and disseminated in 
May 1947. The map . . . graphically depicted the locations of a 
myriad of penal camps dotting the vast land mass of the Soviet 
Union, and was documented by illustrations of official discharge 
“passports” issued to former Polish prisoners of war. 

Levine (1976, pp. xi–xii) quotes Solzhenitsyn’s acidic contempt for 
those who took Soviet claims at face value: 

The Free Trade Union Committee, ordered from this writer a 
special edition of that map for distribution in foreign countries. 
Copies of that edition, translated into various languages, reached 
Russia. Solzhenitsyn referred to it in his memorable address of 
June 30 at the grand reception given for him in Washington by 
the American Federation of Labor. “When liberal thinkers and 
wise men of the West, who had forgotten the meaning of the 
word liberty . . . were swearing that in the Soviet Union there 
were no concentration camps at all, the American Federation of 
Labor published . . . a map of our concentration camps.” 

The anthology, with as many contributions from Bertrand Russell and 
Harold Laski as from Ayn Rand and von Mises—one each—does not 
mirror the ideological tenor of the magazine. Plain Talk itself contained a 
half dozen contributions from von Mises, including a prepublication 
overview of Human Action.9 What it mirrors relative to the magazine itself 
is the attention to antisemitism. Levine’s introduction tells a little about 
how few resources it had to work with.10  

 
9 The inclusion of both Laski and Rand needs to be noticed. Rand (1997, p. 113) 
tells us that she attended two lectures given by Laski in 1937 and used him to 
personify the villain in The Fountainhead. The connection of Laski with von Mises 
would be via Lionel Robbins. Susan Howson (2011) studies the long relationship 
between Laski and Robbins passing from teacher-student to colleagues at the 
London School of Economics. The London School director for many years, 
William Beveridge, seems to have artfully concealed his concerns over the Soviet 
Union (Levy and Peart 2021). 
10 Perhaps a better indication of destitution is provided by the letters Hazlitt sent to 
try to find subscribers. In the letters, easily found on the archive, he apologized for 
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The connection with Rand is critical because we learn from her 
about the plans to transform Plain Talk into something grander, a 
magazine to be called The Freeman, although she might not have 
known the exact name.11 In a letter of April 24, 1950, to Jasper Crane, 
after agreeing with his disapproval of the Plain Talk article 
“Compulsory Voting,” Rand (1995, p. 471) writes:12  

I am greatly disturbed by the news which I heard from Mr. Luhnow 
and Mr. Cornuelle of the Volker Charities Fund, whom I met 
recently. They told me that they had been working with you for 
some time on plans to publish a new magazine devoted to the idea 
of freedom—and that you have chosen Mr. Levine to be sole editor, 
with Henry Hazlitt and John Chamberlain acting merely as 
columnists for the magazine. I am so disturbed by this prospect that 
I feel I must offer for your consideration the reasons why I think 
that this would be nothing short of disastrous.  

The problem with Levine (“a very able journalist”), she explains, is 
that he is interested only in facts, not “abstract ideas and political 
philosophy.” He is a “journalist”; what is needed is an “ideologist” 
(p. 472). 

On June 19, 1950, we learn from the New York Times that the new 
magazine will be nothing like what Rand was told: “Succeeding the 
monthly magazine Plain Talk, a semi-monthly magazine, The Freeman 
and Plain Talk, will appear in the autumn. Plain Talk will be suspended 
during the summer. John Chamberlain and Henry Hazlitt will edit the 
new publication. Alfred Kohlberg, the publisher of Plain Talk, will be 
associated in the direction of the new magazine, and Isaac Don Levine, 
editor, will be a contributor” (New York Times 1950, p. 19). 

 
not being able to send a sample of the magazine; there were no resources for extra 
copies. Anyone who appreciates the difference between marginal and average costs 
in printing should be aghast. 
11 The inner cover of issues of Plain Talk has the slogan “A World of Freeman–
America’s Best Defense.” 
12 Leopold Schwarzschild’s “Compulsory Voting” was the article immediately 
following Levine’s “The Strange Case of Merwin K. Hart,” of which Rand seems to 
take no notice, possibly because there is nothing in it new to her. One of Hart’s 
horrifying proposals that Levine cites—the death penalty for communists and 
“fellow travelers” employed by the US government (1950, p. 6)—comes up much 
earlier in Rand’s letter to Lane concerning her employer’s death penalty proposal 
(August 21, 1946): “I am actually too numb at the moment to know what to say” 
(Rand 1995, p. 309). 
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What happened is described in a Murray Kempton column titled 
“Merwin K. Hart Got Editor Fired for Denouncing Him in an Article” in 
the New York Post of July 7, 1950. Kempton tells us that Levine directly 
challenged the sources of Hart’s funding: “I.evine himself refuses to 
discuss the circumstances of his withdraw [sic]. His friends say, however, 
that he wrote he wrote [sic] the anti-Hart article as a deliberate challenge 
to the industrialists who are Hart’s chief fund sources. He did it to 
demonstrate his own and his magazine’s independence of the lunatic 
right, and the results are hardly encouraging for The Freeman’s future.”13 

Kempton’s column seems to have been widely reissued, albeit without 
acknowledgment. In the Jewish Weekly Times (July 13, 1950), under the 
headline “Hart Influence Forces Editor to Yield Job on Magazine,” we 
learn about the role of donors but not Levine’s provocation:  

Isaac Don Levine, whose magazine, “Plain Talk,” folded last month, 
wrote a documented study of Hart as a confused philosopher of racial 
hatred. Shortly after, a group of what Hart calls “substantial” 
contributors withdrew their support and the magazine shut down. 

Hart summed up his success in the June 15 issue of his Economic 
Council letter which is mailed to some of the country’s major 
industrialists. . . .  

Economically both Hazlitt and Chamberlain are as conservative 
as Hart. Neither of them has the smallest sympathy with the anti-
Jewish turn of his thought. [Eds.: This a direct quote from Kempton’s 
column.] 

The National Jewish Post (July 21, 1950) offers the names of the donors 
who withdrew resources from a Levine-edited Freeman. 

In 1982, John Chamberlain looked back at the episode and gave the 
impression that the funders thought Levine was seeing things that were 
not there.14 Levine made the point that the best evidence for Hart’s 
antisemitism comes from Christians talking with him (February 1950, 

 
13 A copy of Kempton’s column is found in the Levine Papers Box 35. In an 
undated letter to “Mr. Newman,” Kempton writes, “And the tragedy is that 
Levine’s piece on Hart seemed to me an essentially dignified appeal to the 
conscious of men in whom he had a misplaced faith.” Levine Papers Box 35. 
14 In the letter to “Mr. Newman,” thanking him for sending the letter from Merwin 
Hart to his subscribers about the episode, Kempton referred to a conversation with 
Chamberlain: “My conversation with John Chamberlain, which I felt it wouldn’t be 
gentlemanly to reprint was even more disheartening, because I think Chamberlain 
is essentially a decent fellow who would be outraged if he knew how bigoted his 
own attitude is.” Levine Papers Box 35. 
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p. 9). Indeed, when Robert Lefevre accepted the position as vice 
president of Hart’s National Economic Council, he did so after 
obtaining written assurance that he would not be required to advance 
the antisemitic material of the sort he heard from Hart in 
conversation (Levy and Peart 2020). 

Hart is a rather sensitive subject in advocacy scholarship of the 
libertarian movement. He was obviously important, but not perhaps 
someone one would wish to make central. McPhee-Browne (2024) is 
a valuable corrective to the silence. In the printed collection of letters 
between Lane and Jasper Crane, the first letter from Crane 
compliments Lane for her service at Hart’s Review of Books (Lane and 
Crane 1973, p. 1), but there is nothing about Levine and Hart. In the 
archives at the Hoover Presidential Library, a letter from Lane to 
Crane (October 18, 1963) goes into great detail about how Levine 
and Hart came to know each other—she introduced them—and how 
generous Hart was in supporting Plain Talk.15 

The Freeman’s next adventure with donors is far more mundane. 
Here is Chamberlain’s account: 

What was particularly disconcerting to Sue La Follette and myself 
was the story, brought to our office by a Chicago lawyer who was 
a friend of Sue’s, that the “Du Pont” element on our board was 
dead set against allowing us to state a preference for Taft. The 
“Du Ponts” according to the lawyer, were very much afraid that a 
Bob Taft in the White House would support a trust-busting 
Department of Justice in forcing the Du Pont company to divest 
itself of its big block of General Motors stock. (As it turned out, 
Eisenhower, when elected, did nothing to stop the divestiture.) 
Whether there was any basis to the lawyer’s story we could not 
know. But we did not like the idea that we might be the subject of 
a hidden manipulation. (1982, pp. 86–87)16  

 
15 Lane’s letter to Crane (October 18, 1963) details Hart’s history of generosity 
toward Levine’s Plain Talk. She does not discuss the antisemitism. We owe our 
knowledge of the letter to Alex McPhee-Browne. Spencer Howard of the Herbert 
Hoover Presidential Library provided a copy. Our thanks! Lane’s biographer, 
William Holtz (1993, pp. 331–32), asserts Levine was as anti-Christian as Hart was 
antisemitic. No evidence is provided for this remarkable assertion. If it were true, it 
would be difficult to believe that Whitaker Chambers, a devout Christian, would go 
with Don Levine himself to break the news to the government of the massive 
Soviet penetration (Chamberlain 1982, p. 90). 
16 The issue was whether the New Deal was accepted. For Taft supporters, the 
answer is no. 
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point for the economics community of the early 1960s. So the answer is 
surely no. 

If asked about importance as a node in a network of market 
liberalism, the answer is not so clear. Understanding Profits was one of 
the texts used by General Electric’s educational program when 
Ronald Reagan came to work for the firm (Evan 2006). That Tullock 
met Popper was of enormous consequence to how Tullock thought 
about the role of the economist. His Organization of Inquiry did not 
receive many reviews, but the one in Rothbard’s Left and Right was 
quite well informed (Kreilling 1967). More subtly perhaps, this is why 
the Virginia school’s discussion of anarchism took Rothbard’s view 
as oppositional and why it was taken so seriously. 

Importance need not be measured by organizational success; 
understanding is another metric. What Robinson realized was the 
possibility of a world without donors who have interests of their own. 
This is an important lesson. 
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