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  The Constitution of Liberty, (F.E. Hayek, 1960) 
 

 [Hayek was the economist guru of Reagan and 
Thatcher’s economic policy.] There is something distastefully 
naïve in the view that political power is more benign than eco-
nomic power. If old truths are to retain their hold on men’s 
minds, they must be restated in the language and concepts of 
successive generations adapted to a given climate of opinion. 
For almost a century the basic principles on which this civili-
zation was built have been falling into increasing disregard.  
 In the struggle for the moral support of the people of 
the world, the lack of firm beliefs puts the West at a great dis-
advantage. We must clarify in our own minds what we want to 
preserve if we are to prevent ourselves from drifting. Much of 
the world adopted Western ideals at a time when the West had 
become unsure of itself and largely lost faith in the traditions 
that made it what it is. This was a time when many intellectu-
als of the West had abandoned belief in the very freedom 
which had made it unprecedented quick growth. In conse-
quence, men from less advanced nations became purveyors of 
ideas to their own people learned during their Western train-
ing—alternatives which its success had engendered. 
 If the necessary condition for a free evolution—the 
spirit of individual initiative--is lacking, then no viable civili-
zation can grow anywhere. We must hope there still exists 
wide consent on certain fundamental values. But this agree-
ment is no longer explicit; a comprehensive restatement and 
revindication are urgently needed.  
 Liberty is not merely one particular value but the 
source and condition of most moral values. We can therefore 
not fully appreciate the value of freedom until we know how a 
society of free men differs from an unfree one. The word lib-
erty means nothing until it is given specific content, or else it 
may take any content you like. Attacks on it have shown 
where it is vulnerable in its traditional form.  
 In an advancing society, any restriction on liberty 
reduces the number of things tried and the rate of progress. In 
such a society freedom of action is granted to the individual, 
because if allowed to go his own way he will serve the rest of 
us better than under any orders we know how to give. We all 
declare for liberty; but in using the same word, we do not 
mean the same thing (Abraham Lincoln).  
 We describe liberty or freedom as that condition of 
men in which coercion is reduced as much as possible. The 
task of a policy of freedom must be to minimize coercion or 
its harmful effects. It has often been described as independ-
ence of the arbitrary will of another. Perhaps the fact that we 
have seen millions vote themselves into complete dependence 
on a tyrant make us understand that to choose one’s govern-
ment is not necessarily to secure freedom. Individual freedom 

as practiced in the US has come to be widely accepted as the 
foundation for the political philosophy dominant in “liberal” 
circles.   
 The confusion of “liberty as power” with liberty in its 
original meaning leads to identification of liberty with wealth 
[since it often produces wealth]. We may be free and yet mis-
erable. Liberty does not mean all good things or the absence of 
all evils. Liberty describes the absence of a particular obsta-
cle—coercion by others. It becomes positive only through 
what we make of it. Historically, the path to liberty has led 
through achievement of particular liberties. Manumission de-
crees historically gave the former slave: 1st, legal status as a 
protected member of the community; 2nd, immunity from arbi-
trary arrest; 3rd, the right to work at whatever he desires to do; 
and 4th, the right to movement according to his own choice. It 
omits the right to own property because even the slave could 
do so.  
 Coercion is evil because it eliminates an individual as 
a thinking and valuing person and makes him a tool in the 
achievement of the ends of another. The coercion which a 
government must use is made as innocuous as possible by 
restraining it through known general, abstract rules. 
 Civilization advances by extending the number of 
operations which we can perform without thinking about 
them. Recognition of our ignorance is the beginning of wis-
dom (Socrates). We are aware of men’s ignorance of much 
that helps him to achieve his aims. Most advantages of social 
life rest on the fact that each individual benefit from more 
knowledge than he is aware of and profits from knowledge he 
does not himself possess. In the social field, what we don’t 
know is often much more important than what we do know. 
 Man has made his civilization the product of his ac-
tion or the action of a few hundred generations. This does not 
mean, however, that civilization is the product of human de-
sign, or even that man knows what its functioning or contin-
ued existence depends upon. Man did not simply impose upon 
the world a pattern created by his mind. His mind is itself a 
system that constantly changes as a result of his adaptation to 
his surroundings. Growth of the human mind is part of the 
growth of civilization--the state of which determines the scope 
and possibilities of human ends and values. The mind can 
never foresee its own advance. It is only our profound igno-
rance of the nature of culture that allows us to believe that we 
direct and control it. The operation of institutions, traditions, 
and habits jointly often produce something very different from 
what we have aimed at.  
 When we reflect how much others’ knowledge is a 
condition for own success, the magnitude of our ignorance of 
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the circumstances on which the results of our action depend is 
staggering. The sum of all knowledge exists nowhere as an 
integrated whole. The great problem is how we can all profit 
from it. It is largely because civilization enables us to profit 
from knowledge which no individual possesses and because 
each individual’s use of his particular knowledge may assist 
others in achieving their ends that men can pursue their own 
ends better together than they could alone. Much of our occa-
sional impetuous desire to smash the whole entangling ma-
chinery of civilization arises from inability to understand what 
we are doing.  
 Not all knowledge of the ever-changing facts we use 
lends itself to organization or systematic exposition; much 
exists only dispersed among many individuals. The growth of 
knowledge and that of civilization are the same only if we 
include all adaptations to environment in which past experi-
ence has been incorporated. Our habits and skills, emotional 
attitudes, tools, and institutions—all are adaptations to past 
experience which have grown up by selective elimination of 
less suitable conduct. They are as much an foundation of suc-
cessful action as is our conscious knowledge.   
 The popular effect of scientific advance is belief that 
the range of our ignorance is steadily diminishing and that we 
can therefore aim at more comprehensive and deliberate con-
trol of all human activities. For this reason, those intoxicated 
by the advance of knowledge often become enemies of free-
dom. The more men know, the smaller the share of knowledge 
that any one mind can absorb.  Once a more efficient tool is 
available, it is used without our knowing why it is better, or 
even what the alternatives are.  
 The forms of conduct which we follow without 
knowing why are called “traditions” and “institutions,” which 
are a product of cumulative growth without design by any one 
mind. Concurrent with the growth of conscious knowledge is 
an equally important accumulation of tools of tested ways of 
doing things.   
 The successful combination of knowledge and apti-
tude is not selected by common deliberation through joint ef-
fort; it is the product of individuals imitating those who have 
been more successful and from their guidance by prices for 
their products or expressions of esteem for their standards of 
conduct—in short, of their using the results of the experiences 
of others. The case for individual freedom rests chiefly on 
recognition of our ignorance concerning many factors on 
which the achievement of our ends and welfare depends.  
 Liberty leaves room for the unforeseeable and unpre-
dictable. It is because we rarely know which of us knows best 
that we trust the competitive efforts of many to induce the 
emergence of what we shall want when we see it. We recog-
nize that the advance and preservation of civilization depend 

upon a maximum of opportunity for accidents to happen. All 
institutions of freedom deal with chance and probability, not 
certainty.  
 Man learns by the disappointment of expectations. It 
is through dispersed knowledge that achievements are greater 
than any single mind can foresee. It is because freedom means 
renunciation of control of individual efforts that a free society 
uses far more knowledge than the mind of the wisest ruler 
could comprehend.  
 Freedom means that many things will be done which 
we do not like. Our faith in freedom rests on the belief that it 
will release more forces for good than for bad. It is because we 
don’t know how individuals will use their freedom that it is so 
important. The benefits I derive from freedom are largely the 
result of uses of freedom by others, which increase as the 
number of those who can exercise freedom increases.  A so-
ciety is hamstrung by controls, although most may be unaware 
that their freedom has been curtailed. With this cumulative 
embodiment of experience in tools and action emerges a 
growth of knowledge, of formulated rules communicated from 
person to person.    
 Because we are aware that advances in the intellectu-
al sphere spring from the unforeseen and undesigned, we tend 
to overstress the importance of freedom in research. The non-
intellectual part of the changed environment in which the new 
emerges requires a greater effort of imagination than the fac-
tors stressed by the intellectualist view. We can scarcely ever 
reconstruct the sequence and combination of those contribu-
tions that have led to new knowledge.  
 Many of the habits and institutions that we use are 
essential conditions for what we achieve. The manner in 
which we order our day, to dress, to eat, to arrange our houses, 
to speak and write, and to use the countless other tools and 
implements of civilization, furnishes us with the foundations 
on which our own contributions to civilization are based. The 
flow of new ideas springs from the sphere in which actions 
and events impinge upon each other. The flow would dry up if 
freedom were confined to the intellectual sphere. Freedom of 
action is as important as freedom of thought. It is not only in 
his knowledge, but also in his aims and values, that man is the 
creature of civilization.  
 The ultimate decision about what is good or bad is 
made not by individual wisdom but by decline of the groups 
that have adhered to “wrong” beliefs. Which individuals and 
groups succeed and flourish depend as much on the goals they 
pursue and the values that govern their action, as on the tools 
and capacities at their command. The end of the successful 
group tends to become the ends of all members of the society.  
 The argument for liberty is not against organization, 
which is one of the most powerful means that reason can em-
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ploy, but against exclusive, privileged, or monopolistic organ-
izations, and against the use of coercion to prevent others from 
trying to do better. Organization means commitment to a par-
ticular aim and method. The process of reason rests on free-
dom and the unpredictability of human action. It is mainly 
price changes that bring about necessary adjustments. 
 The history of civilization is the action of progress. 
Human reason can neither predict nor shape its own future. Its 
advances consist in finding where it has been wrong. Progress 
by its very nature cannot be planned and says little about 
whether a new state will give us more satisfaction than the old. 
New knowledge and its benefits spread gradually, and the am-
bitions of the many will always be determined by what is ac-
cessible to the few. There will always be some who benefit 
from new achievements that have not yet reached others. The 
rapid economic advance we have come to expect results from 
this inequality and is impossible without it.  
 Though income growth depends in part on the accu-
mulation of capital, it also depends on learning to use re-
sources more effectively and for new purposes. The uses of 
new knowledge are available for the benefit of all. It is 
through this gift of knowledge acquired by the experiments of 
some that progress is possible. The luxuries of today are ne-
cessities of tomorrow—only because for some time they have 
been the luxuries of the few. A large part of expenditures of 
the rich thus defrays the cost of experimentation with the new 
things later available to the poor. The selection of new goals 
and efforts for their achievement begin long before the majori-
ty can strive for them. The path of advance is eased by the fact 
that it has been trodden before. Even the poorest today owe 
their relative material well-being to the results of past ine-
quality. Poverty has become relative, rather than an absolute 
concept. But this does not make us less bitter. Most of what 
we strive for we want because others already have it. It ap-
pears cruel because it increases the desire of all in proportion 
as it increases its gifts to some. Yet so long as it remains a 
progressive society, some must lead, and the rest must follow.  
 `There is no practicable measure of inequality that is 
desirable. When we consider the relation between rich and 
poor countries, we are less apt to be misled by the concept that 
each member of a community has a natural right to a share of 
the income of his group. There is little doubt that the prospect 
of poorer “undeveloped” countries reaching the present level 
of the West is much better than it would have been had the 
West not pulled so far ahead. The gift of knowledge that has 
cost those in the lead much to achieve enables those who fol-
low to reach it at a lower cost. That even countries or groups 
with little freedom can profit from many of its fruits is one of 
the reasons why the importance of freedom is not better un-
derstood.  

 How long has Soviet Russia or Japan been attempting 
to imitate American technology! An egalitarian society’s pro-
gress is essentially parasitical, borrowed from those who have 
paid the cost. What enables a country to lead in world-wide 
development are its economically most advanced classes. A 
country that levels such differences also abdicates its leading 
position—as the example of Great Britain so tragically shows. 
British workers’ lead over those in other countries was in part 
an effect of a similar lead of their own rich over the rich in 
other countries. The over-all speed of advance is increased by 
those who move fastest. The experience of the US indicates 
that, once the rise of the lower classes gathers speed, catering 
to the rich ceases to be the source of great gain and gives place 
to efforts directed toward the needs of the masses. Those forc-
es which at first make inequality self-accentuating thus later 
diminish it.  
 While an equalizing of the positions in the column of 
progress would temporarily quicken the closing-up of the 
ranks, it would slow the movement of the whole and in the 
long run hold back those in the rear. Recent European experi-
ence strongly confirms this. This has been one of the most 
conspicuous features of the postwar period.  
 We don’t have the power to choose to take part in 
progress or not and it always brings new opportunities while 
depriving many of what is important to them. Changes are the 
cost of progress. To prevent progress at the top would soon 
prevent it all the way down. The accomplishments of our civi-
lization are the envy of the world. People may not wish to 
adopt our entire civilization, but they want to pick and choose 
from it what suits them. Where other civilizations still domi-
nate the lives of the majority, their leadership has fallen most-
ly to those who have best adopted the knowledge and technol-
ogy of Western civilization.  
 With knowledge spreading faster than material bene-
fits, more people of the world are dissatisfied than ever before 
and determined to take what they regard as their rights. They 
believe their goal can be achieved by a redistribution of 
wealth, and as their political strength grows, become able to 
extort it. The peace of the world thus depends on continued 
progress at a fast rate. Most of mankind has awakened to the 
possibility of abolishing starvation, filth, and disease; they 
have been touched by the expanding wave of modern technol-
ogy after centuries or millennia of relative stability.  
 Nothing is more fertile in prodigies than the art of 
being free; but there is nothing more arduous than the appren-
ticeship of liberty. Though freedom is not a state of nature but 
an artifact of civilization, it did not arise from design. But, 
once its advantages were recognized, men began to perfect 
and extend the reign of freedom and to inquire how a free so-
ciety worked. This development of a theory of liberty took 
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place mainly in the 18th century in England and France. Each 
developed a different tradition: one empirical and unsystemat-
ic, the 2nd speculative and rationalistic. The “British tradition” 
was made explicit mainly by a group of Scottish moral philos-
ophers led by David Hume and Adam Smith, drawing on a 
tradition rooted in the jurisprudence of common law. They 
found the essence of freedom in spontaneity and absence of 
coercion; the 2nd believes it to be realized only in the pursuit 
and attainment of collective purpose. One stands for organic, 
slow, half conscious growth, the 2nd for doctrinaire deliberate-
ness; one for trial and error, the 2nd for an enforced pattern.  
 One finds the origin of institutions, not in contrivance 
or design, but the survival of the successful. This anti-
rationalistic insight into historical happenings enabled them to 
comprehend how institutions and morals, language and law, 
have evolved by a process of cumulative growth and that it is 
only within this framework that reason has grown and can 
successfully operate. Experience makes more discoveries 
touching conveniences of laws than is possible for the wisest 
council of men to foresee. This adds to the difficulty of fath-
oming the reason of laws, because they are products of long 
and iterated experience, yet the wisest expedient among man-
kind.   
 This demonstration that something greater than 
man’s individual mind may grow from men’s fumbling efforts 
represented an even greater challenge to design theories than 
the theory of biological evolution. Yet there was a third possi-
bility—the emergence of order as the result of adaptive evolu-
tion. It was from the theories of social evolution that Darwin 
and his contemporaries derived their theories. In social evolu-
tion, the decisive factor is not the selection of the physical and 
inheritable properties of individuals, but the selection by imi-
tation of successful institutions and habits. What emerges is 
the cultural inheritance passed on by learning and imitation. 
 The antirational is closer to the Christian tradition of 
the fallibility and sinfulness of man, while the perfectionism 
of the rationalist conflicts with it. The rationalistic approach 
opposes almost all that is the product of liberty and gives it its 
value. A successful free society will be tradition-bound. The 
result of the experimentation of many generations embodies 
more experience than any one man possesses.  
 Of these conventions and customs, moral rules are 
the most important because people usually conform to uncon-
scious patterns of conduct. The general observance of these 
conventions is a condition of the orderliness of the world. 
Voluntary conformity is a condition of the beneficial working 
of freedom. Freedom has never worked without deeply in-
grained moral beliefs.  
 Such an evolution is possible only with rules which 
neither coerce nor impose. Rules of this kind allow for gradual 

and experimental change. Rules of morality presuppose rea-
son. Although we must strive to improve our institutions, we 
can never remake them as a whole and must take for granted 
much that we do not understand. 
 Denial of responsibility is commonly due to fear of 
responsibility that becomes a fear of freedom. It is because the 
opportunity to build one’s own life is an unceasing task that 
many are afraid of liberty. The knowledge that one will be 
held responsible influences his conduct in a desirable direc-
tion. When men are allowed to act as they see fit, they must 
also be held responsible for the results of their efforts. The 
complementarity of liberty and responsibility means that the 
argument for liberty applies only to those who can be held 
responsible. In a free society an individual is esteemed accord-
ing to the manner in which he uses his freedom. As society 
and its complexity extend, the rewards a man can hope to earn 
depend on them being put to the right use. Discrepancies be-
tween the rewards of men with the same technical skill or spe-
cial ability will increase.  
 The necessity of finding a sphere of usefulness is the 
hardest discipline a free society imposes on us. It is, however, 
inseparable from freedom. The chief aim of freedom is to pro-
vide both opportunity and inducement for the maximum use of 
the knowledge we can acquire. The successful use of this en-
trepreneurial capacity is the most highly rewarded activity in a 
free society.  
 It is seldom possible to determine what part of a suc-
cessful career has been due to a superior knowledge, ability or 
effort, and what part to fortunate accidents. How little this is 
understood is shown by such assertions as “every child has a 
natural ‘right’ to that position in the social scale to which his 
talents entitle him.” The alternative to the pressure that re-
sponsibility for one’s own fate brings is the pressure of de-
tailed commands. It is often contended that only the successful 
believe that “we are solely responsible for our own fate,” yet 
people are often successful becase they hold this belief.  
 As “everybody’s property” is in effect nobody’s 
property, so “everybody’s responsibility” is nobody’s respon-
sibility. The increased demand for protection and security 
from the state results from disappearance of smaller communi-
ties of interest and the feeling of isolation of the individual. 
Responsibility must be so confined as to enable each to rely on 
his own knowledge in deciding on the importance of different 
tasks.  
 The great aim of the struggle for liberty has been 
equality before the law. This means equality of the general 
rules of law, the only equality which we can secure without 
destroying liberty. Liberty produces inequality in many re-
spects. If the result of liberty did not demonstrate that some 
manners of living are more successful than others, much of the 
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case for it would vanish. Nothing more damages the demand 
for equal treatment than to base it on the factual equality of all 
men. Demand for equality before the law means that people 
should be treated alike in spite of their differences.  
 A demand for equality is the professed motive of 
most who desire to impose upon society a pattern of distribu-
tion. Many who demand an extension of equality demand a 
distribution that conforms to individual merit. Their desires 
are as irreconcilable with freedom. Economic inequality is not 
an evil which justifies resort to coercion or privilege as a rem-
edy.  
 As a rule, parents can do more to prepare their chil-
dren for a satisfactory life than anyone else. Parts of the cul-
tural heritage of a society are most effectively transmitted 
through the family. The chief arguments for private inher-
itance are to preserve the dispersal of capital and to induce its 
accumulation. Among the many ways those who have gained 
power and influence might provide for their children, the be-
quest of a fortune is socially the cheapest. Other ways of 
providing for their children, such as placing them in positions 
which might bring them the income and prestige would cause 
a waste of resources and an injustice much greater. Such is the 
case with all societies in which inheritance of property does 
not exist. Men being what they are, it is the least of evils.  
 Egalitarian agitation concentrates on unequal ad-
vantages due to differences in education. It was once under-
stood that the duty of government was to make available to all 
on equal terms those facilities that depended on government 
action. This concept has been largely replaced by one that all 
must be assured an equal start and the same prospects. The 
justification of these demands rests on envy. The modern ten-
dency to gratify this passion and disguise it in the garment of 
social justice is developing into a serious threat to freedom.  
 It is perhaps an essential condition for the preserva-
tion of society that we do not countenance envy, but treat it as 
“that most anti-social and odious of all passions” (John Stuart 
Mill). Most people object to the fact that differences in reward 
don’t correspond to differences in the merits of those who 
receive them. But it is essential in a free society that an indi-
vidual’s position not depend on the views of others about his 
merit. Reward according to merit means reward according to 
assessable merit. This presupposes that we can distinguish 
between that part of their achievement due to circumstance 
within their control and that which is not. It is only the value 
of the result that we can judge with confidence, not the de-
grees of effort that it has cost to achieve it.  
 The market offers for services the value it has for 
those who benefit from them. If nobody’s individual 
knowledge is sufficient to guide all human action, there is also 
none competent to reward efforts according to merit. The 

mark of the free man is dependence for his livelihood not on 
other people’s views of his merit but on what he has to offer 
them. The failure to distinguish between value and merit is the 
source of serious confusion. It is largely because we are so 
used to assuming merit where we find value that we balk when 
the discrepancy is too large to be ignored.  
 Justice, like liberty and coercion, ought to be con-
fined to the deliberate treatment of men. It requires that condi-
tions of people’s lives as determined by government be equal 
for all. Every attempt to control some remuneration creates 
further demands for new controls. Membership in a particular 
community or nation entitles the individual to a particular ma-
terial standard. There are good reasons why we should make 
provision for the weak or infirm or for the victims of unfore-
seeable disaster. It is a different matter, however, to suggest 
that those who are poor are entitled to a share in the wealth of 
the group.  
 Traditional liberalism is concerned with limiting the 
coercive powers of all government. The difference between 
that and the democratic movement are clearest if we name 
their opposites: for democracy it is authoritarian government; 
for liberalism it is totalitarianism.  
 A group of men normally become a society by obey-
ing common rules of conduct. The power of the majority ulti-
mately derives from principles which the minorities also ac-
cept. There are few arguments by which democracy can be 
justified. However, it is less wasteful to determine which has 
the stronger support by counting numbers than by fighting. 
But if the prospects of individual liberty are better in a democ-
racy, this does not mean that they are certain. It is the only 
effective method of educating the majority. Democracy is a 
process of forming opinion. The ideal of democracy rests on 
belief that the prevailing view emerges from an independent 
and spontaneous process. The case for democracy is insepara-
ble from that for freedom of speech and discussion. The argu-
ment for democracy presupposes that any minority opinion 
may become a majority one.  
 Advance consists in the few convincing the many. 
New views appear somewhere before they can become majori-
ty views. There is no experience of society which was not first 
the experience of a few. Although discussion is essential, it is 
not the main process by which people learn. Their views and 
desires are formed by individuals acting according to their 
own designs and from what others have learned. It is from a 
minority acting in ways different from the majority that the 
majority in the end learns to do better.  
 In a free society mistaken efforts are abandoned and 
the successful ones prevail. A decision to deal with a particu-
lar situation creates the expectation that wherever similar cir-
cumstances occur the government will take similar action. The 
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successful politician owes his power to moving within the 
accepted framework of thought. New ideas start among a few 
and spread until they become the possession of a majority who 
know little of their origin.  
 Political and moral views, no less than our scientific 
beliefs, come to us from those who handle abstract ideas. New 
ideas begin to influence political action a generation or more 
after they have first been stated. They have to pass through a 
long process of selection and modification. Changes in politi-
cal and social beliefs necessarily proceed at many different 
levels, filtering slowly downward from the top of a pyramid, 
where the higher levels represent greater generality and ab-
straction.  
 The democratic process of discussion and majority 
decision is necessarily confined to part the system of law and 
government. The practical man concerned with the immediate 
problems of the day has neither interest nor time to examine 
interrelations of the different parts of the complex order of 
society. Politics is the art of the possible; political philosophy 
is the art of making politically possible the seemingly impos-
sible.  
 It is not the powers which they hand over to the ad-
ministrators charged with the achievement of particular goals 
that constitute danger to individual freedom today. It is that, 
once wide coercive powers are given to government agencies,  
such powers cannot be effectively controlled by democratic 
assemblies. The old liberal is concerned with preserving the 
conditions that make democracy workable. There is little rea-
son to expect that any will succeed in preserving a democratic 
machinery of government unless they first become familiar 
with the traditions of a government of law.  
 Freedom of the employed depends those whose posi-
tion differs from theirs. Yet in a democracy in which they 
form the majority, it is their concept of life that can determine 
whether such independence can exist and fulfill its function. 
An employee has little knowledge of decisions concerning 
property and income producers. For the independent there is 
no sharp distinction between his private and business life, as 
there is for the employee who has sold part of his time for a 
fixed income. For the independent it is a question of shaping 
and reshaping a plan of life, of finding solutions for ever new 
problems.  
 The principle of rewarding a man according to what 
others think he deserves cannot apply to those who act on their 
own initiative. When an employed majority determines legis-
lation and policy, conditions adapt to their standards and be-
come less favorable to the independent. The advantage of 
large organizations over small ones results from policies that 
have made employed positions more attractive to many. Em-
ployees are relieved of some responsibilities of economic life; 

and feel that economic misfortune, when it comes from a de-
cline or failure of their employer, is clearly the fault of some-
body else. They wish to have some higher tutelary power 
watch over activities which they do not understand but on 
which their livelihood depends.  
 Where this class predominates, the concept of social 
justice largely adjusts to its needs. Paternalistic provisions of 
social services are tailored to its requirements. All that con-
cerns the possession and employment of capital as part of 
making a living is treated as the special interest of a small 
privileged group which can justly be discriminated against. 
 It is truer of government bureaucracy than of other 
large organizations that the specific value of an individual’s 
services must be rewarded on the basis of merit rather than 
result. Such standards that prevail in the bureaucracy tend to 
spread. The man of independent means is even more important 
in a free society when he is not occupied with using his capital 
in the pursuit of material gain but in the service of aims which 
bring no material return. There is a long story of good causes 
which were recognized only after lonely pioneers devoted 
their lives and fortunes to arousing the public conscience for 
the abolition of slavery, penal and prison reform, the preven-
tion of cruelty to children or to animals, or a more humane 
treatment of the insane.  
 Not working to earn an income does not mean idle-
ness. Those in the sciences and humanities are today em-
ployed in most countries by the state. The lack of a cultural 
elite within the propertied class is apparent in Europe, where 
the combined effects of inflation and taxation have mostly 
destroyed the old and prevented the rise of a new leisure 
group.  
 Those who complain most loudly about the material-
ism of our civilization will admit to no other standard of use-
fulness of a service than that men should be willing to pay for 
it. They believe that the wealth the few enjoy wouldn’t exist at 
all if they were not allowed to enjoy it, though it was not taken 
from anyone else.  
 Men saw that to live by one man’s will became the 
cause of all men’s misery. If the facts which determine our 
plans are under the control of another, our actions will be 
similarly controlled. Political power usually means power to 
coerce. The recognition of property is the first step in delimi-
tating the private sphere which protects us.   
 Abstract rules, such as language, money, or most 
practices and conventions on which social life rests, have not 
been invented by any group. Similarly, a law should not name 
any specific person. The movement of progressive societies 
has been from Status (assigned place in society) to Contract. 
Freedom can mean only that what we may do is not dependent 
on the approval of anyone. Courts are the instruments of the 
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law and can will nothing. When a court determines how gen-
eral rules may apply to a case, it is the implication of the 
whole system of accepted rules that decides, not the will of the 
court.  
 The law tells an individual what facts he may be held 
responsible for. If the law thus enables him to act effectively 
and thus adds to his knowledge, it also embodies knowledge, 
or the results of past experience. Most of these rules have nev-
er been deliberately invented but have grown through a pro-
cess of trial and error in which the experience of successive 
generations has helped to make them what they are. We must 
discover the functions that rules serve if we are to improve 
upon them by legislation.  
 There is nothing “natural” in any particular definition 
of rights, such as the Roman concept of property as a right to 
use or abuse an object as one pleases. David Hume called the 
fundamental laws of nature: stability of possession, transfer-
ence by consent, and performance of promises. Our concern 
can only be general attributes which these rules ought to pos-
sess in a free society. The lawgiver cannot foresee what use 
those affected will make of his rules and confines himself to 
general rules rather than commands. The abstract rules of law 
will only be beneficial as they are useful. 
 Enemies of liberty contend that order in human af-
fairs requires that some give orders and others obey. Alterna-
tively, economic theory has explained that mutual adjustment 
of the activities of individuals is brought about by the market. 
The orderliness of social activity shows that the individual can 
carry out a consistent plan of action that rests on the expecta-
tion of certain contributions from his fellows. We want indi-
viduals to adjust their acts to the particular circumstances 
known only to them. 
 This arises from the mutual adjustments of the ele-
ments and response to the events that act upon them. This 
“polycentric order” is a system of spontaneous order in socie-
ty. This self-coordination justifies liberty on public grounds. 
We can produce the conditions for the formation of order in 
society, but cannot arrange the manner in which its elements 
will order themselves. The task of the lawgiver is not to set up 
a particular order but to create conditions in which it can es-
tablish and renew itself. The chief requirement for such an 
order is that each know which of the circumstances in his en-
vironment he can count on.  
 The end of the law is not to restrain, but to preserve 
and enlarge freedom. Where there is no law there is no free-
dom. For liberty is freedom from restraint and violence from 
others and not for every man to do what he wishes. Individual 
liberty in modern times appeared first as a by-product of a 
struggle for power rather than the result of deliberate aim. 
Because England retained more of the common medieval ideal 

of the supremacy of law, which was destroyed elsewhere by 
absolute rule, it was able to initiate the modern growth of lib-
erty. Only gradually, during the late Middle Ages, did the con-
cept of deliberate creation of new law come to be accepted.   
 In England, Parliament thus developed from what 
had been a law-finding body into a law-creating one. It was 
finally in the dispute about the authority to legislate in which 
the contending parties reproached each other for acting arbi-
trarily that the cause of individual freedom was inadvertently 
advanced. The phrase “government of laws and not by men” 
derives from Aristotle.  
 John Lock’s Second Treatise on Civil Government 
was outstanding in its lasting effects. He codified the political 
doctrine that should thenceforth control the powers of gov-
ernment. The source which makes power legitimate, and with 
it the aim of government in general, is how power can be pre-
vented from becoming arbitrary. The supreme executor of the 
law has no will or power, but that of law. If the process of 
reforming laws in the spirit of those ideals was slow, the prin-
ciples themselves ceased to be a matter of dispute. The first 
maxim of a free state is that the laws be made by one set of 
men and administered by another.  
 It was from America that the idea that men ought to 
mind their own business, and that the nation is responsible to 
Heaven for the acts of State, burst forth upon the world. When 
in 1767 a modernized British Parliament issued a declaration 
that a parliamentary majority could pass any law it saw fit, it 
was greeted with an out-cry of horror in the colonies. It began 
the movement that led to a new attempt to secure the liberty of 
the individual. Americans were singularly fortunate in having 
among their leaders a number of profound students of political 
philosophy.  
 The claims and arguments advanced by the colonists 
in the conflict with the mother country were based entirely on 
the rights and privileges to which they regarded themselves 
entitled as British subjects. It was only when they discovered 
that the British constitution had little substance and could not 
be successfully appealed to against the claims of Parliament, 
that they concluded that the missing foundation had to be sup-
plied. They regarded it as a fundamental doctrine that a “fixed 
constitution” was essential to any free government and that a 
constitution meant limited government. To the colonists, free-
dom meant that government should have powers only for such 
action as was explicitly required by law, so that nobody should 
posses any arbitrary power. The idea of making this higher 
law explicit and enforceable by putting it on paper was for the 
first time put into practice by the Revolutionary colonists.  
 As in deciding concrete rules, so the legislature in 
making particular laws is bound by the more general princi-
ples of the constitution. As a judicial decision is regarded as 
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just only if it conformes with a general law, so particular laws 
are regarded as just only if they conform to more general prin-
ciples.  Our immediate purposes always loom large, and we 
tend to sacrifice long-term advantages to them. In individuals 
as in social conduct we can therefore approach a measure of 
consistency in making particular decisions only by submitting 
to general principles. The expression an “appeal from the peo-
ple drunk to the people sober” is often used in this connection.  
 It is impossible for men to consult their interest in so 
effectual a manner as by a universal and inflexible observance 
of rules of justice. A constitutional system does not involve a 
limitation of the will of the people but merely subordination of 
immediate objectives to long-term ones. The agreement to 
submit to the will of the temporary majority on particular is-
sues is based on the understanding that this majority will abide 
by more general principles laid down beforehand by a more 
comprehensive body. It implies a preference for reliance on 
proven principles over ad hoc solutions. All rational thought 
moves within a non-rational framework of beliefs and institu-
tions. A free society needs a permanent means of restricting 
the powers of government.  
 The 11 years between the Declaration of Independ-
ence and the framing of the federal Constitution were a period 
of experimentation by the 13 new states with the principles of 
constitutionalism. The Bill of Rights shows clearly what this 
meant to the Americans. They largely served as the prototype 
for all similar European documents. The main lesson of the 
period of Confederation was that the mere writing down on 
paper of a constitution changes little unless explicit machinery 
is provided to enforce it.  
 It is remarkable how different from any foreseen 
structure was the frame of government which ultimately 
emerged and how much was due to historical accident, or the 
application of inherited principles to a new situation, or 
emerged as only dimly perceived consequences of general 
ideas. The experience of the first decade of independence 
shifted the emphasis from protection against arbitrary gov-
ernment to the creation of an effective common government. 
The transference of some essential powers to a central gov-
ernment, while leaving the rest to the separate states, would 
also set an effective limit on all government. There was much 
discussion of the undesirability of “special” as distinguished 
from “general” acts. Judicial decisions repeatedly stressed that 
proper laws ought to be “general public laws equally binding 
on every member of the community under similar circum-
stance.” The preservation of the American constitutional sys-
tem is immeasurably more important than the immediate 
adoption of any legislation however beneficial.  
 The ideal of popular sovereignty gained a victory as 
the ideal of the rule of law made it soon recede into the back-

ground. It was thought that the arrival of democracy would 
automatically prevent arbitrary use of power. Though in many 
respects the French Revolution was inspired by the American 
one, it never achieved the chief result of the other—a constitu-
tion which limits the powers of legislation. The Napoleonic 
regime which followed the French Revolution was more con-
cerned with increasing the efficiency and power of the admin-
istrative machine than securing the liberty of the individual.  
 While in France application of the ideal of the separa-
tion of powers had led to an exemption of administrative ac-
tion from judication control, the Prussian development was 
that all exercise of administrative power over the person or 
property of the citizen should be made subject to judicial re-
view. This went so far as to subject all disputes between the 
administrative authorities and private citizens to the jurisdic-
tion of the ordinary courts. This limitation of all administrative 
activity by laws enforceable by courts became the central aim 
of the liberal movement. They systematically explored and 
digested the experience of the West and applied its lessons to 
the problems of the modern administrative state. It was the 
power of the professional administrator that is now the main 
threat to individual liberty. 
 The rule of law is a limitation upon all legislation. 
But it is effective only in so far as the legislator feels bound by 
it. The chief means of coercion at the disposal of government 
is punishment. True laws must be known and certain. It is the 
cases that never come before the courts that are the measure of 
the certainty of the law. The modern tendency to exaggerate 
this uncertainty is part of the campaign against the rule of law.  
It is doubtful whether we possess any other formal criteria of 
justice than generality and equality. The ideal of the rule of 
law requires that the state enforce the law upon others and be 
itself limited in the same manner as any private person.  
 Experience confirms that in spite of the incomplete-
ness of any bill of rights, such a bill affords an important pro-
tection for certain rights known to be easily endangered. Even 
the most fundamental principles of a free society may have to 
be temporarily sacrificed when it is a question of preserving 
liberty in the long run, as in case of war. The principle of “no 
expropriation without just compensation” is our chief assur-
ance that necessary infringements of the private sphere will be 
allowed only in instances where the public gain is clearly 
greater than the harm done by the disappointment of normal 
individual expectations.  
 A government which cannot coerce except in the 
enforcement of general rules has no power to achieve particu-
lar aims, the material position of particular people, or enforce 
distribution or “social” justice. Experience teaches us to be 
most on our guard to protect liberty when the government’s 
purposes are beneficent. The common aim of all socialist 
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movements was the nationalization of the “means of produc-
tion, distribution, and exchange.” Although Marxism was 
killed in the Western world by the example of Russia as much 
less productive than private enterprise, its aims have lost little 
of their attraction. Socialists still wish to manipulate the econ-
omy so that distribution of incomes conforms to their concept 
of social justice. The most important outcome of the socialist 
epoch has been the destruction of the traditional limits upon 
the powers of the state.  
 We have drifted so far in the direction of a redistribu-
tive state that it now appears much easier to push further in 
that direction than to press for the somewhat discredited so-
cialization of the means of production. Unlike socialism, the 
concept of the welfare state has no precise meaning. Those 
who attempt to delimit the functions of government in terms 
of aims rather than methods thus regularly find themselves 
opposed to state action which appears to have desirable conse-
quences—measures which, though effective for particular 
purposes, would destroy a free society.  
 An important distinction must be drawn between two 
concepts of security: a limited security which can be achieved 
for all and absolute security, which in a free society cannot. 
The kind of welfare state that aims at “social justice” becomes 
a redistributor of income. The chief danger today is that, once 
the aim of government is accepted as legitimate, it then as-
sumes that means contrary to the principles of freedom may be 
legitimately employed. The quickest way to a visible solution 
becomes the only one preventing the emergence of more ef-
fective alternatives. The development toward which impa-
tience and convenience which have frequently inclined the 
reformer may become the chief obstacle of future improve-
ments.  
 In many fields persuasive arguments based on effi-
ciency and economy can be advanced in favor of the state’s 
taking charge of a particular service. The character of services 
becomes entirely different from what they would have been if 
provided by competing agencies. Government uses its coer-
cive powers to ensure that men are given what some expert 
thinks they need, such as health, employment, housing, and 
provision for old age. Whole professions—medicine, educa-
tion, or insurance—come to exist then only as unitary bureau-
cratic hierarchies, without competitive experimentation. 
 The same reasons that make the impatient reformer 
organize such services in the form of government monopolies 
lead him also to believe that the authorities should be given 
wide discretion over the individual. The zeal of administrative 
agencies leads them to assume that constitutional limitations 
and guaranteed individual rights must give way before their 
efforts to achieve a paramount purpose of government. Inevi-
tably this sort of administration of the welfare of the people 

becomes a self-willed and uncontrollable apparatus before 
which the individual is helpless. 
 The moral foundations for a rule of law on an inter-
national scale seem to be completely lacking. Those concerned 
with individual liberty generally advocate decentralization—
action by local authorities. This has many advantages of pri-
vate enterprise and fewer dangers of the coercive action of 
government. Competition between local authorities provides 
opportunity for experimentation with alternative methods 
which will secure most of the advantage of free growth. It is 
usually the authoritarian planner who, in the interest of uni-
formity, efficiency, and administrative convenience, supports 
centralist tendencies and receives the support of poorer ma-
jorities, who wish to tap the sources of wealthier regions.  
 Subsides are a legitimate tool of policy as a means of 
using the market to provide services which cannot be confined 
to those who individually pay for them. In a democracy, after 
a period in which measures favoring a particular group have 
been popular, the argument against privilege becomes an ar-
gument against these groups that have enjoyed that favor.  
 Labor unions have become one important instance in 
which governments signally fail in their prime function—the 
prevention of coercion and violence. Unions were at first able 
to appeal to the general principles of liberty and retained sup-
port of liberals long after all discrimination against them had 
ceased and they had acquired exceptional privileges. Their 
legal position is fundamentally wrong and our free society is 
gravely threatened by the powers arrogated by them. The co-
ercion which unions exercise contrary to all principles of free-
dom under the law is primarily the coercion of fellow workers. 
Any union controlling all potential workers of a firm or indus-
try can exercise almost unlimited pressure. The interest of 
those who get employment at the highest wage is opposed to 
that of those employed in lower paid jobs or not employed at 
all. It therefore serves only a sectional interest even when it 
obtains the support of all. The control of the direction of eco-
nomic activity that would be dangerous in the hands of gov-
ernment is intolerable if exercised by a particular group. The 
greater stability of the wages of particular groups which un-
ions secure is likely to involve greater instability of employ-
ment. Because unions are most powerful where capital in-
vestments are heaviest, only taxation deters investment more. 
Psychological and moral pressure encourage the erroneous 
belief that the unions benefit all workers.  
 Because the power of truly voluntary unions is re-
stricted to common interests of all workers, they have come to 
direct their chief efforts to forcing of dissenters to obey their 
will. They could never succeed without support of a misguid-
ed public opinion and the aid of government. To say that 
workers have a right to form unions is not to say that unions 
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have a right to exist independent of the will of the individual 
workers. The legalization of unions has come to mean that 
whatever methods they regard as indispensable for their pur-
poses are be treated as legal. The aura of legitimacy conferred 
upon it because the aims are approved cannot alter the fact that 
it represents organized pressure upon individuals which in a 
free society no private agency should be permitted to exercise. 
These constitute contracts in restraint of trade and only their 
exemption from the ordinary rule of law make them legitimate 
objects of organizational activities. They would disappear if 
the basic coercive power of the unions were removed. In a free 
society much that is undesirable has to be tolerated if it cannot 
be prevented without discriminatory legislation. Unions with-
out coercive powers would probably play a useful and im-
portant role even in the process of wage determination.  
 In the Western world some provision for those 
threatened by the extremes of indigence or starvation due to 
circumstance beyond their control has long been accepted as a 
duty of the community. The justification is that, by their ne-
glect to provide, they would become a charge to the public. 
Similarly, we require motorists to insure against third-party 
risks. All sheltered monopolies become inefficient in the 
course of time. Initially, efficiency was stressed in support of 
the single compulsory organization. But redistribution of in-
come has today become the chief purpose of what is still 
called social “insurance.” From the beginning, it had little to 
do with insurance and has since lost any resemblance it may 
ever have had.  
 Though redistribution of incomes was never the ini-
tial purpose of social security, it has become the admitted aim 
everywhere. No system of monopolistic compulsory insurance 
has resisted this transformation--a majority of takers who de-
cide what they will take from a wealthier minority. The wel-
fare state has for many become the substitute for old-fashioned 
socialism. Though development of the immense social securi-
ty apparatus has been a chief factor in the transformation of 
our economy, it is the least understood. The expert dominates 
in this field as in others. The expert is not one who knows all 
that is needed to enable him to judge the value of the institu-
tion, but is the one who understands its organization fully. He 
is unhesitatingly in favor of the institutions on which he is 
expert. This makes many contemporary developments self-
accelerating--"all the experts favor it.” Once the apparatus is 
established, its future development will be shaped by what 
those who have chosen to serve whatever it regards as its 
needs. This turns the whole system into a tool of politics for 
vote-catching demagogues.  
 This same process applies to medicine, the descrip-
tion of which is omitted here. 

 Progressive taxation is the chief means of redistrib-
uting incomes. The moment you abandon the cardinal princi-
ple of exacting from all the same proportion of their income or 
property, you are at sea without rudder or compass, and there 
is no amount of injustice and folly you may not commit. Un-
der progressive taxation the gain to revenue is less than the 
reduction of real income which it causes. Democracy has yet 
to learn that, in order to be just, it must be guided in its action 
by general principles.  
 Civilization is inseparable from urban life. City life is 
not only more productive than rural life; it is also much more 
costly. Only those whose productivity is much increased by 
life in the city will reap a net advantage over the extra cost. 
Life at a level of poverty which is bearable in the country is 
scarcely tolerable in the city. The costs involved in large num-
bers living in great density are very high and communal, i.e., 
they do not automatically fall on those who cause them but 
may have to be borne by all. “Neighborhood effects” assume 
major importance. The market has guided the evolution of 
cities more successfully than is commonly realized and most 
proposals to improve upon this by super-imposing a system of 
central direction show little awareness of what such a system 
must accomplish.  
 Europe has probably done most to restrict freedom 
and prosperity through rent restriction. Thus, house property 
was in effect expropriated, contributing much toward weaken-
ing the respect for property and sense of individual responsi-
bility. This also perpetuates a housing shortage. Because of 
rent restriction, large sections of the population in Western 
countries have become subject to arbitrary decisions of author-
ity in their daily affairs and accustomed to seek permission 
and direction in the main decisions of their lives. Authority is 
constantly called upon to decide on the relative merits of 
needs, to allocate essential services, and to dispose of private 
property according to its judgment of the urgency of different 
individual needs.   
 Higher costs generally increase with the size of the 
city. Property in older, rent-controlled areas continues to be 
available for housing only because the old buildings, with lit-
tle spent on them for repair or maintenance, are occupied at 
greater density. Slum dwellers find it to their advantage to live 
in the center of the city only because they do not pay for all 
the costs caused by their decisions. The housing problem is 
not an independent one which can be solved in isolation; it is 
part of the general problem of poverty and can be solved only 
by a general rise in incomes. This solution, however, will be 
delayed if we subsidize people to move from where their 
productivity is greater than the cost of living to places where it 
will be less. Municipal measures tend to subsidize the growth 
of giant cities beyond the economically justifiable point. 
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Though the price mechanism is an imperfect guide for the use 
of urban land, it is still an indispensable guide if development 
is to be left to private initiative and if all the knowledge and 
foresight dispersed among many men is to be used.  
 Technological advance has so increased the produc-
tivity of food that fewer than ever before can supply the needs 
of a larger population. Spontaneous movements out of agricul-
ture are induced only if incomes in agriculture are low relative 
to those in urban occupation. The dominant consideration 
which led governments to interfere to assure an “adequate 
income” to those engaged in agriculture. It is only price pres-
sure that produces the necessary reduction in the agricultural 
population and leads to the adoption of new agricultural tech-
niques to lower costs and makes possible the survival of suita-
ble units. Once a general rise in incomes exceeds a certain 
level, people are unlikely to increase their expenditure on food 
unless offered preferred kinds. In the Western world this 
means substitution of high-protein foods, such as meat and 
dairy products, for cereals and other starchy foods.   
 Polices, systematically pursued, restrict the farmer 
and turn him into the most regimented and supervised of all 
producers. Perhaps it is inevitable that, once farming is con-
ducted largely at public expense, certain standards should also 
be enforced. A heavy burden is accepted because of fear that 
the familiar face of the countryside would be changed by dis-
appearance of present farming techniques and that the farmer 
would disappear altogether.  There are as great gaps between 
prosperity and poverty among farmers as in any other occupa-
tion. The farmer, if he is to succeed, must progressively be-
come a businessman—a process that many deplore and want 
to prevent. Attempts to preserve particular members of the 
agricultural population by sheltering them against the necessi-
ty of changing traditions and habits turn them into permanent 
wards of government. We would show more respect if we 
allowed certain ways of life to disappear altogether than to 
preserve them as specimens of a past age.  
 While “underdeveloped countries” use the most ab-
surd complexities to prevent shrinkage of their agricultural 
population, others seem anxious to speed the growth of the 
industrial population by artificial means. Most sensible people 
in the West are aware that the problem of agricultural policy 
now is to extricate governments from a system of controls in 
which they have become entangled and to restore the working 
of the market. The case for natural parks, nature reservations, 
etc., is the same as that for similar amenities which municipal-
ities provide on a smaller scale. There is much to be said for 
their being provided as far a possible by voluntary organiza-
tions. 
 Knowledge is perhaps the chief good that can be had 
at a price, but those who do not already posses it often cannot 

recognize its usefulness. Our case for freedom rests on the 
contention that competition is one of the most powerful in-
struments for the dissemination of knowledge. There is no 
doubt that the utilization of knowledge can be greatly in-
creased by deliberate efforts. With regard to children, they are 
not responsible individuals to whom the argument for freedom 
fully applies. Other members of the community have a genu-
ine stake in their welfare. The case for compulsory education 
is that all of us will be exposed to fewer risks and will receive 
more benefits from our fellows if they share with us certain 
knowledge and beliefs. The US would not have become such 
and effective “melting pot” and would have faced extremely 
difficult problems if it had no been for a deliberate policy of 
“Americanization” through the public-school system.  
 How is this education to be provided? How much of 
it is to be provided for all? How are those who are to be given 
more to be selected and at whose expense? The general level 
of education which Prussia attained was a chief cause of her 
rapid economic rise and that of all Germany. Yet it is the pro-
vision of education by government which created such prob-
lems as that of the segregation of Negroes in the US. In multi-
national states the problem of who is to control the school 
system tends to be the chief source of friction between nation-
alities. Milton Friedman has shown it practicable to defray the 
costs of general education out of the public purse without 
maintaining government schools by giving parents vouchers 
covering the costs of education of each child, which they 
could hand over to schools of their choice. As in other fields, 
the case for subsidization of higher education (and of research) 
must rest not on the benefit it confers on the recipient but on 
the resulting advantages for the community at large. The diffi-
culties of this problem have greatly increased and a reasonable 
solution made almost impossible by increasing use of gov-
ernment education as an instrument for egalitarian aims.  
 Natural capacity and inborn aptitude are as much 
“unfair advantages” as accidents of environment. Let’s in-
crease opportunities for all, but proceed in the full knowledge 
that it is likely to favor those better able to take advantage of 
them and may often at first increase inequalities.  
 
[Hayek was the source of Reagan and Thatcher’s economic 
policy.] Liberty is not merely one particular value but the 
source and condition of most moral values. In an advancing 
society, any restriction on liberty reduces the number of things 
tried and so reduces the rate of progress. Liberty describes the 
absence of a particular obstacle—the coercion by other men. 
Most advantages of social lives rest on the fact that each indi-
vidual benefit from more knowledge than he is aware of and 
profits from knowledge he does not himself possess. The 
forms of conduct which we follow without knowing why are 
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called “traditions” and “institutions.” The benefits I derive 
from freedom are largely the result of the uses of freedom by 
others. Freedom of action is as important as freedom of 
thought. The rapid economic advance we have come to expect 
results from equality and is impossible without it. Even the 
poorest today owe their relative material well-being to the 
results of past inequality. There is nothing more arduous than 
the apprenticeship of liberty. Freedom has never worked with-
out deeply ingrained moral beliefs. The argument for liberty 
applies only to those who can be held responsible. Democracy 
is a process of forming opinion. Advance consists in the few 
convincing the many. The first maxim of a free state is that the 
laws be made by one set of men and administered by another. 
It is the cases that never come before the courts that are the 
measure of the certainty of the law. The kind of state that aims 
at “social justice” becomes primarily a redistributor of income. 
No system of monopolistic compulsory insurance has resisted 
this transformation--a majority of takers who decide what they 
will take from a wealthier minority. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


