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PLANNING AND DEMOCRACY
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v

The statesnan wha sheould atempt to direct private people in what manner
they ought to employ their capitals, would not only load himself with a most
unnecessary attention, but assume an authority which could safely be trusted
to no council and senate whatever, and which would nowhere be so danger-
ous as in the hands of a man who had folly and presumption enough to fancy
himself fir to exercise it. —Adam Smith'

The cormmon features of all collectivist systems may be described, in a phrase
ever dear to socialists of all schools, as the deliberate organization of the labors
of society for a definite social goal. That our present society lacks such “con-
scious” direction toward a single aim, that its activities are guided by the whims
and fancies of irresponsible individuals, has always been one of the main com-
plaints of its socialist critics.

In many ways this puts the basic issue very clearly. And it directs us at once
to the point where the conflict arises between individual freedom and collec-
tivism. The various kinds of collectivism, communism, fascism, etc., differ
among themselves in the nature of the goal toward which they want to direct
the efforts of society. But they all differ from hberalism and individualism in
wanting to organize the whole of society and all its resources for this unitary
end and in refusing to recognize autonomous spheres in which the ends of the
individuals are supreme. In short, they are totalitarian in the true sense of this
new word which we have adopted te describe the unexpected but nevertheless
inseparable manifestations of what in theory we call collectivism.

The “social goal,” or “common purpose,” for which society s to be orga-
nized is usually vaguely described as the “common good,” the “general welfare,”
or the “general interest.” It does not need much reflection to see that these
terms have no sufficiently definite meaning to determine a particular course

'[Adam Smith, Az Inquiry inle the Nature and Causes of the Wealth of Nations, ed. R. H. Campbel)
and A, 5. Skinner, vol. | of The Glasgow Edition of the Works and Cornespondence of Adam Smith, op. cit.,
bock &, chapter 2, p. 456. —FEd.]

100

Y R

ah

a '

Tl sy e

-

s

L]

e S

X,

AT T

U Yy e, Fe— 1

BT

PLANNING AND DEMOCRACY

of action. The welfare and the happiness of millions cannot be measured on
a single scale of Iess and more. The welfare of a people, like the happiness of a
man, depends on a great many things that can be provided in an infinite vari-
ety of combinations. It cannot be adequately expressed as a single end, but only
as a hierarchy of ends, a comprehensive scale of values in which every need of
every person is given its place. To direct all our activities according to a single
plan presupposes that every one of our needs is given its rank in an order of val-
ues which must be complete enough to make it possible to decide among all the
different courses which the planner has to choose. It presupposes, in short, the
existence of a complete ethical code in which all the different human values are
aflotted their due place.

The conception of a complete ethical code is unfamiliar, and it requires some
effort of imagination to see what it involves. We are not in the habit of thinking
of moral codes as more or less complete. The fact that we are constantly choos-
ing between different values without a social code prescribing how we ought to
choose does not surprise us and does not suggest to us that our moral code 1s in-
complete. In our society there s neither occasion nor reason why people should
develop common views about what should be done in such situations. But
where all the means to be used are the property of society and are to be used in
the name of society according to a unitary plan, a “soctal” view about what
ought to be done must guide all decisions. In such a world we should soon find
that our moral code is full of gaps.

‘We are not concerned here with the question whether it would be desirable
to have such a complete ethical code. It may merely be pointed out that up to
the present the growth of civilization has been accompanied by a steady
diminution of the sphere in which individual actions are bound by fixed rules.
The rules of which our common moral cade consists have progressively become
fewer and more general in character. From the primitive man, who was bound
by an elaborate ritual in almost every one of his daily activities, who was lim-
ited by imnumerable taboos, and who could scarcely conceive of doing things
in a way different from his fellows, morals have more and more tended to be-
come merely limits circumscribing the sphere within which the individual
could behave as he liked. The adoption of a common ethical code cormprehen-
sive enough to determine a unitary economic plan would mean a complete re-
versal of this tendency.

The essential point for us is that no such complete ethical code exists. The
attempt to direct all economic activity according to a single plan would raise in-
nurmerable questions to which the answer could be provided only by a moral
rule, but to which existing morals have no answer and where there exists no
agreed view on what cught to be done. People will have ¢ither no definite views
or conflicting views on such questions, because in the free society in which we
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have lived there has been no occasion to think about them and still less to form
common opinions about them.

Not only do we not possess such an all-inclusive scale of values: it would be
impossible for any mind to comprehend the infinite variety of different needs
of different people which compete for the available resources and to attach a
definite weight to each. For our problem it is of minor importance whether the
ends for which any person cares comprehend only his own individual needs, or
whether they include the needs of his closer or even those of his more distant
fellows—that s, whether he is egoistic or altruistic in the ordinary senses of
these words. The point which is so important is the basic fact that it is impos-
sible for any man to survey more than a limited field, to be aware of the urgency
of more than a limited number of needs. Whether his interests center round
his own physical needs, or whether he takes a warm interest in the welfare of
every human being he knows, the ends about which he can be concerned will
always be only an infinitesimal fraction of the needs of all men.

This is the fundamental fact on which the whole philosophy of individualism
is based. It does not assume, as is often asserted, that man is egoistic or selfish
or ought to be. It merely starts from the indisputable fact that the limits of our
powers of imagination make it impossible to inclzde in our scale of values more
than a sector of the needs of the whole society, and that, since, strictly speaking,
scales of value can exist only in individual minds, nothing but partial scales of
values exist—scales which are mevitably different and often inconsistent with
each other. From this the individualist concludes that the individuals should be
allowed, within defined limits, to follow their own values and preferences rather
than somebody else’s; that within these spheres the individual’s system of ends
should be supreme and not subject to any dictation by others. It is this recog-
nition of the individual as the ultimate judge of his ends, the belief that as far
as possible his own views ought to govern his actions, that forms the essence of
the individualist position,

This view does not, of course, exclude the recognition of social ends, or
rather of a coincidence of individual ends which makes it advisable for men to
combine for their pursuit. But it limits such common action to the instances
where individual views coincide; what are called “social ends” are for it merely
identical ends of many individuals—or ends to the achievement of which indi-
viduals are willing to contribute in return for the assistance they receive in the
satisfaction of their own desires. Common action is thus limited to the fields
where people agree on common ends. Very frequently these cornmon ends will
not be ultimate ends to the individuals but means which different persons can
use for different purposes. In fact, people are most likely to agree on common
action where the common end is not an ultimate end to them but a means
capable of serving a great variety of purposes.
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‘When mdividuals combine in a joint effort to realize ends they have in com-
mon, the organizations, like the state, that they form for this purpose are given
their own system of ends and their own means. But dny organization thus
formed remains one “person” among others, In the case of the state much maore
powerful than any of the others, it is true, yet still with'its separate and limited
sphere in which alone its ends are supreme. The limits of this sphere are deter-
mined by the extent to which the individuals agree on particular ends; and the
probability that they will agree on a particular course of action necessarily de-
creases as the scope of such action extends. There are certain functions of the
state on the exercise of which there will be practical unanimity among its ¢iti-
zens; there will be others on which there will be agreement of a substantial ma-
Jjority; and so on, until we come to fields where, although each individual might
wish the state to act in some way, there will be almost as many views about what
the government should do as there are different people.

We can rely on voluntary agreement to guide the action of the state only so
long as it is confined to spheres where agreement exists. But not only when the
state undertakes direct control in fields where there is no such agreement s it
bound to suppress individual freedom. We can unfortunately not indefinitely
extend the sphere of common action and stll leave the individual free in his
own sphere. Once the communal sector, in which the state controls all the
means, exceeds a certain proportion of the whole, the effects of its actions dom-
inate the whole system. Although the state controls directly the use of only a
large part of the available resources, the effects of its decisions on the remain-
ing part of the economic system become so great that indirectly it controls
almost everything. Where, as was, for example, true in Germany as early as

1928, the central and local authorities directly control the use of more than half
the national income (according to an official German estimate then, 53 per
cent),? they control indirectly almost the whole economic life of the nation.
There is, then, scarcely an individual end which is not dependent for its
achievement on the action of the state, and the “social scale of values” which
guides the state’s action must embrace practically all mdividual ends.

It s not difficult to see what must be the consequences when democracy em-
barks upon a course of planning which in its execution requires more agree-
ment than in fact exists. The people may have agreed on adopting a system of
directed economy because they have been convinced that 1t will produce great
prosperity. In the discussions leading to the decision, the goal of planning will
have been described by some such term as “common welfare,” which only con-

{In 1927 Hayck became the first director of the newly formed Austrian Institute for Business
Cycle Research (Osterwichisches Fustitut fir Konjnkturforschung); one of his tasks was to collect eco-
noemic data of the sort he reports on here. —Ed.]
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ceals Em absence of real agreement on the ends of planning. Agreement will in
fact exist only on the mechanism to be used. But it is 2 mechanism which can
be .:mna only for a common end; and the question of the precise goal toward
which all activity is to be directed will arise as soon as the executive power has
to translate the demand for a single plan into a particular plan. Then it will ap-
pear that the agreement on the desirability of planning is not supperted by
agreement on the ends the plan is to serve. The effect of the people’s agreeing
that there must be central planning, without agreeing on the ends, will be
rather as if a group of people were to commit themselves to take a journey to-
gether without agrecing where they want to go: with the result that they may all
have to Ewrn a journey which most of them do not want at all. That planning
createsa m.:cmmon n which it is necessary for us to agree on a much larger num-
ber of topics than we have been used to, and that in a planned system we can-
not confine collective action to the tasks on which we can agree but are forced
to maom:nn agreement on everything in order that any action can be taken at
all, is one of the features which contributes more than most to determining the
character of a planned system.

It may be the unanimously expressed will of the people that its parliament
should prepare a comprehensive economic plan, yet neither the people nor its
menmanﬂmﬂ?nw need therefore be able to agree on any particular plan. The in-
ability of democratic assemblies to carry out what seems to be a clear mandate
of Qmo people will inevitably cause dissatisfaction with democratic institutions.
Parliaments come to be regarded as ineffective “talking shops,” unable or in-
competent to carry out the tasks for which they have been chosen. The convic-
tion grows that if efficient planning is to be done, the direction must be “taken
out of politics” and placed in the hands of experts—permanent officials or in-
dependent autonomous bodies.

The difficulty is well known to socialists. It will soon be half a century since
the Webbs began to complain of “the increased incapacity of the House of
Commons to cope with its work.”® More recently, Professor Laski has elabo-
rated the argument:

.:Hﬂ 1§ common ground that the present parliamentary machine is quite un-
suited to vwmm.aﬁm&% a great body of complicated legislation, The National
Ooﬁaﬁonm, indeed, has in substance admitted this by implementing its econ-
omy and tariff measures not by detailed debate in the House of Commons but
by 2 wholesale system of delegated legislation. A Labour Government would,

?Sidney and Beatrice Webh, fudustria! Democra
, cy {London, New York, Bombay and Calcutta:
Hw\ozm_.dmbww Green and Co., 1397), p. 800 n. [English social reformers Sidney (1859-1947) and
hnwsnn {1858-1943) Enw._..w were early members of the Fabian Society and cofounders of the
ondon School of Economics. In the cited passage, the Webbs actually complained of the “in-

creasing i 3 “ - .
. rm :M.nmmmn_nx rather than “increased incapacity” of the House of Commons 1o cope with
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I presume, build upon the amplitude of this precedent. It would confine the
House of Commons to the two functions It can properly perform: the ventila-
Gon of grievances and the discussion of general principles of its measures. Its
Rills would take the form of general formulae conferring wide powers on the
appropriate government departments; and those powers would be exercised
by Order in Council which could, if desired, be attacked in the House by means
of a vote of no confidence. The necessity and value of delegated legislation
has recently been strongly reaffirmed by the Donoughmore Committee; and
its extension is inevitable if the process of socialisation is not to be wrecked by
the normal methods of obstruction which existing parliamentary procedure
sanctions.”

And to make it quite clear that a socialist government must not allow itself
to be too much fettered by democratic procedure, Professor Laski at the end
of the same article raised the question “whether in 2 period of transition to
Socialism, a Labour Government can risk the overthrow of its measures as a
result of the next general election”—and left it significantly unanswered.

Ttis important clearly to see the causes of this admitted ineffectiveness of par-
liarnents when it comes to z detailed administration of the economic affairs of
a nation. The fault is neither with the individual representatives nor with par-
liamentary institutions as such but with the contradictions inherent in the task
with which they are charged. They are not asked to act where they can agree,
but to produce agreement on everything—the whole direction of the resources
of the nation. For such a task the systemn of majority decision is, however, not
suited. Majorities will be found where it is a choice between limited alterna-
tives; but it is a superstition to believe that there must be a majority view an
everything. There is no reason why there should be a majority in favor of any
one of the different possible courses of positive action if their number is legion.
Every member of the legislative assembly might prefer some particular plan for

*H. J. Laski, “Labour and the Constitution,” Now Statesman and Mation, NS, no. 81, September
10, 1932, p. 277. In a book Demacragy in Crisis (Chapel Hill, NC: Eniversity of North Carclina
Press, 1933}, p. 87 in which Professor Laski later elaborated these ideas, his determination that
parliamentary demecracy must not be allowed to form an obstacle to the realization of socialism
is even more plainly expressed: not only would a socialist government “take vast powers and leg-
islate under them by ordinance and decree™ and “suspend the classic formulae of normal opposi-
tion” but the “continuance of parliamentary government would depend on its fic., the Labour
government’s] possession of guarantees from the Conservative Party that its work of transforma-
tion would ot be disrupted by repeal in the event of its defeat at the polls™

Ag Professor Laski irvokes the authority of the Donoughmore Committee, it may be worth re-
calling that Professor Laski was a member of that committes and presumably one of the authors
of its report. [The Donoughmore Committee on Ministers’ Powers was set up to investigate the
implications of the expansion of delegated legislation; that is, legislation that is enacted by minis-
ters in order to carry out primary legislation that is passed by Parliament. Hayek makes further
reference to its findings in the next note. —Ed.]
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the direction of econormic activity to no plan, yet no one plan may appear pref-
erable to a majority to no plan at all.

Nor can a coherent plan be achieved by breaking it up into parts and voting
on particular issues. A democratic assembly voting and amending a compre-
hensive economic plan clause by clause, as it deliberates on an orchnary bill,
makes nonsense. An economic plan, to deserve the name, must have 2 unitary
conception. Even if 2 parliament could, proceeding step by step, agree on some
scheme, it would certainly in the end satisfy nobody. A complex whole in which
all the parts must be most carefully adjusted to each other cannot be achieved
through a compromise between conflicting views. To draw up an economic
plan in this fashion is even less possible than, for example, successfully to plan
a military campaign by democratic procedure. As in strategy it would become
inevitable to delegate the task to the experts.

Yet the difference is that, while the general who is put in charge of a cam-
paign is given a single end to which, for the duration of the campaign, all the
means under his control have to be exclusively devoted, there can be no such
single goal given to the economic planner, and no similar limitation of the
means imposed upon him. The general has not got to balance different inde-
pendent aims against each other; there is for him only one supreme goal. But
the ends of an economic plan, or of any part of it, cannot be defined apart from
the particular plan. It is the essence of the economic problem that the making
of an economic plan involves the choice between conflicting or competing
ends—different needs of different people. But which ends do so conflict, which
will have to be sacrificed if we want to achieve certain others, in short, which
are the altenatives between which we must choose, can only be known to those

who know all the facts; and only they, the €Xperts, are in a posttion to decide
which of the different ends are to be given preference. It is inevitable that they
should impose their scale of preferences on the community for which they plan.

This is not always clearly recognized, and delegation is usually justified by
the technical character of the task. But this does not mean that only the tech-
nical detail is delegated, or even that the inability of parliaments to understand
the technical detail is the root of the difficulty® Alterations in the structure of

*It is instructive in this connection briefly to refer to the government docurnent in which in
recent years these problems have been discussed. As long as thirteen years ago, that is before
England finally abandoned econormic liberalism, the process of delegating legislative powers had
already been carried to a point where it was felt necessary to appoint a committee to investigate
“what safeguards are desirable or necessary to secure the sovercignty of Law.” In its report the
Donoughmere Committee (Repert of the [ Lord Chancellor’s) Committer in Ministers’ Frers, Cmd. 4060
[1932]) showed that even at that date Parliament had resorted “to the practice of wholesale and
indiscriminate delegation” but regarded this (it was before we had really glanced into the totali-
tarian abyss!) as an inevitably and relatively innocuous development. And it s probably true that
delcgation as such need not be 2 danger to freedom. The interesting point is why delegation had
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civil law are no less technical and ne more difficult to mm%ﬂwnmmwn in all their im-
plications; yet nobody has yet seriously mcmmamﬁna. that ,_mmﬂ&wﬁob H.Unn.n should
be delegated to a body of experts. The fact is that in mwomn fields legislation does
not go beyond general rules on which true majority agreement can be
achieved, while in the direction of econormnic activity the interests to be recon-
ciled are so divergent that no true agreement is likely to be reached in a2 demo-
ic assembly. )
QMWHM:E Un%ﬂnoomdhm&, however, that it is not the an_nmmmo; of FE..E&Q&@
power as such which is so objectionable. To oppose delegation as such is to op-
pose asymptom instead of the cause and, as it may be anecessary nwzb” of other
causes, to weaken the case. So long as the power that is delegated is merely the
power to make general rules, there may be very good reasons J_&dﬁ such :”—_om
should be laid down by local rather than by the central authority. The oEnm-
tionable feature is that delegation 1s so often resorted to Umnm:mn the maiter in
hand cannot be regulated by general rules but only by the exercise of discretion
in the decision of particular cases. In these instances delegation roeans that
some authority is given power to make with the force of FH,._ what to all intents
and purposes are arbitrary decisions (usually described as “judging the case on
its merits”). . .

The delegation of particular technical tasks to separate bodies, while a reg-
ular feature, is yet only the first step in the process whereby a %Eooﬁn@.ﬂgnw
embarks on planning progressively nnmbn_&mrnm. its powers. The expedient of
delegation cannot really remove the causes S&.Hnr make all the advocates of
comprehensive planning so impatient with the impotence of democracy. The
delegation of particular powers to separate agencies creates a new ovmﬂmn_n to
the achievement of a single coordmated plan. Even ¥, by this w%&.ﬁur a
democracy should succeed in planning every sector of economic activity, it
would still have to face the problem of integrating these scparate ﬁ_mm._m into
a unitary whole. Many separate plans do not make a planned whole—in fact,
as the planners ought to be the first to admit, they may U.n worse than no Eub
But the democratic legislature will long hesitate to nmrbm:_mr._ the decisions
on really vital issues, and so long as it does so it makes it impossible for anyone

become necessary on such a seale. First place among the causes enumerated m m“n report is given
to the fact that “Parliament nowadays passes so many laws every year” and that “much of the de-
tail is so techinical as to be unsuitable for Parllamentary discussion.” But if this were w= there would
be no reason why the detail should not be worked out before rather Hrmb m.mnm.wmurmﬂnn_. passes
a law. What is probably in many cases a much more important reason why, “if mm.w_sb._nn.n were
not willing to delegate law-making power, Parliament would be unable to pass Q.E kind and quan-
tity of legislation which public opinion requires” is Euonns.&.. wneﬁmunm in the lictde sentence that
“many of the laws affect people’s lives so closely that elasticity is nm‘wnu.nmp 1'What mo_«..m this mean
if not conferment of arbitrary power ~—power limited by no fixed principles and which in the opin-
ion of Parliament cannot be limited by definite and unambiguous rules?
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else to provide the comprehensive plan, Yet agreement that planning is neces-
sary, together with the inability of democratic assemblies to produce a plan, will
evoke stronger and stronger demands that the government or some single indi-
vidual should be given powers to act on their own responsibility. The belief is
becoming more and more widespread that, if things are to get done, the respon-
sible authorities must be freed from the fetters of democratic procedure.

The cry for an economic dictator is a characteristic stage in the movement
toward planning. It is now several years since one of the most acute of foreign
students of England, the late Elie Halévy, suggested that, “if you take a com-
posite photograph of Lord Eustace Percy, Sir Oswald Mosley, and Sir Stafford
Cripps, I think you would find this common feature-—you would find them
all agreeing to say: “We are living in economic chaos and we cannot get out of
it except under some kind of dictatorial leadership.’”® The number of influen-
tial public men whose inchzsion would not materially alter the features of the
“composite photograph” has since grown considerably.

In Germany, even before Hitler came into power, the movement had already
progressed much further. It is important to remember that, for some time be-
fore 1933, Germany had reached a stage in which it had, in effect, had to be
governed dictatorially. Nobody could then doubt that for the time being de-
mocracy had broken down and that sincere democrats like Briining were no
more able to govern democratically than Schleicher or von Papen.” Hitler did
not have to destroy democracy; he merely took advantage of the decay of
democracy and at the critical moment obtained the support of many to whom,

flie Halévy, “Sacialism and the Problem of Democratic Parliamentarianism,” faternational
Affears, vol. 13, July 1934, p, 501. [The article was an address given on April 24, 1934, at Chatham
House, which since 1920 has been the base for the Royal Institute of Internatonal Affairs. French
historian Elie Halévy ( 1870-1937) was the author of The Growdh of . Phifosophical Radicalism, which
traced the emergence of British utilitarianism, and The Era of Drranmies, from which Hayek drew
the opening quotation that begins chapter 3. English statesman Lord Fustace Percy (1887-1958)
wrote such books as Demscrecy on Trial and The Heresy of Democracy. English politician Sir Oswald
Mosley (1896—1980) began as a conscrvative, then switched to the Labour party, becoming an
MF and a member of the 1929 Labour government, and finally resigned to become the leader of
the British Union of Fascists. Labour politician Sir Stafford Cripps {1839-1952) veered increas-
ingly to the left in the 1930s, and was ultimately ousted from the party in 1939 for his activities
with the Popular Front. Percy, Mosley, and Cripps, then, represented different ends of the politi-
<al spectrum, yet as Hayek and Halévy noted, they had on certain issues expressed very similar
views. —Ed ]

7[German statesman Heinrich Briining (1883-1970) was the chancellor of Germany from 1950
to 1932, when he was forced to resign by the Nazis. He left Germany two years later, Franz von
Papen (1879-1969) took over as chancellor in 1932, and under Hider served bricfly as vice-
chancellor, and later as ambassador to Austria and to Turkey. Kurt von Schlcicher (1882-1934)
succeeded von Papen as chancellor, but Hitler seized pewer from him in 1933. He and his wife
were tricd on trumped-up charges and executed by the Nazis the next year. —Fd,]
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though they detested Hitler, he yet seemed the only man strong enough to get
things done,

The argument by which the planners usually try to reconcile us with this de-
velopment is that, so long as democracy retains Em.gmﬂn monn.or the essentials
of democracy are not affected. Thus Karl Mannheim writes: .

“The only [sic] way in which a planned society &m.ﬁ..m from Emﬁ of the nine-
teenth century is that more and more spheres of social life, and ultimately each
and all of them, are subjected to state control. But if a few controls can _wn held
in check by parliamentary sovereignty, so canmany. .. . In a n_naoQ.‘mco state
sovereignty can be boundlessly strengthened by plenary powers without re-
nouncing democratic control.”®

This belief overlooks a vital distinction. Parliament can, of course, control

the execution of tasks where it can give definite directions, where it has mmmﬁ
agreed on the aim and merely delegates the working-out ....um &n detail. wa sit-
uation is entirely different when the reason for the mm_nm.muon 1s that ﬁrﬁ.n 15 N0
real agreement on the ends, when the body charged with the planning has to
choose between ends of whose conflict parliament is not even aware, and when
the most that can be done 15 to present to it a plan which has to be accepted
or rejected as a whole. There may and probably will be niﬂnwﬂum but 2s no ma-
jority can agree cn an alternative plan, and the parts .cv._n.nnna to can m._E.omﬁ
always be represented as essential parts of the whole, it will remain quite in-
effective. Parliamentary discussion may be retained as a useful safety valve and
even more as a convenient medium through which the official answers to corn-
plaints are disserminated. It may even prevent some flagrant w_ucmom m:n_. suc-
cessfully insist on particular shortcomings being remedied. But it cannot direct.
It will at best be reduced to choosing the persons who are to have mﬂnnmmﬁ%
absolute power. 'The whole systern will tend toward that Ea_.ummnmSHE: &Qw.
torship in which the head of the government is from time to time mcﬁmb.mmm in
his pesition by popular vote, but where he has all the powers at his command
to make certain that the vote will go in the direction he desires.

It is the price of democracy that the possibiliies of conscious control are re-
stricted to the fields where true agreement exdsts and that in some fields things
must be left to chance. But in a society which for its functioning depends on
central planning this control cannot be made dependent on a B&ol@w _un.ﬁm
able to agree; it will often be necessary that the will of 2 small minority be im-
posed upon the people, because this minority will be ﬁr.n. largest group able to
agree among themselves on the question at issue. Democratic government has

Mannheirn, Man and Sociely in an Age of Reconstruction, op. cit., p. 340, [The second half of the
quotation appears on page 341. —Ed ]
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worked successfully where, and so long as, the functions of government were,
by a widely accepted creed, restricted to fields where agreement among a ma-
jority could be achieved by free discussion; and it is the great merit of the lib-
eral creed that it reduced the range of subjects on which agreement was neces-
sary to one on which it was likely to exist in a society of free men. It is now often
said that democracy will not tolerate “capitalisn.” If “capitalism™ means here
a competitive system based on free disposal over private property, it is far more
umportant to realize that only within this system is democracy possible. When
it becomes dominated by a collectivist creed, democracy will inevitably destroy
itself.

We have no intention, however, of making a fetish of democracy. It may well be
true that our generation talks and thinks too much of democracy and too little
of the values which it serves. It cannot be said of democracy, as Lord Acton
truly said of liberty, that it “is not a means to a higher political end. It is itself
the highest political end. It is not for the sake of a good public administration
that it is required, but for the security in the pursuit of the highest objects of
civil society, and of private life.”® Democracy is essentially 2 means, a utilitar-
ian device for safeguarding internal peace and individual freedom. As such it
15 by no means infallible or certain. Nor must we forget that there has often
been much more cultural and spiritual freedom under an autocratic rule than
under some democracies—and it is at least conceivable that under the gov-
ernment of 2 very homogeneous and doctrinaire majority democratic govern-
ment might be as oppressive as the worst dictatorship. Our point, however, is
not that dictatorship must inevitably extirpate freedom but rather that plan-
ning leads to dictatorship because dictatorship is the most effective instrurment
of coercion and the enforcement of ideals and, as such, essential if central plan-
ning on a large scale is to be possible. The clash between planning and demac-
racy arises simply from the fact that the latter is an obstacle to the suppression
of freedom which the direction of economic activity requires. But in so far as
democracy ceases to be a guaranty of individual freedom, it may well persist
in some form under a totalitarian regime. A true “dictatorship of the prole-
tariat,” even if democratic in form, if it undertook centrally to direct the eco-
nomic system, would probably destroy personal freedom as completely as any
autocracy has ever done.

The fashionable concentration on democracy as the main value threatened
is not without danger. It is largely responsible for the misleading and unfounded
belief that, so long as the ultimate source of power is the will of the majority, the
power cannot be arbitrary. The false assurance which many people derive from
this belief is an important cause of the general unawareness of the dangers

*[Lord Acton, “The History of Freedom in Antiquity,” op. cit., p- 22. —Ed)]
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which we face. There is no justification for the belief that, so long as power is
conferred by democratic procedure, it cannot _un.ma_umﬂ,wg the noE.Hm..ﬁ sug-
gested by this statement is altogether false: it 1s not the source but the limitation
of power which prevents it from being arbitrary. UnE_onn.n control may pre-
vent power from becoming arbitrary, but it does not dé'so by its mere existence.
I democracy resolves on a task which necessarily E<o_<.m.m the use of power
which cannot be guided by fixed rules, it must becorne arbitrary power.
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Recent studies in the sociology of law once more confirm that the fundamen-
tal principle of formal law by which every ease must be judged according to
general rational precepts, which have as few exceptions as possible and are
based on logical subsumptions, obtains only for the liberal competitive phase
of capitalism. —Karl Mannheim'

Nothing distinguishes more clearly conditions in a free country from those in a
country under arbitrary government than the observance in the former of the
great principles known as the Rule of Law. Stripped of all technicalities, this
means that government in all its actions is bound by rules fixed and announced
beforehand —rules which make it possible to foresee with fair certainty how
the authority will use its coercive powers in given circumstances and to plan
one’s individual affairs on the basis of this knowledge.? Though this ideal can
never be perfectly achieved, since legislators as well as those to whom the ad-
ministration of the law is entrusted are fallible men, the essential point, that the
discretion left to the executive organs wielding coercive power should be re-
duced as much as possible, is clear enough. While every law restricts individual
freedom to some extent by altering the means which people may use in the puz-
suit of their aims, under the Rule of Law the government is prevented from stul-
tifying individual efforts by ad foc action. Within the known rules of the garme

'[Karl Mannheim, Man and Society in an Age of Reconstruction, op. cit., p. 180. —Ed]

*According to the classical exposition by A. V. Dicey in Infroduction to the Study af the Law of the Con-
stitution, 8th ¢d. (London: Macmiilan and Co., 1915}, p. 198, the Rule of Law “means, in the first
place, the absolute supremacy or predominance of regular law as opposed to the influence of ar-
bitrary power, and excludes the existence of arbitrariness, of prerogative, or even of wide discre-
tionary authority on the part of government.” Largely as a result of Dicey’s work the term has,
however, in England acquired a narrower technical meaning which does not concern us here. The
wider and older meaning of the concept of the rule or reign of law, which in England had become
an established tradition which was more taken for granted than discussed, has been most fully
elaborated, just because it raised what were new probiems there, in the early nineteenth-century
discussion in Germany about the nature of the Rechissiaat. [For more on the latter tradition, see
E A, Hayek, The Constitution of Liberty, op. cit., chapter 13. —Ed.}
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the individual is free to pursue his personal ends and desires, certain that the
powers of government will not be used deliberately to mn.:mﬁﬂﬂn his efforts.

The distinction we have drawn before between ﬁ.r_.w, creation ofa permanent
framework of laws within which the productive activity is guided by ﬁ&.ﬁa:ﬂ
decisions and the direction of economic activity by'a central authority is ﬁr:w.
really a particular case of the more general distinction between the Rule o_»,
Law and arbitrary government. Under the first the government confines itse
to fixing Tules determining the conditions :nanm %?nr the available resources
may be used, leaving to the individuals the decision for what ends they are to
be used. Under the second the government directs the use of Eo.EomEm of pro-
duction to particular ends. The first type of rules can be made in m%mb.nmu in
the shape of formal rules which do not aim at the wants and needs wm vm.aoEmw
people. They are intended to be merely instrumental in the pursuit of people’s
various individual ends. And they are, or ought to be, Eﬂ.nu%a for such long
periods that it is impossibie to know whether they will assist mmn._nc_mh people
more than others. They could almost be described as a kind o%. instrument of
production, helping people to predict the behavior of @uomo .39 whom they
must collaborate, rather than as efforts toward the satisfaction of particular
needs. o

Economic planning of the collectivist kind nnnammmm.% involves .E.m very op-
posite of this. The planning anthority cannot confine itself to ﬁ_.,o,._aaEm oppor-
tunities for unknown people to make whatever use of them they like. It cannot
tie itself down in advance to general and formal rules iand prevent arbitrari-
ness. It must provide for the actual needs of people as they arise and n.ﬁ: choose
deliberately between them. It must constantly mooﬂm questions s&:& cannot
be answered by formal principles only, and, in Bmwwwﬁ these decisions, 1t must
set up distinctions of merit between the needs of mﬁaﬁun people. When the
government has to decide how many pigs are to be raised or how many busses
are to be run, which coal mines are to operate, or at what prices shoes are to be
sold, these decisions cannot be deduced from formal ﬁlb.o%wnm or settled for
long periods in advance. They depend inevitably on the circumstances of the
moment, and, in making such decisions, it will always be necessary to balance
one against the other the interests of various persons and groups. In the end
somebody’s views will have to decide whose interests are more Important; and
these views must become part of the law of the land, 2 new distinction of rank
which the coercive apparatus of government imposes upon the people.

The distinction we have just used between formal Iaw or justice and mcdm.ﬂmb-
tive rules is very important and at the same time most difficult to draw m&nﬁ&%
in practice. Yet the general principle involved is simple mnocmw.. The difference
between the two kinds of rules is the same as that between laying down a Rule
of the Road, as in the Highway Code, and ordering people where to go; or,
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better still, between providing signposts and commanding people which road
to take. The formal rules tell people in advance what action the state will take
in certain types of situation, defined in general terms, without reference to time
and place or particular people. They refer to typical situations into which any-
one may get and in which the existence of such rules will be useful for a great
variety of individual purposes. The knowledge that in such situations the state
will act in a definite way, or require people to behave in a certain manner, is pro-
vided as 2 means for people to use in making their own plans. Formal rules are
thus merely instrumental in the sense that they are expected to be usefil to yet
unknown people, for purposes for which these people will decide to use them,
and in circumstances which cannot be foreseen in detail. In fact, that we do not
know their concrete effect, that we do not know what particular ends these rules
will further, or which particular people they will assist, that they are merely
given the form most likely on the whole to benefit all the people affected by
them, is the most important criterion of formal rules in the sense in which we
here use this term. They do not involve a choice between particular ends or par-
ticular people, because we just cannot know beforehand by whom and in what
way they will be used.

In our age, with its passion for conscious control of everything, it may appear
paradoxical to claim as a virtue that under one system we shall know less about
the particular effect of the measures the state takes than would be true under
most other systems and that a method of social control should be deemed su-
perior because of our ignorance of its precise results. Yet this consideration is is|
fact the rationale of the great liberal principle of the Rule of Law, And the ap-
parent paradox dissolves rapidly when we follow the argument a little further

This argument is twofold; the first is economic and can here only briefly be
stated. The state should confine itself to establishing rules applying to general
types of situations and should allow the individuals freedom in everything
which depends on the circumstances of time and place, because only the indi-
viduals concerned in each instance can fully know these circumstances and
adapt their actions to them. If the individuals are to be able to use their knowi-
edge effectively in maling plans, they must be able to predict actions of the state
which may affect these plans. But if the actions of the state are to be predictable,
they must be determined by rules fixed independently of the concrete circum-
stances which can be neither foreseen nor taken into account beforehand: and
the particular effects of such actions will be unpredictable. If, on the other
hand, the state were to direct the individual’s actions so as to achieve particu-
lar ends, its action would have to be decided on the basis of the full circum-
stances of the moment and would therefore be unpredictable. Hence the fa-
miliar fact that the more the state “plans,” the more difficult planning becomes
for the individual,
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The second, moral or political, argument is even more directly relevant to
the point under discussion. If the state is precisely to foresee the incidence of its
actions, it means that it can leave those affected no nromno...granﬂﬁ. the state
can exactly foresee the effects on particular people of alternative courses of ac-
tion, it is also the state which chooses between the different ends. If we want to
create new opportunities open ta all, to offer chances of which people can make
what use they like, the precise results cannot be foreseen. General rules, gen-
uine laws as distinguished from specific orders, must therefore be intended to
operate in circumstances which cannot be foreseen in detail, and, therefore,
their effect on particular ends or particular people cannot be known before-
hand. It is in this sense alone that it is at all possible for the legislator to be im-
partial. To be impartial means to have no answer to certain questions—to ﬁ.wn
kind of questions which, if we have to decide them, we decide by tossing 2 coin.
In a world where everything was precisely foreseen, the state could hardly do
anything and remain impartial.

Where the precise effects of government policy on particular people are
known, where the government aims directly at such particular effects, it cannot
help knowing these effects, and therefore it cannot be impartial. It must, of ne-
cessity, take sides, impose its valuations upon people and, instead of assisting
them in the advancement of their own ends, choose the ends for them. As soon
as the particular effects are foreseen at the time a law is made, it ceases tobe a
mere instrument to be used by the people and becomes instead an instrument
used by the lawgiver upon the people and for his ends. The state ceases to be 2
piece of utilitartan machinery intended to help individuals in the fullest mmﬁw_.
opment of their individual personality and becomes a “moral” wﬂm%_.nc_.uo:.|
where “moral” is not used in contrast to immoral but describes an institution
which imposes on its members its views on all moral questions, whether these
views be moral or highly immoral. In this sense the Nazi or any other collec-
tivist state is “moral,” while the liberal state is not.

Perbaps it will be said that all this raises no serious problem because in the
kind of questions which the economic planner would have to decide he need
not and should not be guided by his individual prejudices but could rely on the
general conviction of what is fair and reasonable. This contention usually re-
ceives support from those who have experience of planning in a particular in-
dustry and who find that there is no insuperable difficulty about arriving at a
decision which all those immediately interested will accept as fair. The reason
why this experience proves nothing is, of course, the selection of the “interests”
concerned when planning is confined to a particular industry. Those most im-
mediately interested in a particular issue are not necessarily the best judges of
the interests of society as a whole. To take only the most characteristic case:
when capital and labor in an mdustry agree on some policy of restriction and
thus exploit the consumers, there is usually no difficulty about the division of
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the spoils in proportion to former eamnings or on some similar principle. The
loss which is divided between thousands or millions is usually either simply dis-
regarded or quite inadequately considered. If we want to test the usefulness of
the principle of “fairness” in deciding the kind of issues which arise in economic
Planning, we must apply it to some question where the gains and the losses are
secn equally clearly. In such instances it is readily recognized that no general
principle such as fairness can provide an answer. When we have to choose be-
tween higher wages for nurses or doctors and more extensive services for the
sick, more milk for children and better wages for agricultural workers, or be-
tween employment for the unemployed or better wages for those already em-
ployed, nothing short of a complete syster of values in which every want of
Every person or group has a definite place is necessary to provide an answer.

In fact, as planning becomes more and more extensive, it becomes regularly
necessary to qualify legal provisions increasingly by reference to what is “fair”
or “reasonable”; this means that it becomes necessary to leave the decision
of the concrete case more and more to the discretion of the judge or authority
in question. One could write a history of the decline of the Rule of Law, the
disappearance of the Rechtsstzat, in terms of the progressive introduction of
these vague formulas into legislation and Jurisdiction, and of the increasing
arbitrariness and uncertainty of, and the consequent disrespect for, the law and
the judicature, which in these circumstances could not but become an instru-
ment of policy It is important to point out orice more in this connection that
this process of the decline of the Rule of Law had been going on steadily in
Germany for some time before Hitler came into power and that a policy well
advanced toward totalitarian planning had already done a great deal of the
work which Hitler completed.

There can be no doubt that planning necessarily involves deliberate dis-
crimination between particular needs of different people, and allowing one
man to do what another must be prevented from doing. It must lay down by
a legal rule how well off particular people shall be and what different people
are to be allowed to have and do. It means in effect a return to the nule of sta-
tus, a reversal of the “movement of Pprogressive societies” which, in the farnous
phrase of Sir Henry Maine, “has hitherto been a movement from status to con-
tract.”* Indeed, the Rule of Law, more than the rule of contract, should prob-

* [Hayek discusses the decline of the rule of law in The Constitution of Liberty, op. cit., chaper 186.
—Ed]

* [Sir Henry Maine, Ancient Lazo: Its Connection with the Early History of Society and Its Relation ta Mod-
ern fdeas. Fourth American edition from the renth London edition {New York: Henry Holt, 1906},
p- 163, English jurist and historian Sir Henry Maine (1822-1888), from 1877 the Whewel! pro-
fessor of international law at Cambridge, wrote extensively on the origins and growth of legal and
social institutions. The line is taken from the final sentence of chapter 5, titled “Primitive Socicty
and Ancient Law.” —Ed]
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ably be regarded as the true opposite of the rule of status. It mm .En Rule of H“mﬁ
in the sense of the rule of formal law, the absence of legal privileges of particu-
lar people designated by authority, which safeguards that equality before the
law which 1s the opposite of arbitrary government. . :

A necessary, and only apparently paradoxical, H.n.mEﬂ. of ﬁEm. is that m.op.ms.m._ equal-
ity before the law is in conflict, and in fact Eooaﬁmﬂv_nv.gﬁv any activity of the
government deliberately aiming at material or substantive equality o.m different
people, and that any policy aiming directly at a substantive ideal of distributive
justice must lead to the destruction of the Rule of Law, To produce the same re-
sult for different people, it is necessary to treat them &%mwg%. To give differ-
ent people the same objective opportunities is not to give them the same mcv-
jective chance. It cannot be denied that the Rule of .H.mi vmoawnnm economic
inequality —all that can be claimed for it s that w.rmm Enmcmﬁg is not designed
to affect particular people in a particular way. It is very m_m:&nmﬂ and &ﬂ.whmn.
teristic that socialists (and Nazis) have always protested against :Eman.@ for-
mal justice, that they have always objected to a law which had no views on
how well off particular people ought to be,® and that they vmﬁ.&é&a de-
manded a “socialization of the law,” attacked the independence of judges, and
at the same time given their support to all such movements as the Ferechtsschule
which undermined the Rule of Law. o .

It may even be said that for the Rule of Law to be effective it is more impor-
tant that there should be a rule applied always without exceptions than what
this rule is. Often the content of the rule is indeed of minor importance, pro-
vided the same rule is universally enforced. To revert to a former example: it
does not matter whether we all drive on the left- or on the right-hand side of
the road so long as we all do the same. The important thing mm. that the rule en-
ables us to predict other people’s behavior correctly, and this requuces nr.m.ﬂ it
should apply to all cases—even if in a particular instance we feel it to be unjust,

The conflict between formal justice and formal equality before the law, on
the one hand, and the atterpts to realize various ideals of m:vmﬂm:ﬁmsm Jjustice
and equality, on the other, also accounts for the widespread confusion about the

*It is therefore not altogether false when the legal theorist of National m.on.mm._mwa“ Car! Schmitt,
cpposes to the liberal Rechstsiaat (1.e., the Rule of Law) the National Soctalist nﬂnm..ﬁ of the gemechic
Stant (“the just state”}—only that the sort of justice which is oEuch.u to formal justice nnnam.umhq
implies discrimination between persons. [German jurist Carl Schmic {1888-1985) was a critic of
liberal parliamentarianism and defender of the authoritarian state, In the 19305 he atternpted to
reconcile his views with those of the Nazis, offering legal justifications of their S.wno«.n_.. of m._..a
government and defending the Nuremberg Laws that excluded Jews from vc_u_mn‘ and social fife.
Though he lost favor with the Nazis by 1936, outside of On:sm.,ﬂ__ he was omnw. S..us.nm as the le-
gal theorist of National Socialism. Hayek also refers to the Ferechtsschuls, s&ﬁ:.m n._..n German
term for “legal realism,” 2 doctrine that holds that instinct rather than rule-following is the actual
basis of judicial interpretation of the law. —Ed.]
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concept of “privilege” and its consequent abuse. To mention only the most im-
portant mstance of this abuse—the application of the term “privilege” to prop-
erty as such. It would indeed be privilege if, for example, as has sometimes been
the case in the past, landed property were reserved to members of the nobility.
And it is privilege if, as is true in our time, the right to produce or sell particu-
lar things is reserved to particular people designated by authority. But to call
private property as such, which all can acquire under the same rules, a privi-
lege, because only some succeed in acquiring it, is depriving the word “priv-
ilege™ of its meaning.
The unpredictability of the particular effects, which is the distinguishing

characteristic of the formal laws of a liberal system, is also important because
it helps us to clear up another confusion about the nature of this system: the be-
lief that its characteristic attitude is inaction of the state. The question whether
the state should or should not “act” or “interfere” poses an altogether false al-
ternative, and the term “laissez faire” is a highly ambiguous and misleading
description of the principles on which a liberat policy is based. Of course, every
state must act and every action of the state interferes with something or other.
But that is not the point. The important question is whether the individual can
foresee the action of the state and make use of this knowledge as a datum in

forming his own plans, with the result that the state cannot contro] the use
made of its machinery and that the individual knows precisely how far he will

be protected against interference from others, or whether the state is in a posi-

tion to frustrate individual efforts. The state controlling weights and measures

(or preventing fraud and deception in any other way) is certainly acting, while

the state permitting the use of violence, for example, by strike pickets, is inac-

tive. Yet it is in the first case that the state observes libezal principles and in the

second that it does not. Similarly with respect to most of the general and per-

manent rules which the state may establish with regard to production, such as

building regulations or factory laws: these may be wise or uniwise in the partic-

ular instance, but they do not conflict with liberal principles so long as they are

ntended to be permanent and are not used to favor or harm particular people.

Itis true that in these instances there will, apart from the long-run efects which

cannot be predicted, also be short-run effects on particular people which may

be clearly known. But with this kind of laws the short-run effects are in general

not {or at least cught not to be) the guiding consideration. As these immediate

and predictable effects become more important compared with the long-run
effects, we approach the border line where the distinction, however clear in
principle, becomes blurred in practice,

'The Rule of Law was consciously evolved only during the liberal age and is one

of its greatest achievements, not only as 2 safeguard but as the legal embodi-
ment of freedom. As Immanuel Kant put it {and Voltaire expressed it before
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him in very much the same terms), “Man is free if he :nm%.ﬂo obey no person
but solely the laws.”® As a vague ideal it has, however, existed at _nmm_”.mEnn
Roman times, and during the last few centuries mﬁ. rwm never been so seriously
threatened as 1t 1s today. The idea that there is no Fd:. to the powers of the leg-
islator 1s in part a result of popular sovereignty and &maom%min government.
It has been strengthened by the belief that, so long as all actions of the state are
duly authorized by legislation, the Rule of Law will be ?,nmnﬂwam. But Emm 18
completely to misconceive the meaning of the Rule of Law. This rule has litdle
to do with the question whether all actions of government are Jegal in the
juridical sense. They may well be and yet not conform to the Rule om. Law. The
fact that someone has full legal authority to act in the way he does gives no an-
swer to the question whether the law gives him power to act arbitrarily or
whether the law prescribes unequivocally how he has to act. Hﬁ. may well be that
Hitler has obtained his unlimited powers in a strictly constitutional manner
and that whatever he does is therefore legal in the juridical sense. But who
would suggest for that reason that the Rule of Law still prevails E.@mdbmuw.u

To say that in a planned society the Rule of Law cannot hold is, therefore,
not to say that the actions of the government will not be legal or that such a s0-
ciety will necessarily be lawless. It means only that the use of the government’s
coercive powers will no longer be limited and determined by mu.o-mm.s..gmran_
rules. The law can, and to make a central direction of econornic activity pos-
sible must, legalize what to all intents and purposes remains arbitrary action. If
the law says that such a board or authority may do what it pleases, mbﬁg:m that
board or authority does is legal —but its actions are certainly not subject to the
Rule of Law. By giving the government unlimited powers, the most arbitrary
rule can be made legal; and in this way a democracy may set up the most com-
plete despotism imaginable.?

S[I was unable 1o locate the quotation artributed to Kant, but for n.ua oﬁra..w Hayek refers o
Frangois Marie Arouet de Voltaire, Qeuzres Compléte de Voltair, vol. 23 (Paris: Garnier, 1879), p. 526,
where Voltaire writes, “La liberté consiste 4 ne dépendre que des lois.” —Ed.] )

"The conflict is thus net, as it has often been misconceived in nineteenth-century &wn:.mms.nﬁ
cone between liberty and law. As John Locke had already made clear, there can be no liberty with-
out law. The conflict is between different kinds of law —law so different that it should hardly be
called by the same name: one is the law of the Rule of Law, general principles laid agad before-
hand, the “rules of the game™ which enable individuals to foresee how the coercive apparatus
of the state will be used, or what he and his fellow-citizens will be allowed to do, or made w0 nrm.,
in stated circumstances. The other kind of law gives in effect the anthority power to do what it
thinks fit to de. Thus the Rule of Law could clearly not be preserved i a demacracy that saan.?
took to decide every conflict of interests not according to rules previously laid down but “on its
merits.” [Locke described the state of nature as “z state of perfect freedom.” He went on to say,
however, that men form civil socictics and submit themselves to laws in order better to preserve
their liberty and property. See John Locke, Tive Treatises of Government, ed. Peter Laslett {Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press, 1988), Treatise 2, chapters 4, 9. —Ed.]
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If, however, the law is to enable authorities to direct economic life, it must
give them powers to make and enforce decisions in circumstances which can-
not be foreseen and on principles which cannot be stated in generic form. The
consequence is that, as planning extends, the delegation of legislative powers to
diverse boards and authorities becomes increasingly common. When before
the last war, in a case to which the late Lord Hewart has recently drawn atten-
tion, Mr. Justice Darling said that “Parliament had enacted only last year that
the Board of Agriculture in acting as they did should be no more impeachahle
than Parliament itself,” this was still a rare thing.? It has since become an al-
most daily occurrence. Constantly the broadest powers are conferred on new
authorities which, without being bound by fixed rules, have almost unlimited
discretion in regulating this or that activity of the people.

The Rule of Law thus implies limits to the scope of legislation: it restricts it
to the kind of general rules known as formal law and excludes legislation efther
directly aimed at particular people or at enabling anybody to use the coercive
power of the state for the purpose of such discrimination. It means, not that
everything is regulated by law, but, on the contrary, that the coercive power of
the state can be used only in cases defined in advance by the law and in such a
way that it can be foreseen how it will be used. A particular enactment can thus
mifringe the Rule of Law. Anyone ready to deny this would have to contend that
whether the Rule of Law prevails today in Germany, Italy, or Russia depends
on whether the dictators have obtained their absolute power by constitutional
means.?

Whether, as in some countries, the main applications of the Rule of Law are [atd
down in a bill of rights or in a constitutional code, or whether the principle is

*[English jurist Charles John, First Baron Darling (1849-1936) served as a conservative MEa
Jjudge, and a member of several royal commissions. For more on, Lord Hewart, see the foreword
to the 1956 American paperback edition, note 25. —Ed\]

*Another illustration of an infringement of the Rule of Law by legislation is the case of the bill
of attainder, familiar in the history of England. The form whick the Rule of Law takes in eriminal
law is usually expressed by the Latin tag rally poem sine lrge—no punishment without a law ex-
pressly prescribing it. The essence of this rule is that the law must have existed as a general rule
before the individual case arose to which it is to be applied. Nobody would argue that, when in a
famous case in Henry VE¥s reign Parliament resalved with respect o the Bishop of Rochester's
cook that “the said Richard Rose shall be boiled to death without having the advantage of his
clergy,” this act was performed under the Rule of Law. But while the Rule of Law had become
an essential part of criminal procedure in 2ll liberal countries, it cannot be preserved in totalitar-
ian regimes. There, as E. B. Ashton has wel] expressed it, the liberal masim is replaced by the prin-
ciple uudlam crimen sire poema—-no “crime” must remain without punishment, whether the law
explicitly provides for it or not. “The rights of the state do not end with punishing law breakers.
The community is entitled to whatever may seem necessary o the protection of its interests—of
which observance of the law, as it stands, is oaly one of the more elementary requirements.” See
E. B. Ashion, The Fascist: His State and His Mind, op. cit, p. 127. What is an infringement of
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merely a firmly established tradition, matters noavmﬂmmﬁn@ r.&..w. wcn. it will
readily be seen that, whatever form &t Skmm., any such Rmom.n.:mnm Eﬁmﬂoa of
the powers of legislation imply the recognition of the Em_.rnn»_u_n right of the
sndividual, inviolable rights of man, . L )

It is pathetic but characteristic of the E:nE.Hm into’ which many of our intel-
lectuals have been led by the conflicting .Enm._m in which EQ Huo.:nﬁ. that z lead-
ing advocate of the most comprehensive central Emb.uhbm like H.H.%w. aewmm
should at the same time write an ardent defense o..H,a the D.mrm,.. of man.'® The -
dividual rights which Mr. Wells hopes to preserve would E.oﬂnw_u_%.o_quﬁnn the
planning which he desires. To some extent he seems to _dm_ﬁ.n the &nab.uwu and
we find therefore the provisions of his proposed A,Ua&mwmcwd .om. the Hﬁmrm. of
Man” so hedged about with qualifications that they lose all significance. Emu
for instance, his declaration proclaims that every man :mwﬁ.ﬂ have .5@ right to
buy and sell without any discriminatory nmmqmnmcum. Ed‘iub._m which may be
Iawfully bought and sold,” which is adrmirable, he gn&ﬁﬁmq w_dn.oomm to
make the whole provision nugatory by adding that it applies only to UEE.HW and
selling “in such quantities and with such reservations as are noammzv_n with the
common welfare.”!! But since, of course, all restrictions ever imposed upon
buying or selling anything are supposed to be necessary in the interest om the
“common welfare,” there is really no restriction which this clause effectively
prevents and no right of the individual that 1s safeguarded by it. 3

Or, to take another basic clause, the declaration states that every man “may
engage in any lawful occupation™ and that “he is entitled to paid aaﬁ_ou.a._mmﬂ
and to a free choice whenever there is any variety of employment open to him. .M
It 1s not stated, however, wheo is to decide whether a particular employment is
“open” to a particular person, and the added _uH.o.&mmo: mr.m” “he may suggest
employment for himself and have his claim publicly considered, m.n.”.nﬂuﬁnm. or
dismmissed,”'® shows that Mr. Wells is thinking in terms of an authority s&unw
decides whether a man is “entitled” to a particular position—which certainly

“the interests of the community” is, of course, decided by the authorities. [Hayek incorrecdy listed
Ashton’s quote as being found on p. 119, not 127. —Ed] ) )

'°[English novelist H. G. Wells {1866-1946) is best remembered today for such science mn.ﬂwou
classics as The Tome Mackame and The War of the Worlds. In his day he was also known for his gs.:m
social satires, contributions to popular history, and involvement with numerous progressive
causes. In 1939 he drafted a “Declaration of the Rights of Man” that was published in The Daily
Herald and other newspapers, and which elicited much commentary. Some of these ideas were
tater worked into the Universal Declaration of Human Rights that was adopted g the UN O.nu.
cral Assembly in December 1948, Wells's “Declaration” was reprinted :u&n_.._&n title “Ten m.op.uﬁ
for World Peace,” Cument History, vol. 51, March 1940, pp. 16-18, from which subsequent cita-
tions are taken. —Ed.]

! [Wells, “Ten Points for World Peace,” op. cit., p. 18. —Ed.]

'2[Ibid. —Ed.]

13 Thid. —Ed.]
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means the opposite of free choice of occupation. And how in a planned world
“freedom of travel and migration” is to be secured when not only the means of
commumication and currencies are controlled but also the location of indus-
tries planned, or how the freedom of the press is to be safeguarded when the
supply of paper and all the channels of distribution are controlled by the plan-
ning authority, are questions to which Mr. Wells provides as little answer as any
other planner.

In this respect much more consistency is shown by the more numerous re-
formers who, ever since the beginning of the socialist movement, have attacked
the “metaphysical” idea of individual rights and insisted that in a rationally or-
dered world there will be no individual rights but only individual duties. This,
indeed, has become the much more common attitude of our so-called “pro-
gressives,” and few things are more certain to expose onc to the reproach of
being a reactionary than if one protests against a measure on the grounds that
1t 15 a violation of the rights of the individual. Even a liberal paper like the Econ-
omisi was a few years ago holding up to us the example of the French, of all
people, who had learned the lesson that “democratic government no less than
dictatorship must always [si] have plenary powers & posse, without sacrificing
their democratic and representative character. There is no restrictive penum-
bra of individual rights that can never be touched by government in adminis-
trative matters whatever the circumstances. There is no limit to the power of
ruling which can and should be taken by a government freely chosen by the
people and can be fully and openly criticised by an opposition.” "

This may be inevitable in wartime, when, of course, even free and open crit-
icism is necessarily restricted. But the “always” in the statement quoted does
not suggest that the Economist regards it as a regrettable wartime necessity. Yet
as a permanent institution this view is certainly incompatible with the preser-
vation of the Rule of Law, and it leads straight to the totalitarian state, It 1s,
however, the view which all those who want the government to direct economic
life must hold.

How even a formal recognition of individual rights, or of the equal rights of
minorities, loses all significance in a state which embarks on a cormplete cantrol
of economic life, has been amply demonstrated by the experience of the vari-
ous Central European countries. It has been shown there that it is possible to
pursue a policy of ruthless discrimination against national minorities by the use
of recognized instruments of economic policy without ever infringing the letter
of the statutory protection of minority rights. This oppression by means of eco-
nomic policy was greatly facilitated by the fact that particular industries or ac-
tivities were largely in the hands of a national minority, so that many a rneasure

"[Hayek quotes from a leading article entitled, “True Democracy,” The Economist, vol. 87, No-
vember 18, 1939, pp. 242-43. —Ed )
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aimed ostensibly against an industry or class was in fact aimed at a national mi-
nority. But the almost boundless possibilities for a mv_o.mm% mm &mnmb._mbmﬂob and
oppression provided by such apparently innocuous prificiples as “government
control of the development of industries” have been amply demonstrated to all
those desirous of seeing how the political consequencés of planning appear in
practice.
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cess by which it was slowly smoghered in Germany. Where distinction and rank
are achieved almost exclusively by becoming a salaried servant of the state,
where to do one’s assigned duty\is regarded as more laudable than o choose
one’s own field of usefulness, whége all pursuits that do not give a recognized
place in the official hierarchy or a {laim to a fixed income are regarded as infe-
rior and even somewhat disreputalle, it is too much to expect that many wiil
long prefer freedom to security. And where the alternative to security in a de-
pendent position is a most precariousposition, in which one is despised alike for
success and for failure, only few will rgsist the temptation of safety at the price
of freedom. Once things have gone sy far, liberty indeed becomes almost a
mockery, since it can be purchased onk by the sacrifice of most of the good
things of this earth. In this state it is little Yurprising that more and more people
should come to feel that without economjc security liberty is “not worth hav-
mg” and that they are willing to sacrifice their liberty for security. But it is dis-
quieting o find Professor Harold Laski ekpploying the very same argument
which has perhaps done more than any othédr to induce the German people to
sacrifice their liberty®

There can be no question that adequate Yecurity against severe privation,
and the reduction of the avoidable causes of misdirected effort and consequent
disappointment, will have to be one of the maik goals of policy. But if these en-
deavors are to be successful and are not to destrpy individual freedom, security
must be provided outside the market and compéition be left to function unob-
structed. Some security is essential if freedom is fp be preserved, because most
men are willing to bear the risk which freedom ingvitably involves only so long
as that risk is not too great. But while this is a truth\of which we must never lose
sight, nothing is more fatal than the present fashiod among intellectual leaders
of extolling security at the expense of freedom. It islpssential that we should re-
learn frankly to face the fact that freedom can be hhd only at a price and that
as individuals we must be prepared to make severeymaterial sacrifices to pre-
serve our liberty. If we want to retain this, we mustyregain the conviction on
which the rule of liberty in the Anglo-Saxon countkies has been based and
which Benjamin Franklin expressed in a phrase applidable to us in our lives as
individuals no less than as nations: “Those who would Yive up essential liberty
to purchase a little temporary safety deserve neither libéyty nor safety”!

*H. ). Laski, Liberty in the Modern State {Harmondsworth: Penguin Bdoks Led., 1937), Pelican
Books ed., p. 51: “Those who know the normal life of the poor, its hau ing sense of impending
disastex, its fitful search for beauty which perpetally eludes, will realise enough that, without
economic security, liberty is not worth having,”

**[Benjamin Franklin, “Pennsylvania Assembly: Reply to the Governor, November | 1, 1735
now available in The Papers of Benjamin Franklin, ed. Leonard W, Labaree, vdl. 6 {New Haven and
Londen: Yale University Press, 1963), p. 242. —Fd ] !
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Power tends to corrupt, and absolute power corrupts absolutely.
—Lord Acton'

We must now examine a belzef from which many who regard the advent of
totalitarianism as inevitable derive consolation and which seriously weakens
the resistance of many others who would oppese 1t with all their might if they
fully apprehended its nature. It is the belief that the most repellent features of
the totalitarian regimes are due to the historical accident that they were estab-
lished by groups of blackguards ard thugs. Surely, it is argued, if in Germany
the creation of a totalitarian regime brought the Streichers and Killingers, the
Leys and Heines, the Himmlers and Heydrichs to power, this may prove the vi-
ciousness of the German character but not that the rise of such people is the
necessary consequence of a totalitarian system.? Why should it not be possible
that the same sort of systemn, if it be necessary to achieve important ends, be run
by decent people for the good of the cornmunity as a whole?

‘[Lord Acton, Historical Essays and Studies, ed. John Neville Figgis and Reginald Vere Laurence
{London: Macmillan, 1918), p. 504. —Ed.} o

?[Hayek’s list cormprises a rogue’s gallery of infamous National mo_umrm.n ..Eun_nmdmn%. and
thugs.” Journalist and politician Julius Streicher {1885-1946}, an carly associate of Hitler’s, is re-
membered for the vehemence of his persecution of the Jews In his newspaper Der Stizrmer He wis
convicted of war crimes at Nuremburg and hanged. Manfred von Killinger (1586~1944) made his
name in the early 1920s for hisrole in the assassination of Matthias Erzberger, the politictan who
signied the armistice. A member of the SA (Sturmabizilung), the brown-shirted storm troopers who
served as the early army of the Nazi party, he later entered the diplomatic service, Killinger com-
mitted suicide in Bucharest as the Soviet army was entering the city. Robert Ley {1830-1943) was
the guiding foree behind the foreed reorganization of the wade unions into a single labor fron,
as well as the Kvaft durch Freude recreational movement within it. He hanged himselfin Nuremberg
before the proceedings there began. Edmund Heines {1897-1934) was a general in the SA and
mtimate associate of its leader, Ernst Réhm. He was executed in June 1934 during the “Night of
the Long Knives” in which Hitler purged clements of the SA. Following the purge, the black-
shirted 55 (Sehutzstafl), which began as Hider’s personal bodyguard, was elevated above the 5A,
and Heinrich Himmler (F900-1945) was put in charge of both the S5 and the Gestapo (Geheime
Staaispolizer), or secret state police. Himmler expanded and transformed the S5 nto an elite mcﬂ.m
that had among its tasks the administration of the concentration and extermination camps. Chiel
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We must not decetve ourselves into believing that all good people must be
democrats or will necessarily wish to have a share in the government. Many, no
doubt, would rather entrust it to somebody whom they think more competent,
Although this might be unwise, there is nothing bad or dishonorable in ap-
proving a dictatorship of the good. Totalitarianism, we can already hear it ar-
gued, s 2 powerful systemn alike for good and evil, and the purpose for which
it will be used depends entirely on the dictators. And those who think that 1t is
not the system which we need fear, but the danger that it might be run by bad
rmen, might even be tempted to forestall this danger by seeing that it is estab-
lished in time by good men. :

No doubt an Armerican or English “Fascist™ systern would greatly differ from;
the Italian or German models; no doubt, if the transition were effected without
violence, we might expect to get a better type of leader. And, if I had to live un-
der a Fascist system, I have no doubt that I would rather live under one run
by Englishmen or Americans than under one run by anybody else. Yet all this
does not mean that, judged on our present standards, our Fascist system would
in the end prove so very different or much less intolerable than its prototypes.
There are strong reasons for believing that what to us appear the worst features
of the existing totalitarian systems are not accidental by-products but phenom-
ena which totalitarianism is certain sooner or later to produce. Just as the dem-
ocratic statesman who sets out to plan economic life will soon be conironted
with the alternative of either assuming dictatorial powers or abandoning his
plans, so the totalitarian dictator would soon have to choose between disregard
of ordinary morals and failure. It is for this reason that the unscrupulous and
uninhibited are tikely to be more successful in a soclety tending toward totali-
tarianism. Who does not see this has not yet grasped the full width of the gulf
which separates totalitarianism from a liberal regime, the utter difference be-
tween the whole moral atmosphere under collectivism and the essentially indi-
vidualist Western civilizaton.

The “moral basis of collectivism™ has, of course, been much debated in the
past; but what concerns us here is not its moral basis but its moral results. The
usual discussions of the ethical aspecis of collectivism refer to the question
whether collectivism is demanded by existing moral convictions; or what moral
convictions would be required if collectivism is to produce the hoped-for re-
sults. Qur question, however, is what moral views will be produced by a collec-
tivist organization of society, or what views are likely to rule it. The interaction
between morals and institutions may well have the effect that the ethics pro-

architect of the holocaust, Himmler escaped the executioner by swallowing a cyanide tablet after
his eapture by the British. Reinhard Heydrich (1904-1943), known as “the hangman,” was scc-
ond in command to Himmler in the Gestapo. He was assassinated by the Czech resistance in
1942; the village of Lidice was razed and all its men executed in reprisal. —Ed.]
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duced by collectivism will be altogether different from the moral ideals that
lead to the demand for collectivism. While we are likely to think that, since the
desire for a collectivist system springs from kigh moral motives, such 2 system
must be the breeding-ground for the highest virtues, there is, in fact, no reason

. why any system should necessarily enhance those attitudes which serve the pur-

pose for which it was designed. The ruling moral views will depend pardy on
the qualities that will lead individuals to success in a collectivist or totalitarian
system and partly on the requirements of the totalitarian machinery.

‘We must here return for a moment t the position which precedes the suppres-
gion of democratic institutions and the creation of a totalitarian regime. In this
stage it is the general demand for quick and determined government action
that is the dominating element in: the situation, dissatisfaction with the slow and
cumbersome course of democratic procedure which makes action for action’s
sake the goal. It is then the man or the party who seemms sirong and resolute
enough “to get things done” who exercises the greatest appeal. “Strong” in this
sense means not merely a numerical majority-—it is the meffectiveness of par-
liamentary majorities with which pecple are dissatisfied. What they will seek is
somebody with such solid support as to inspire confidence that he can carry out
whatever he wants. It is here that the new type of party, organized on military
lines, comes in.

In the Central European countries the socialist parties had familiarized the
rmasses with political organizations of a semi-military character designed to ab-
sorb 2s much as possible of the private life of the members. All that was wanted
to give one group overwhelming power was to carry the same principle some-
what further, to seek strength not in the assured votes of huge numbers at oc-
casional elections but in the absolute and unreserved support of a smaller but
more thoroughly organized body. The chance of imposing a totalitarian regime
on a whole people depends en the leader’s first collecting round him a group
which 1s prepared voluntarily to submit to that totalitarian discipline which
they are to impose by force upon the rest.

Although the socialist parties had the strength to get anything if they had
cared to use force, they were reluctant to do so. They had, without knowing it,
set themselves a task which only the ruthless ready to disregard the barriers of
accepted morals can execute.

That socialism can be put into practice only by methods which most social-
ists disapprove is, of course, a lesson learned by many social reformers in the
past. The old socialist parties were inhibited by their democratic ideals; they
did not possess the ruthlessness required for the performance of their chosen
task. It is characteristic that both in Germany and in Italy the success of fascism
was preceded by the refusal of the socialist parties to take over the responsibil-
ities of government. They were unwilling wholeheartedly to employ the meth-
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ods to which they had pointed the way. They still hoped for the miracle ofa ma-
jority’s agreeing on a particular plan for the organization of the whole of soci-
ety; others had alveady learned the lesson that in a planned society the question
can no longer be on what do a majority of the people agree but what the largest
single group is whose members agree sufficiently to make unified direction of
all affairs possible; or, if no such group farge enough to enforce its views exists,
how it can be created and who will succeed in creating it.

There are three main reasons why such a numerous and strong group with
fairly homogeneous views is not likely to be formed by the best but rather by the
worst elements of any society. By our standards the principles on which such a
group would be selected will be almost entirely negative.

In the first mstance, it 1s probably true that, in general, the higher the edu-
cation and intelligence of individuals become, the more their views and tastes
are differentiated and the less likely they are to agree on a particular hierarchy
of values. It is a corollary of this that if we wish to find a high degree of unifor-
ity and similarity of cutlook, we have to descend to the regions of lower moral
and intellectual standards where the more primitive and “common” instincts
and tastes prevail. This does not mean that the majority of people have low
moral standards; it merely means that the largest group of people whose values
are very similar are the people with low standards. It is, as it were, the lowest
common denomirator which unites the largest number of people. If 2 numer-
ous group is needed, strong enough to impose their views on the valtues of life
on all the rest, it will never be those with highly differentiated and developed
tastes—it will be those who form the “mass” in the derogatory sense of the
termn, the least original and independent, who will be able to put the weight of
their numbers behind their particular ideals.

If, however, a potential dictator had to rely entirely on those whose uncom-
plicated and primitive instincts happen to be very similar, their number would
scarcely give sufficient weight to their endeavors. He wiil have to increase their
numbers by converting more to the same simple creed.

Here comes in the second negative principle of selection: he will be able to
obtain the support of all the docile and gullible, who have no strong convictions
of their own but are prepared to accept a ready-made systern of values if it is
only drummed into their ears sufficiently loudly and frequently. It will be those
whose vague and imperfectly formed ideas are easily swayed and whose pas-
sions and emotions are readily aroused who will thus swell the ranks of the
totalitarian party.

It is in connection with the deliberate effort of the skillful demagogue to weld
together a closely coherent and homogeneous body of supporters that the third
and perhaps most important negative element of selection enters. It seems to
be almost a law of hurmnan nature that it is easier for peopie to agree on a nega-
tive program—on the hatred of an enemy, on the envy of those better off—
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than on any positive task. The contrast between the “we” and the “they” the
common fight against those outside the group, seems 1o be an essential ingre-
dient in any creed which will solidly knit together a group for common action.
It is consequently always employed by those who seek, not merely support of a
policy, but the unreserved allegiance of huge masses. From their point of view
it has the great advantage of leaving them greater freedom of action than al-
most any positive program. The enemy, whether he be internal, like the “Jew”
or the “kulak,” or external, seems to be an indispensable requisite in the armory
of a totalitarian leader.

That in Germany it was the Jew who became the enemy until his place was
taken by the “plutocracies™ was no less a result of the anticapitalist resentment
on which the whole movement was based than the selecton of the kulak in
Russia. In Germany and Austria the Jew had come to be regarded as the rep-
resentative of capitalism because a traditional dislike of large classes of the pop-
ulation for commercial pursuits had left these more readily accessible to a
group that was practically exchided from the more highly esteemed occupa-
tions. It is the old story of the alien race’s being admitted only to the less re-
spected trades and then being hated still more for practicing them. The fact
that German anti-Semitism and anticapitalism spring from the same root is of
great importance for the understanding of what has happened there, but this s
rarely grasped by foreign observers.

To treat the universal tendency of collectivist policy to become nationalistic
as due entrely to the necessity for securing unhesitating support would be to
neglect another and no less important factor. It may, indeed, be questioned
whether anyone can realistically conceive of a collectivist program other than
in the service of a Limited group, whether collectivism can exist in any form
other than that of some kind of particularism, be it nationalism, racialism, or
classism. The belief m the community of airns and interests with fellow-men
seems to presuppose a greater degree of similarity of outlook and thought than
exists between men merely as human beings. If the other members of one’s
group cannot all be personally known, they must at least be of the same kind as
those around us, think and talk in the same way and about the same kind of
things, in order that we may identify ourselves with them. Collectivism on a
world scale seems to be unthinkable—except in the service of a small ruling
élite, It would certainly raise not only technical but, above all, moral problems
which none of our socialists is willing to face. If the English proletarian, for in-
stance, is entitled to an equal share of the income now derived from his coun-
try’s capital resources, and of the control of their use, because they are the re-
sult of exploitation, so on the same principle all the Indians would be entitled
not only to the income from but also to the use of a proportional share of the
British capital.
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But what soctalists seriously contemplate the equal division of existing capi-
tal resources among the people of the world? They all regard the capital as be-
longing not to humanity but to the nation—though even within the nation few
would dare to advocate that the richer regions should be deprived of some of
“their” capital equipment in order to help the poorer regions. What socialists
proclaim as a duty toward the fellow-members of the existing states they are not
prepared to grant to the foreigner. From a consistent collectivist point of view
the claims of the “have-not” nations for a new division of the world are entirely
Justified —though, if consistently applied, those who demand it most loudly
would lose by it almost as much as the richest nations. They are, therefore,
careful not to base their claims on any equalitarian principles but on their pre-
tended superior capacity to organize other peoples.

One of the inherent contradictions of the collectivist philosophy is that, while
basing itself on the humanistic morals which individualism has developed, it is
practicable only within a relatively small group. That socialism so long as it te-
mains theoretical is internationalist, while as soon as &t is put into practice,
whether in Russia or in Germany, it becomes violently nationalist, is one of the
reasous why “liberal socialism™ as most people in the Western world imagine it
is purely theoretical, while the practice of socialism is everywhere totalitarian.®
Collectivism has no room for the wide humanitarianism of liberalism but only
for the narrow particularism of the totalitarian.

If the *community™ or the state are prior to the individual, if they have ends
of their own independent of and superior to those of the individuals, only those
individuals who work for the same ends can be regarded as members of the
community. It is a necessary consequence of this view that a person is respected

only as a member of the group, that is, only if and in so far as he works for the
recognized common ends, and that he derives his whole dignity only from this
membership and not merely from being 2 man. Indeed, the very concepts of
humanity and therefore of any form of internationalism are entirely products
of the individualist view of man, and there can be no place for them in a col-
lectivist systern of thought *

Apart from the basic fact that the community of collectivism can extend only
as far as the unity of purpose of the individuals exists or can be created, several

*Cf. now the instructive discussion in Franz Borkenau, Seciatism, National or International? (Lon-
don: G. Routledge and Sons, 1942).

*It is entirely in the spirit of collectivism when Nictzsche makes his Zarathustra say:

“A thousand goals have existed hitherto, (or a thousand people existcd. But the fetter for the
thousand necks is still lacking, the one goal is still lacking. Humanity has no goal yet.

“But tell me, 1 pray, my brethren: if the goal be lacking to hurnanity; s not humanity itself
lacking?”

[Hayek quotcs from Friedrich Nietzsche’s Thus Spake Zarathustra; the passage appears at the end
of chapter 15. —Ed.]
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contributory factors strengthen the tendency of collectivism to become partic-
ularist and exclusive. Of these, one of the most important is that the desire of
the individual to identify himself with a group is very frequently the result of a
feeling of inferiority and that therefore his want will be satisfied only I mem-
bership of the group confers some superiority over outsiders. Sometimes, it
seemns, the very fact that these violent instincts which the individual knows he
must curb within the group can be given 2 free range in the collective action
toward the outsider, becomes a further inducement for merging personality in
that of the group. There is a profound truth expressed in the title of Reinhold
Niebuhr’s Moral Man and fmmoral Society—however little we can follow him in
the conclusions he draws from his thesis. There is, indeed, as he says elsewhere,
“an increasing tendency among modern men to imagine themselves ethical
because they have delegated their vices to larger and larger groups.™ To act on
behalf of a group seems to free people of many of the moral restraints which
control their behavior as individuals within the group.

The definitely antagonistic attitude which most planners take toward inter-
nationalism is further explained by the fact that in the existing world all outside
contacts of a group are obstacles to their effectively planning the sphere in
which they can attempt it. It is therefore no accident that, as the editor of one
of the most comprehensive collective studies on planning has discovered to his
chagrin, “most ‘planners’ are militant nationalists,”

The nationalist and imperialist propensities of socialist planners, much more
common than is generally recognized, are not always as flagrant as, for ex-
ample, in the case of the Webbs and some of the other early Fabians, with
whom enthusiasm for planning was characteristically combined with the ven-
eration for the large and powerful political units and a contempt for the small
state. The historian Elic Halévy, speaking of the Webbs when he first knew
them forty years ago, records that their socialism was profoundly antiliberal.
“They did not hate the Tories, indeed they were extraordinarily lenient to
them, but they had no mercy for Gladstonian Liberalism. It was the time of
the Boer War and both the advanced Liberals and the men who were beginning
to form the Labour Party had generously sided with the Boers against British

*Quoted from an article of Dr. Niebuhr's by E. H. Carr, The Tiwenty Tears® Crists, 1919-1039:
An Introduction io the Study of International Relations (London: Macmillan, 1940, p. 203. [The article
that Carr quotes from was Reinhold N iebuhr, “A Critique of Fascism,” Atintis Moanthly, val. 139,
May 1927, p. 639. The American protestant theelogian Reinhold Niebuhr (1892-1971) was an ad-
vocate of Christian realism. In his Morat Man and Jomoral Suczety, op. cit., Nicbuhr exarmined the
implications of the idea that social groups often engage in practices that would be considered
repugnant on the individual level —Ed.]

®Findlay MacKenzie, ed. Plamed Soczety, Yesterday, Today, Tomorrow: A Spmpasium by Thirty-Five
”ﬂ\ sts, Sociologists, and Statesmen, op. cit., p. xx. [Hayeks 1938 review of the MacKenzie volume
1s reprinted in E. A. Hayek, Socialism and Way op. cit., pp. 242—44, —Fd.]
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Imperialism, in the name of freedom and humanity, But the two Webbs and
their friend, Bernard Shaw, stood apart. They were ostentatiously imperial-
istic. The independence of small nations might mean something to the lberal
mdividualist. It meant nothing to collectivists like themselves. I can still hear
Sidney Webb explaining to me that the future belonged to the great adminis-
trative nations, where the officials govern and the police keep order.” And else-
where Halévy quotes George Bernard Shaw, arguing, about the same time, that
“the world is to the big and powerful states by necessity; and the fittle ones must
come within their border or be crushed out of existence,”?

I'have quoted atlength these passages, which would not surprise one in a de-
scription of the German ancestors of National Socialism, because they provide
5o characteristic an example of that glorification of power which easily leads
from socialism to nationalism and which profoundly affects the ethical views of
all collectivists. So far as the rights of small nations are concerned, Marx and
Engels were little better than most other consistent collectivists, and the views
occasionally expressed about Czechs or Poles reseroble those of contemporary
Nadonal Socialists.®

While to the great individualist social philosophers of the nineteenth century,
to a Lord Acton or a Jacob Burckhardt, down to contemporary socialists, like
Bertrand Russell, who have inherited the liberal tradition, power itself has al-

"Elie Halévy, Le des tyranniss, op. cit., p. 217, and A History of the English Prople, vol. 1, Epilogur,
translated by E. 1. Watkin (London: Benn, 1929-1934), pp. 105-106, [Haléwvy’s first book was
teanslated as The Era of Trramnies: £ssqys on Sociatism end Was, op. cit., and the discussion of the Webbs
and Shaw may be found on page 271 of the translation. Irish playwright and essayist George
Bernard Shaw {1856-1950) was an early member of the Fabian Society. His most famous work
was Pygmalion, but he was 2lso known in the interwar period for such tracts as The Intelligent Woman's
Guide to Scialism and Capitalism (London: Constable, 1928). For more on the Webbs, see chapter 5,
note 3. —Ed.]

8CE. Karl Marx, Revolution and Counter-revelution, and Engels’s lerter to Marx, May 23, 1851, [Re-

lutton and Count lution is 2 history of the revolution of 1848, written by Friedrich Engels and
originally published as articles in the Muw York Tribune between October 1851 and September
1852. It is reprinted in Friedrich Engels, The German Revolutions {Chicage: University of Chicago
Press, 1967), and the discussion of the Poles and the “Tschechs” may be found on pp. 174-81,
Though wriwen by Engels, the articles were sent to the newspaper through Marx and published
under Marx's name, which is why Hayek refers to Marx, rather than Engels, as the author.

Here is part of what Engels wrote to Marx in his letter of May 23, 1851: “The more I think about
it, the more obvious it becomes to re that the Poles are #ne nation  foutue [a finished nation] who can
only continue to serve a purpose until such time as Russia herself becornes caught up into the
agrarian revolution, From that morment Poland will have absolutely no raison d’étre any more.
The Poles’ sole contribution to history has been to indulge in foolish pranks at once valiant and pro-
vocative. Nor can a single moment be cited when Poland, even i only by comparison with Rus-
sia, has successfully represented progress or done anything of historical significance.” The Marx-
Engels correspondence is available online at http://www.marxists.org /archive /marx/ —Ed ]
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ways appeared the archevil, to the strict collectivist it is a goal in itself.® It is not
only, as Russell has so well described, that the desire to organize social life ac-
cording to a unitary plan itself springs largely from a desire for power.'®Itis even

- more the outcome of the fact that, in order to achieve their end, collectivists

must create power—power over men wielded by other men—of a magnitude
never before known, and that their success will depend on the extent to which
they achieve such power.

This remains true even though many liberal socialists are guided in their en-
deavors by the tragic illusion that by depriving private individuals of the power
they possess 1 an individualist system, and by transferring this power to soci-
cty, they can thereby extinguish power, What all those who argue in this man-
ner averlook is that, by concentrating power so that it can be used in the service
of a single plan, it is not merely transferred but infinitely heightened; that, by
uniting in the hands of some single body power formerly exercised indepen-
dently by many, an amount of power is created infinitely greater than any that
existed before, so much more far-reaching as almost to be different in kind. It
is entirely fallacious when it is sometimes argued that the great power exercised
by 2 central planning board would be “no greater than the power collectively
exercised by private boards of directors.”!! There is, in a competitive society,
nobody who can exercise even a fraction of the power which a socialist plan-
ning board would possess, and if nobody can consciously use the power, it is Just
an abuse of words to assert that it rests with all the capitalists put together.”? It
1s merely a play upon words to speak of the “power collectively exercised by pri-
vate boards of directors” so long as they do not combine to concerted action—
which would, of course, mean the end of competition and the creation of 2
planned economy. To split or decentralize power is necessarily to reduce the

® [Swiss historian Jacob Burckhardt (1818~ 1897) wrote principally about the Italian renaissance
and Greek civilization, hoping that knowledge of the foundations of European culture would serve
as a bulwark against the social, political, and cultural upheavals that he witnessed in the nine-
teenth century. In his book Rree and Freedom: Refleckions on History, trans, James Hastings Nichols
{New York: Pantheon, 1943}, based on lectures he had delivered just prior to the formation of the
German Empire, he presciently warned about corming periods of great national wars and of the
dangers of all-powerful states. British philosopher Bertrand Russcll (18721970}, who made im-
portant contributicons to the foundations of mathematics, logic, and analytic philosophy, was alse
a public figure famous for his antiwar activities, his frequent marriages and even more numerous
affairs, and, later in life, his support of nuclear disarmament. —Ed.]

""Bertrand Russell, The Scientgfic Qutlook {New York: W, W, Norton, 1951), p. 211.

"'Benjamin E. Lippincott, in his Introchiction to Oscar Lange and E M. Taylor, On e Economic
Thzory of Socialism, op. cit., p. 35.

"?We must not allow curselves o be deceived by the fact that the word “power,” apart from the
sense in which it is used with respect to human beings, is also used in an irnpersonal {or rather
anthropomoerphic) sense for any determining cause. Of course, there will always be something that
determines everything that happens, and in this sense the amount of power existing must always
be the same. But this is not true of the power consciously wiclded by hurmnan beings.
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absolute amount of power, and the competitive system is the only system de-
signed to minimize by decentralization the power exercised by man over man,

We have seen before how the separation of economic and political aims is an
essential guaranty of individual freedom and how it is consequently attacked by
all collectivists. To this we roust now add that the “substitution of political for
economic power” now so often demanded means necessarily the substitution
of power from which there is no escape for a power which is always limited.
What is called economic power, while it can be an instrument of coercion, is, in
the hands of private individuals, never exclusive or complete power, never
power over the whole life of a person. But centralized as an instrument of po-
litical power it creates a degree of dependence scarcely distinguishable from
slavery.

From the two central features of every collectivist system, the need for a com-
monly accepted system of ends of the group and the all-overriding desire to give
to the group the maximum of power to achieve these ends, grows a definite Sys-
tem of morals, which on some points coincides and on others violently contrasts

with ours—but differs from it in one point which makes it doubtful whether we

morals so different from what we have known asmorals that we find it difficult
to discover any principle in them, which they nevertheless possess,

The difference of principle is very much the same as that which we have al-
ready considered in connection with the Rule of Law. Like formal law, the rules
of individualist ethics, however unprecise they may be in many respects, are

high purpose for which such an act may have been comimitted, can alter the
fact that it is bad. Though we may sometimes be forced to choose between dif-
ferent evils, they remain evils.

The principle that the end Justifies the means is in individualist ethics re-
garded as the denial of all morals. In collectivist ethics it becomes necessarily
the supreme rule; there is literally nothing which the consistent collectivist must
not be prepared to do if it serves “the goad of the whole,” because the “good
of the whole” is to him the only criterion of what ought to be done. The raison
état, in which collectivist ethics has found its most explicit formulation, knows
no other limit than that set by expediency—the suitzbility of the particular act
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for the end in view. And what the Swma délat Bnmddu with nm.mwmnm to the nn_w-
tions between different countries mmmram equally to the R_mnomu @ogoo: &.
ferent individuals within the collectivist state. .ermwn can be no limit to S&mﬁ.ﬁ
citizen must be prepared to do, no act which his conscience must prevent him
from committing, if jt is necessary for an Q.HQ which the community has set
itself or which his superiors order him to achieve.

The absence of absolute formal nales in nomnnmimﬂ. a&mmm does not, of course,
mean. that there are not some useful habits of .Em._an_.ga.nﬁm which a mo=oo-
tivist community wili encourage and others .s_&_nv it SE &mnoﬁ,m.mn. O@En the
reverse; it will take 2 much greater interest in the individual’s ww._u_.nm of E.n than
an individualist community. To be a useful member of a collectivist society re-
quires very definite qualities which must be strengthened 3.\ owumﬁbﬂ practice,
The reason why we designate these qualities as “useful habits” and can hardly
describe them as moral virtues is that the individual could never be allowed
to put these rules above any definite orders or to let EwE vonoam.mb ohstacle to
the achievement of any of the particular aims of his community. ”ﬂ._n% only
serve, as it were, to fill any gaps which direct orders or m.._o mm.mwm:m:ouw of par-
ticular aims may leave, but they can never Justify a condlict with the will of the
authority: . .

The differences between the virtues which will continue to be esteerned un-
der a collectivist system and those which will &mﬁ%am.w 15 inc. illustrated by a
comparison of the virtues which even their worst enemies m&b: the Germans,
or rather the “typical Prussian,” to possess, and those of S&.ﬁr they are com-
monly thought lacking and in which the English vnoﬁnw with some justifica-
tion, used to pride themselves as excelling. Few people will deny that the ﬂmw.
mans on the whole are industrious and disciplined, Eop.o:ms. and ¢nergetic to
the degree of ruthlessness, conscientious and single-minded in any tasks they
undertake; that they possess a strong sense of order, duty, and strict obedience
to authority; and that they often show great readiness to make personal sac-
rifices and great courage in physical danger. All these make the German an
efficient instrument in carrying out an assigned task, and they have wnnn.,..nn_.
ingly been carefully nurtured in the old Prussian state and the new Prussian-
dominated Reich. What the “typical German” is often thought to lack are E.a
individualist virtues of tolerance and respect for other individuals and _&ﬂw
opinions, of independence of mind and that uprightness of nwm.HmnHmn and readi-
ness to defend one’s own convictions against a superior which the A.wmd.nwﬁm
themselves, usually conscious that they lack it, call Lilcourage, o%. consideration
for the weak and infirm, and of that healthy contempt and dislike of power
which only an old tradition of personal liberty creates. Ua.m.nmmbﬂ ﬁra.w, seemn also
in most of those little yet so important qualities which facilitate the intercourse
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between men in a free society: kindliness and a sense of humeor, personal
madesty, and respect for the privacy and belief in the good intentions of one’s
neighbor.

After what we have already said it will not cause surprise that these individ-
ualist virtues are at the same time eminently social virtues—virtues which
smooth social contacts and which make control from above less necessary and
at the same time more difficult. They are virtues which flourish wherever the
individualist or commercial type of society has prevaied and which are missing
according as the collectivist or military type of society predominates—a differ-
ence which is, or was, as noticeable between the various regions of Germany
as it has now become of the views which rule in Germany and those charac-
teristic of the West. Until recently, at least, in those parts of Germany which
have been longest exposed to the civilizing forces of commerce, the old com-
mercial towns of the south and west and the Hanse towns, the general moral
concepts were probably much more akin to those of the Western people than
to those which have now become dominant all over Germany,

It would, however, be highly unjust to regard the masses of the totalitarian
people as devoid of moral fervor because they give unstinted support to a sys-
tem which to us seems a denial of most moral values. For the great majority of
them the opposite is probably true: the intensity of the moral emotions behind
a movement like that of Nadonal Socialism or communism can probably be
compared only to those of the great religious movements of history. Onee you
admit that the individual is merely a means to serve the ends of the higher en-
tity called society or the nation, most of those features of totalitarian regimes
which horrify us follow of necessity. From the collectivist standpoint intolerance
and brutal suppression of dissent, the complete disregard of the life and happi-
ness of the individual, are essential and unavoidable consequences of this basic
prenise, and the collectivist can admit this and at the same time claim that his
System is superior to one in which the “selfish” interests of the individua] are al-
lowed to obstruct the full realization of the ends the community pursues. When
German philosophers again and again represent the striving for personal hap-
piness as itself immoral and only the fulfilment of an imposed duty as praise-
worthy, they are perfectly sincere, however difficult this may be to understand
for those who have been brought up in a different tradition.

Where there is one common all-overriding end, there is no room for any gen-
eral morals or rules. To a limited extent we ourselves experience this in war-
time. But even war and the greatest peril had led in the democratic countries
only to a very moderate approach to totalitarianism, very little setting-aside of
all other values in the service of a single purpose. But where a few specific ends
dominate the whole of society, it is inevitable that occasionally cruelty may
become a duty; that acts which revolt all our feeling, such as the shooting of
hostages or the killing of the old or sick, should be treated as mere matters
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of expediency; that the compulsory uprooting and transportation of hundreds
of thousands should become an instrument of policy approved by m_._buwmﬁ every-
body except the victims; or that suggestions like that of a :nonmnﬂ.wno: of
woman for breeding purposes” can be seriously contemplated. There is always
in the eyes of the collectivist a greater goal which these acts serve and which to
him justifies them because the pursuit of the common end of society can know
po Hmits in any rights or values of any individual.

But while for the mass of the citizens of the totalitarian state it is often unsel-
fish devotion to an ideal, although one that is repellent to us, which makes them
approve and even perform such deeds, this cannot be v_mw&nm.moﬂ. those S&.o
guide its policy. To be a useful assistant in the running of a noﬂm_m_uwﬁ.mb state, it
is not enough that a man should be prepared to accept specious justification of
vile deeds; he must himself be prepared actively to break every moral rule he
has ever known if this seems necessary to achieve the end set for him. Since it
is the supreme leader who alone determines the ends, his instruments must
have no moral corvictions of their own. They must, above all, be unreservedly
committed to the person of the leader; but next to this the most important thing
is that they should be completely unprincipled and literally capable om‘na.mJT
thing. They must have no ideals of their own which they want to realize; no
ideas about right or wrong which might interfere with the intentions of the
leader. There is thus m the positions of power litde to attract those who hold
moral beliefs of the kind which in the past have guided the European peoples,
little which could compensate for the distastefulness of many of the particular
tasks, and little opportunity to gratify any more idealistic desires, to recompense
for the undeniable risk, the sacrifice of most of the pleasures of private life and
of personal independence which the posts of great responsibility involve. The
only tastes which are satisfied are the taste for power as such and the pleasure
of being obeyed and of being part of a well-functioning and immensely power-
ful machine to which everything else must give way.

Yet while there is little that is likely to induce men who are good by our stan-
dards to aspire to leading positions in the totalitarian machine, and much to de-
ter them, there will be special opportunities for the ruthless and unscrupulous,
There will be jobs to be done about the badness of which taken by themselves
nobody has any doubt, but which have to be done in the service of some higher
end, and which have to be executed with the same expertness and efficiency as
any others. And as there will be need for actions which are bad in themselves,
and which all those still influenced by traditional morals will be reluctant to
perform, the readiness to do bad things becomes a path to promotion mw.a_
power. The positions in 2 totalitarian society in which it is necessary to practice
cruelty and intimidation, deliberate deception and spying, are numerous. Nei-
ther the Gestapo nor the administration of a concentration camp, neither the
Ministry of Propaganda nor the SA or $S (or their Italian or Russian counter-
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parts), are suitable places for the exercise of humanitarian f; lings.'* Yet |
1 ) ee ¥ Yet it 5
E_,.Q:mv positions E,mn these that the road to the highest positions in the SH&M

a collectivist state that “they would have to do these things whether they wanted
to or not: and the probability of the people in power being individuals wh
Wﬁ%%& q.m_arra the ﬁommwmmmo: and exercise of power is on a level with the E.ov%.

Ity that an extrerely tender- } ippi
st an ext w_mbnwﬁmouﬂmmw hearted person would get the job of whipping-

We nm::oﬁ“.roignn exhaust this subject here, The problem of the selection
of the _nm.%.._,m 1s closely bound up with the wide problem of selection accordin
to the opinions held, or rather according to the readiness with which 2 _uoaom
conforms to an ever changing set of doctrines. And this leads us to one of the
most characteristic moral features of totalitarianism: its relation 1o, and its
effect on, all the virtues falling under the general heading of nd%mhgm% This
15 50 big a subject that it requires a separate chapter, .

"[See this chaptey, note 2, for more on the Ge
3 ) stapo, the SA, and the §8, —Eg 1
"Professor Frank H Knight, “Book Review: W ipp Good X
'E . , - Walter Li s e, 7
Bolitical Eronomy, vol. 46, December 1938, p. 869, " ppmann's The Sty Joumal d

170

ELEVEN

THE END OF TRUTH

1t is significant that the nationalization of thought has proceeded everywhere
pari passu with the nationalization of industry. —E. H. Carr!

The most effective way of making everybody serve the single system of ends
toward which the social plan is directed is to make everybody believe in those
ends. To make a totalitarian system function efficienty, it is not enough that
everybedy should be forced to work for the same ends. It is essential that the
people should come to regard them as their own ends. Although the beliefs
must be chosen for the people and imposed upon them, they must become their
beliefs, a generally accepted creed which makes the individuals as far as pos-
sible act spontaneously in the way the planner wants. If the feeling of oppres-
sion In totalitarian countries is in general much less acute than most people in
liberal countries imagine, this is because the totalitarian governments succeed
to a high degree in making people think as they want them to.

This is, of course, brought about by the various forms of propaganda. Its
technique 1s now so familiar that we need say litle about it. The only point that
needs to be stressed is that neither propaganda in itself nor the techniques em-
ployed are peculiar to totalitarianism and that what so completely changes its
nature and effect in a totalitarian state is that all propaganda serves the same
goal—that all the instruments of propaganda are coordinated to influence the
individuals in the same direction and to produce the characteristic Gleichschal-
tung of all minds.” As a result, the effect of propaganda in totalitarian countries
1s different not only in magnitude but in kind from that of the propaganda made
for different ends by independent and competing agencies. If all the sources of
current information are effectively under one single control, it is no longer a
question of merely persuading the people of this or that. The skillful propagan-

"[E. H. Carr, The Teventy Years’ Crisis, op. cit., p. 172. Carr actually uses the term nationalization
of opindon, rather than nationalization of thought. —Ed.]

*[Gletshschaltung is usually translated as “coordination,” and is the term used to describe the
Nazis® efforts to coordinate all political, economic, cultural, and even recreational activigies in
support of the state, The forced reorganization of the disparate trade unions into a single labor
“front” is a standard example. —Ed.]
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dist then has power to mold their minds in any direction he chooses, and even
the most intelligent and independent people cannot entirely escape that infly-
ence if they are long isolated from all other sources of information.

While in the totalitarian states this status of propaganda gives it 2 unique
power over the minds of the people, the peculiar moral effects arise not from
the technique but from the object and scope of totalitarian propaganda. If it
could be confined to indoctrinating the people with the whole system of values
toward which the social effort is directed, propaganda would represent merely
2 particular manifestation of the characteristic features of collectivist morals
which we have already considered. If its object were merely to teach the people
a definite and comprehensive moral code, the problem would be solely whether
this moral code is good or bad. We have seen that the moral code of 2 totali-
tarian society is not likely to appeal to us, that even the striving for equality
by means of a directed economy can result only in an officially enforced in-
equality—an authoritarian determination of the status of each individual in
the new hierarchical order—and that most of the humanitarian elements of
our morals, the respect for human life, for the weak, and for the individual
generally, will disappear. However repellent this may be to most people, and
though it involves a change in moral standards, it is not necessarily entirely
antimoral. Some features of such a systern may even appeal to the sternest mor-
alists of a conservative tint and seem to them preferable to the softer standards
of a liberal society.

The moral consequences of totalitarian propaganda which we must now
consider are, however, of an even more profound kind. They are destructive of
all morals because they undermine one of the foundations of all morals: the
sense of and the respect for truth. From the nature of its task, totalitarian prop-
aganda cannot confine itself to values, to questions of opinion and moral con-
victions in which the individual always will conform more or less to the views
ruling his community, but must extend to questions of fact where human intel-
ligence is involved in a different way. Thus is so, first, because, in order to induce
people to accept the official values, these must be justified, or shown to be con-
nected with the values already held by the people, which usually will involve
assertions about causal connections between means and ends; and, second,
because the distinction between ends and means, between the goal aimed at
and the measures taken to achieve it, is in fact never so clear cut and definjte
as any general discussion of these problems is likely to suggest; and because,
therefore, people must be brought to agree not only with the ultimate aims but
also with the views about the facts and possibilities on which the particular
measures are based,

We have seen that agreement on that complete ethical code, thar all-
comprehensive system of values which is implicit in an economic plan, does not

exist in a free society but would have to be created. But we must not assurme
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that the planner will approach his task aware of that need or ﬁ_umr. even ﬂ,wn
were aware of it, it would be possible to create such a moﬁmﬂrnmmzn code in
advance. He only finds out about the moP?om Uagonn.a.hbmw@:ﬂ .w.wnmm Mm rm.
goes along, and he has to make his anawoum as the necessity arises. he co WM o
values guiding his decisions does not exist in abstracto before the &oDEM_dm ve
to be made; it has to be created with the particular decisions. We have also mn_nm
how this inability to separate the general ?.oc_mwa of 4&:9. from the particul M;,
decisions makes it impossible that a democratic ._,..von? while EDNEW ”o.an e
the technical details of a plan, should yet determine the values guiding it.

And while the planning authority will constantly rmﬁw to decide Issues on
merits about which there exist no definite moral rules, it will have to ._cme its
decisions to the people—or, at least, have somehow w E.m.ra the @aoﬁﬁ. believe
that they are the right decisions. Although those Rmﬁonwm_v_o mOw a mnnmun.ﬁ Msmé
have been guided by no more than mun&c.&nﬁ some WEQEmm principle 5.:. W<m
to be stated publicly if the community is not EWRE .E.mmEaH.w to mcva.:mwcﬁ
actively to support the measure. The need to rationalize the likes and dislikes
which, for lack of anything else, must guide the Ewn.unﬂ in many of .Em deci-
sions, and the necessity of stating his reasons in a form in which ﬁr.m% SE appeal
to as many people as possible, will force him to construct Emoﬁa.mu le., asser-
tions about the connections between facts, which then become an integral part

verning doctrine. )

ow%ﬁﬁ@ﬂhwﬂmmmm creating a “myth” to justify his action :a.nn_ not Um CONSCIOUS.
The totalitarian leader may be guided merely by an wstinctive &&.LS of the
state of things he has found and a desire to create a new hierarchical order
which conforms better to his conception of merit; he may End.»..? _E.os_ that he
dislikes the Jews who seemed to be so successful in an order s&ﬁ& did not pro-
vide a satisfactory place for him, and that he loves and admires .ﬁrn tall blond
man, the “aristocratic” figure of the novels of his youth. m.o he will 3&&& em-
brace theories which seem to provide a H.mnonmﬁcmmmnmﬂoa.mﬁ .Ea prejudices
which he shares with many of his fellows. Thus a pseudoscientific ﬁrnoQ be-
comes part of the official creed which to a greater or lesser mmm.ﬂnn.m_nnnﬂm
everybody’s action. Or the widespread dislike om the industrial civilization and
a romantic yearning for country life, together Sam.ﬂ a Quno_umw_% oﬁo:o_uc& idea
about the special value of country people as soldiers, mﬂds% the basis mm.vn an-
other miyth: Blut und Boden (“blood and soil”), expressing not merely ultimate
values but a whole host of beliefs about cause and effect i.m:nr, once they have
becorne ideals directing the activity of the whole community, must not be ques-
tioned.®

*[ Blut und Boden, a term first introduced by the historian O.wim_& Spengler, was ﬁ,n.ﬁ QOnn..mun mwu.n
the state rightly consists of people of a uniform race on their own land. The Nazis used nwn to jus-
tify a number of changes in agricultural palicy, including the seizure of the land o?o?. _.”am,wum
and the instin:tion of the Hereditary Farm Law, which was meant (o preserve an exclusively Gez-
man peasantry as a source of bloodkines for the German Falt. —Ed.]
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ing the efforts of the people has been clearly foreseen by the various theoret;.
cians of the totalitarian system. Plato’s “noble lies” and Sorel’s “myths” serve
the same purpose as the racial doctrine of the Nazis or the theory of the corpo-
rative state of Mussolinj,* They are all necessarily based on particular views
about facts which are then elaborated into scientific theories in order to justify
a preconceived opinion.

The most effective way of making people accept the validity of the values they
are to serve is to persuade them that they are really the same as those which
they, or at least the best among them, have always held, but which were not

expressed,

The worst sufferer in this respect is, of course, the word “liberty.” It is a word
used as freely i totalitarian states as clsewhere. Indeed, it could almost be
said—and it should serve as a WArning to us to be or our guard against all the
tempters who promise us New Libertias for Old>—that wherever liberty as we un-
derstand it has been destroyed, this has almost always been done in the name
of some new freedom promised to the People. Even among us we have “plan-
ners for freedom™ who promise us 2 “collective freedom for the group,” the
nature of which may be gathered from the fact that its advocate finds it neces-
sary to assure us that “naturally the advent of planned freedom does not mean
that all [s7] earlier forms of freedom must be abolished.” Dr. Karl Mannheim,
frorn whose work® these sentences are taken, at least warns ns that “a concep-
tion of freedom modelled on the preceding age is an obstacle to any real under-
standing of the problem.” But his use of the word “freedom” is as misleading as

*[Plato’s “noble lies” refers to the lies that the leaders of a
to fulfill the function that the leaders though;
society, The French philosopher Georges Sorel {1847-1922) argued that to be successful political
Opposition must use violence, and thac “social myths” are necessary to inspire the necessary col-
lective action. —Ed)]

*This is the tide of a recent work by the historian Carl L, Becker. [Hayek refers to Carl Becker,
New Libertiss for Old (New Haven: Yale University Press, 194 1. —Ed]

#Karl Mannheim, Maz and Ssciety in az Age of Reconstruction, op. cit., p. 379.

[Hayek incorrectly
listed the quotation from Mannheim as appearing on p. 377. —Ed,]
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it is in the mouth of totalitarian politicians. Like their freedom, the anocnnmno
: an_oB: he offers us is not the freedom of the members of mon_nnm _uc.ﬂ En
WM_MBW& freedom of the planner to do with society what he pleases.” It is the
9 i 1 i the extreme.
f freedom with power carried to the extre :
nOWMEMMM MNHMMEE. case ﬁwm perversion of the meaning m&. the word w%.mu OM.
urse, been well prepared by a long line of German ﬁsmowoﬁrmuum an , 1O
Mo t UW many of the theareticians of socialism. But “freedom’ or EVQ.J.\ mhm.
nmﬂw means the only words whose meaning :mm&nms changed mnto Mﬂwﬁ op
?xm:mm to make them serve as instrurnents of totalitarian m_nmw.mmm.w&m.a Ve mMM
Mwnm.&% seen how the same happens to “justice” and “law,” “right” an .wwm: y
ity” The list could be extended until 1t includes almost all moral and politic
s in general use. ) o .
Hnﬂwﬂonm Wam.m not one’s self experienced this vannmmwwﬂm Is ﬁmummncnw to mﬁﬁﬂﬂﬂﬁ
i 1 ston w.
itude of this change of the meaning qu words, the confu
EMMMM MHM& the barriers to any rational discussion which it creates. It _”_mm to be
nwnn R“ be understood how, if one of two brothers embraces ._“rm new faith, mmww.
w short while he appears to speak a different language ﬁ%ﬂnr Uam_ﬁm MMH MMW !
icati i ible. And the confusion becom
communication between them impossi 0 becomes worse
i ing of the words describing political ideals is
because this change of meaning o : s s not
i ] technique employed conscicusly
a single event but a continuous process, a . Sciously or
1 i Gradually, as this process continues,
unconsciously to direct the people. ; continucs, the
i become emnpty shells depriv
le language becornes despoiled, and iow.m_m ] / .
Mw.p MUM %Mmmﬁmﬂ.ﬁm:.ﬁmw as capable of denoting one thing as its opposite and
used solely for the emotional associations which still adhere to them.

It is not difficult to deprive the great B&olQ. nww .wnn_ovonanmﬁ Eo:.wE. mMﬂ %@
minerity who will retain an inclination to criticize must also be silence w&n
i fined to the acceptance of the
have already seen why coercion cannot _.un confine . nce of the
ethical noaw underlying the plan according to which m: social activity is di
rected. Since many parts of this code will never be nﬁ.ur.ﬂn@ stated, since :.Jb%
arts of the guiding scale of values will exist only implicitly in the plan, the p N:H
mmom, in every detail, in fact every act of the government, must become mMM,o
sanct and exernpt from criticism. If the people are to mcM_ﬁoH the Mog%%mﬁ M_MM
i itati i hat not enly the end aim
thout hesitation, they must be convinced t . : .
Mw.o Hn means chosen are the right ones. The official Q.mm.&“ to S&EM, adher.
ence must be enforced, will therefore comprise all the views about facts on

: 1 bserves that “the less frecdom
? The End of Economic Man, op. cit., p. 74, correctly o . ;
En”w”w%.“d HMWMM n_unnnﬂm _.MF of the 'new freedom,” Yet this new D.nnaonm isa En%.r word SWMM:
: icti derstood by freedom. . . . The new free-
covers the exact contradiction of all that Europe €ver un oy & L e e
ich i i i the right of the majority against

dom which is preached in Europe is, however, vidua

H;Wﬂ_n first part of the quotation actually appears on page 79, and the last part on page 80 ]
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which the plan is based. Public criticism or even expressions of doubt must be
suppressed because they tend to weaken public support. As the Webbs report of
the position in every Russian enterprise: “Whilst the work is in progress, any
public expression of doubt, or even fear that the plan will not be successful, is
an act of disloyalty and even of treachery because of its possible effects on the
will and on the efforts of the rest of the staff.™ When the doubt or fear expressed
concerns not the success of a particular enterprise but of the whole soctal plan,
it must be treated even more as sabotage.

Facts and theories must thus become no less the object of an official doctrine
than views about values. And the whole apparatus for spreading knowledge —
the schools and the press, radio and motion picture—will be used exclusively
10 spread those views which, whether true or false, will strengthen the belief in
the rightness of the decisions taken by the authority; and all information that
might cause doubt or hesitation will be withheld. The probable effect on the
people’s Ioyalty to the systern becomes the only criterion for deciding whether
a particular piece of information is to be published or suppressed. The situation
mn a totalitarian state is permanently and in all fields the same that it is elsewhere
in some fields in wartime. Everything which might cause doubt about the wis-
dom of the government or create discontent will be kept from the people. The
basis of unfavorable comparisons with conditions elsewhere, the knowledge of
possible alternatives to the course actually taken, information which might sug-
gest failure on the part of the government to live up to its promises or to take
advantage of opportunities to improve conditions—all will be suppressed.
There is consequently no field where the systematic control of information will

not be praciiced and uniformity of views not enforced.

This applies even to fields apparently most remote from any political inter-
ests and particularly to all the sciences, even the most abstract. That in the dis-
ciplines dealing directly with human affairs and rtherefore most Immediately
affecting political views, such as history, law, or economics, the disinterested
search for truth cannot be allowed in 2 totalitarian system, and the vindication
of the official views becomes the sole object, is easily seen and has been amply
confirmed by experience. These disciplines have, indeed, in afl totalitarian
countries become the most fertile factories of the official myths which the rulers
use to guide the minds and wills of their subjects. It is not surprising that in these
spheres even the pretense that they search for truth is abandoned and that the
authorities decide what doctrines ought to be taught and published,

Totalitarian control of opinion extends, however, also to subjects which at
first seem to have no political significance. Sometimes it is difficult to explain

“8idncy and Beatrice Webb, Soyist Communism: A New Cigitization? op. <it,, vol. 2, p. 1038,
[Hayek’s 1936 review of the Webbs’ book is reprinted in . A, Hayek, Sociatism and Wy, op. cit.,
pp- 239-42. -—Fd ]

176

THE END OF TRUTH

why particular doctrines should be officially _“.vnomnl_uﬂa or why others mwocﬁ__a
be encouraged, and it is curious that mram.m Likes and dislikes E.M_ m%%.ﬂn: mm
sormewhat similar in the different ﬁoﬂm_n.ﬂ.ﬁn systems. In partic E,,w ey !
seem to have in common an mtense dislike of the more abstract :o:.dm. :
thought—a dislike characteristically also shown by many of the co nMn_Sm M
among our scientists. Whether the Hrnod., of H.&m.nﬁﬂ% Is Hn.ﬁnmwn:ﬂn as 3
“Semitic attack on the foundation of Orlmdmﬁ m:a Nordic Huw.ﬁ_om or oppose
because it Is “in cordlict with dialectical ﬂmﬂns&ﬁa and gmdnmﬂ aomwwuwb ncEmm
very much to the same thing. Nor does it make much difference s_.nm er nmwn
tain theorems of mathematical statistics are attacked because Emﬁ. H%nﬂ mm ¢
of the class struggle on the ideological frontier and are a .?..om:nﬁ o ! MH is an
ical role of mathematics as the servant of H.Un bourgeoisie,” or w ME er the
whole subject is condemned because “it provides no guaranty mrm._—n it mnabg
the interest of the people.” It seems that pure mathematics is no ess a vic
and that even the holding of particular views wﬂoﬁ the nature of continuity wﬁw
be ascribed to “bourgeois prejudices.” According to &nﬁuao_u_um. the .MQMQQ .N@
Marxast-Lenimist Natural Sciences has the wo:osgbm.&ommbw .Sw mﬂmba. for Party w“
Mathematics. We stand for the purity of Marxist-Leninist theory in surgery. .
The situation seems to be very similar in Qnamb.%. The .wgnﬁn.h. @M _Em .M.naag A
Socialist Association, of Mathematicians is full of :ﬁﬁ@. i mathematics,” and one o&
the best-known German physicists, the Zm__u.m_ prizeman H.mwﬁa, has summe
up hus Iifework under the title German Physics ﬁ.@mq v@.&m&. i
It is entirely m keeping with the whole spirit of noﬂm._hmbmu_m:._. at it co "
demns any human activity done for its own sake and without ulterior v:wwom. g
Science for science’s sake, art for art’s sake, are equally m.Um.ﬂo.d.oE to the Nazis,
our socialist intellectuals, and the communists. Lvery activity must derive its
Justification from a conscious social purpose. There must be no mﬁoummbmoamu
unguided activity, because it might produce H..mmEm,. which nm:bo_,.._un oreseen
and for which the plan does not provide. It might produce something new, mﬂ;
dreamed of in the philosophy of the planner. The principle nﬁ.nﬁn_m Qnm 0
games and amusements. I leave it to the reader to guess whether 1t iw.m n n_ﬂ
many or in Russia that chess-players were officially exhorted that “we EEM
finish once and for all with the neutrality of nwmmm..aa‘n must nonn_nm,nu once an
for all the formula ‘chess for the sake of chess’ like the formula ‘art for art’s

mw.—ﬁﬂ EEra DS

*[Ibid., p. 1000. —Ed. . o
sﬁm.m_..,&rmﬁ@nﬂumn vrﬁmwwﬂ Philipp von Lenard {1862-1947) made a number WM_ nowgﬁﬂwo%m to
experi I i itle of Chief of German Physics, The four-
rimental physics, and under the Nazis held n_,gn_ ti { e i
volume work to which Hayek refers is Daschie Plysit in Vier Bénden (Munich: ]. F Lehmann, 1936
_mm.m‘uﬂ._mwwn.wwﬂ was Nikolai V. Krylenko, the People’s Commissar mu&:mmnnu and rn.mwp.a m._:m m”,
a 1932 congress of chess players, The quatation is cited in full in Boris Souvarine, Stafin: A Crilica
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Incredible as sore of these aberrations may appear, we must yet be on oyr
guard not to dismiss them as mere accidental by-products which have nothing
to do with the essential character of a planned or totalitarian system. They are
not. They are a direct result of that same desire to see everything directed by 5
“‘unitary conception of the whole,” of the need 1o uphold at all costs the views
in the service of which people are asked to make constant sacrifices, and of the
general idea that the knowledge and beliefs of the people are an instrument to
be used for a single purpose. Once science has to serve, not truth, but the in-
terests of a class, a community, ora state, the sole task of argument and discus-
sion is to vindicate and to spread still further the beliefs by which the whole life
of the community is directed. As the Nazi minister of justice has explained,
the question which every new scientific theory must ask itself is: “Do I serve
National Socialism for the greatest benefit of all?”2

The word “truth” itself ceases to have its old meaning. It describes no longer
something to be found, with the individual conscience as the sole arbiter of
whether in any particular instance the evidence (or the standing of those pro-
claiming it) warrants a belief; it becomes something to be laid down by author-
ity, something which has to be believed in the interest of the unity of the orga-
nized effort and which may have to be altered as the exigencies of this organized
effort require it

The general intellectual climate which this produces, the spirit of complete
cynicism as regards truth which it engenders, the loss of the sense of even the
meaning of truth, the disappearance of the spirit of independent inquiry and of
the belief in the power of rational conviction, the way in which differences of
opinion in every branch of knowledge become political issues to be decided by
authority, are all things which one must personally experience—no short de-
scription can convey their extent, Perhaps the most alarming fact is that con-
tempt for intellectual liberty is not a thing which arises only once the totalitar-
ian system is established but one which can be found everywhere among
intellectuals who have embraced a collectivist faith and who are acclaimed as

wmtellectual leaders even in countries still under a liberal regime. Not only is
even the worst oppression condoned if it is committed in the name of socialism,
and the creation of a totalitarian system openly advocated by people who pre-
tend to speak for the scientists of liberal countries; intclerance, too, is openly
extolled. Have we not recently seen a British scientific writer defend even
Inquisition because in his opinion it “is beneficial to science when it protects

Swrvey of Bolshenism, translated by C. L. R. James {London: Alliance, 1939; reprinted, New York:
Octagon, 1972), p. 575. —Ed]

"*[Franz Gurtner was the Nazi Minister of Justice from 1933 through 1941. Franz Schlegel-
berger followed as Acting Minister, and Otto Georg Thierack served as Minister from 19432 ta
1945, It is not clear which one is responsibie for the statement in the text, —Ed)]
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~sing class”?'® This view is, of course, practically mb&mﬁmnmdwrmzo m.on.d the
m.EEWEnU led the Nazis to the persecution of men of science, &n burning of
ﬁm“wmmn books, and the systematic eradication of the intelligentsia of the sub-
sCI 2 \

‘mnnﬂm& muﬂOﬁrw.

The desire to force upon the people a creed s.E.nw is wnm»waah_ W.m mw_ﬂshw MMM
them is, of course, not a thing that is new or peculiar to our time. 9_‘._5 %2 a,
is the argument by which many of our mbﬂnmnmﬂcm._m try to e.._mn@ suc mr anE-
There is no real freedom of thought in our society, so it is said, because t n&Oﬁmg
ions and tastes of the masses are shaped by ﬁaﬁm..mmb&mu by maﬁﬁmﬂdmmw w . m.
xample of the upper classes, and by other environmental factors which in
M&SE% force the thinking of the people into imm.im_d. grooves, m.aoﬂ ﬁw“m an
concluded that if the ideals and tastes of the great majority are Eimw _H w_wﬁ
by circumstances which we can control, we ought to use _“Em vwﬁnm de ma " ¥
to turn the thoughts of the people in what we EEW is a desirable _Huﬂnn N _.H.Ew ]
Probably it is true enough that the great majority are _.m.wn@ nwﬂm rn %H i
ing independently, that on most questions they accept views w wn ” Mﬂ fnd
ready-made, and that they will be equally content if born or nomzﬂw Mu_ﬂ M cset
of beliefs or another. In any society mﬂnm&oa of anmrﬂ will pro m.nr% eo o
rect significance enly for a small minority. But this does not Snm._bw mﬁw any: one
is competent, or ought to have power, to select those to whom this free ME 1 o
be reserved. It certainly does not justify the presumption of any group o#ﬁﬂn%a i
to claim the right to determine what people ought to think or believe. mm ;
a complete confusion of thought to suggest that, _umnmcmm. under any m%_m. o www
tem the majority of people follow the lead of somebody, it makes Hwo _waoﬁcm_
if everybody has to follow the same lead. To deprecate the value o m_u.bﬂn Mo vel
freedom because it will never mean for everybody :ﬁ.mﬁum vo.mmu_u ty Eo& _% ©
pendent thought is completely to miss the reasons S&EW give 58:0..“ nmﬂ.
dom its value. What is essential to make it serve its function as H.rm prime mov v
of intellectual progress is not that everybody may be able to ﬁ_.E.:w or EﬂMMMMMH
thing but that any cause or idea may be argued U%.woanwom% m.o ong as et
is not suppressed, there will always be some who will query the ideas E_pbmn_m
contemporaries and put new ideas to the test o.m argument and ﬁncvﬂmmbﬁ. . :
This interaction of individuals, possessing different knowledge an 1 mwn.w,_
views, is what constitutes the life of thought. The m.nos\& of reason MM a 50Ci !
process based on the existence of such differences. It is of its essence thatits ﬁmm
sults cannot be predicted, that we cannot r.boi which views will mmmmﬂm .
growth and which will not-—in short, that this m...osnw nmjbﬂ._un .moaﬁnwo_ y
any views which we now possess without at the same time limiting it. To mw an
or “organize” the growth of mind, or, for that matter, progress 11 general, s a

). G. Crowther, The Secial Relations of Science (New York: Macmillan, 1941}, p. 333.
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contradiction in terms. The idea that the hurnan mij = i
no.b.qOM its own development confuses individual RE_HM MMN”W M_M”Mnmw.ﬂmw\s N
MNM_.”M% no:.u,o_:. anything, s&w the interpersonal _u_,onoqmw to which its mnoa_qnnﬂﬂ
Snmﬂ mﬂ MﬁHHWEﬁ to controf it, we are merely setting bounds to its develop.-
o and sooner or later produce a stagnation of thought and a dectine
The tragedy of collectivist thought is that, while it starts out to make reason
H%Mﬂaﬂw 1t ends by destroying reason because it misconceives the process on
. mmbm mﬂoﬁw m.w reason &aﬁoumm. It may indeed be said that it is the para-
0X 0 A no:n.nssmn doctrine and its demand for “conscious” control or “c
scious’ ﬁ.wm..:b_bm that they necessarily lead to the demand that the :mb&owm
some individual should rule supreme —while only the individualist approach
to social phenomena makes us recognize the superindividual forces which
M.mﬁn the growth of reason. Individualism is thus an attitude of humility befc
$ social process and of tolerance to other opin opste
om. that intellectual Aubris which is at the root of
direction of the social process.

tons and is the exact opposite
the demand for comprehensive
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THE SOCIALIST ROOTS OF NAZIISM

!

All antiliberal forces are combining againdf everything that is liberal.
—A. Moeller van den Bruck'

It is a common mistake to regard National Spcialism as a mere revolt against
reasor, an frrational movement without intellectual background. If that were
so, the movement would be much less dangerdus than it is. But nothing could
be further from the truth or more misleading. {The doctrines of National So-
cialism are the culmination of a long evolution &f thought, a process in which
thinkers who have had great influence far beyond the confines of Germany
have taken part. Whatever one may think of the premises from which they
started, it cannot be denied that the men who prodyced the new doctrines were
powerful writers who left the impress of their ideay on the whole of European
thought. Their system was developed with ruthless\consistency. Once one ac-
cepts the premises from which it starts, there is no gscape from its logic. It is
simply collectivism freed from all traces of an indiidualist tradition which
might hamper its realization.

Though in this development German thinkers have taken the lead, they
were by nno means alone. Thomas Carlyle and Houstoty Stewart Chamberlam,
Auguste Comte and Georges Sorel, are as much a par} of that continuous de-
velopment as any Germans.? The development of this strand of thought within
Germany has been well traced recently by R. D. Butler 3 his study of Tke Roots
of National Socialism?® But, although its persistence therd through a hundred
and fifty years in almost unchanged and ever recurring fprm, which emerges
from that study, is rather frightening, it is easy to exaggedate the importance

'{Arthur Moeller van den Bruck, Das dritte Rech:(Hamburg: Hanseatische Yerlagsanstalt, 1931),
p. 102, An authorized condensed translation appeared in 1934; see Arthiy Mocller van den
Bruck, Germany’s Third Empize, wrans, E. O. Lorimer (London: G. Allen and Unwiy, 1934; reprinted,
New York: Fertig, 1971). —Ed.]

?[For more on Carlyle and Chamberlain, see the author’s introduction, note % For more on
Comte and Sorcl, sece chapter I, note 9, and chapter 11, note 4, respectively —Ed.

*{Hayek refers here to Rohan Butler, Te Roots of Mational Sociakism (New York: E/E Duwon,
1942). —Ed)
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