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cumb in the grip of the voluntarily accepted task-master, gold. The
ansion of the market system in the nineteenth century was synony-
us with the simultaneous spreading of international {ree trade, com-
litive labor market, and gold standard ; they belonged together. No
londer that cconomic liberalism turned into a secular religion once the
feat perils of this venture were evident.

-~ There was nothing natural about laissez-faire ; free markets could E
ever have come into being merely by aliowing things to take their 1
purse. Just as cotton ‘manufacturcs—the leading {ree trade industry— {5
jere created by the help of protective tariffs, export bounties, and in-
lirect wage submdles laissez-faire itself was enforced by the state. The
hirties and forties saw not only an outburst of legislation repealing
pestrictive regulations, but also an enormous increase in the administra-
five functions of the state, which was now being endowed with a cen-
Jftral bureaucracy able to fuiﬁ}l the tasks set by the adherents of liberal-
Elsm To the typical utilitarian, economic liberalism was a social project
:which should be put into effect for the greatest happiness of the great-
© est number ; laissez-faire was not a_method to achieve a thing, it was

the thing to be achieved. True, legislation could do nothing directly,

except by repealing harmful restrictions. But that did not mean that
government could no nothmg, especially indirectly. On the contrary,
he ugilitarian liberal saw in government the great agency for achxevmg
happiness, In rcspect to material welfare, Bentham helieved, the in-
fluence of legislation “is as mothing™ in comparison with the uncon-
cious contribution of the “minister of the police.” Of the three things
needed for economic success—inclination, knowledge, and power—
the private person possessed only inclination. Knowledge and power,
Bentham taught, can be administered much clicaper by government
than by private pcrsons Tt was the task of the executive to collect
tatistics and information, to faster science and experiment, as well as{
o supply the innumerable instruments of final realization in the field
of government. Benthamite liberalism meant the replacing of Parlia-
mentary action by action through administrative organs.

For this there was ample scope. Reaction in England had not
governed—as it did in France—through administrative mcthods but
used cxc_lu_sav_e]y _P@hamgmg;fy,_Vlcg;slanggV to_put polxucal repression
into effect. “The revolutionary movements of 1785 and of 1815-1820
were combated, not by departmental action, but by Parliamentary
egistation. The suspension of the Habeas Corpus Act, the passing of
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the Libel Act, and of the ‘Six Acts’ of 1819, were severely coercive
measures ; but they contain no evidence of any attempt to give a Con-
tinental character to administration, Insofar as individual liberty was
destroyed, it was destroyed by and in pursuance of Acts of Parha-
ment.” 2 Economic liberals had hardly gained influence on govemmcnt
in 1832, when the position changed completely in favor of administra-
tive mgthods, “The net result of the legislative activity which has char-
acterized, though with different degrees of intensity, the period since
1832, has been the building up piecemeal of an administrative machine
of great complexity which stands in as constant ‘need of repair, renewal,
reconstruction, and adaptation to new requirements as the plant of
a modern manufactury.” ® This growth of administration reflected the
~spirit of utilitarianism. Bentham’s fabulous anopt1con> his most per-
sonal utopia, was a star-shaped building from the center of which
prison wardens could keep the greatest number of jailbirds under the
most efective sunervision at the smallest cost to the public. Similarly,
in the utilitarian state his favorite principle of “inspectability” ensured
that the Minister at the top should keep effective control over all local
administration.

The road to the free market was opened and kept open by an enor-
mous increase in continuous, centrally organized and controlled inter-
ventionism. To make Adam Smith’s “‘simple and natural liberty” com-
patible with the needs of a human society was a most complicated
affair. Witness the complexity of the provisions in the innumerable en-
closure Jaws; the amount of bureaucratic control involved in the ad-
ministration of the New Poor Laws which for the first time since Queen

Elizabeth’s reign were effectively supervised by central authority; or £
the increase in governmental administration entailed in the meritorious
task of municipal reform. And yet all these strongholds of govern-
view to the organizing of some §
municipal administra- §

mental interference were erected with
simple freedom—such as that of land, labor,

tion. Just as, contrary to expectation, the invention of labor-saving

labor, the introduction of free markets, far fro;}jx_d(_)mg away with the
need for control, regulation, and intervention, cnormously increased
thelr range.” Administrators had to be constantly on the watch to en-

sure the free working of the system. Thus even those who wished most

3 Redlich and Hirst, [., Local Government in England, Vol. 11, p. 240, quoted
Dicey, A. V., Law and O;;mmn in England, p. 305.
& Ilbert, Legislative Methods, pp. 212~3, quoted Dicey, A. V., op. cit.
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ardently to free the state from all unnecessary duties, and whose whole
philosophy demanded the restriction of state activities, could not but
entrust the self-same state with the new powers, organs, and instru-
ments required for the establishment of laissez-faire.

"This paradox was topped by another. While laissez-faire economy

was the product of deliberate state action, subsequent restrictions on
laissez-faire started in a spontancous way. Laissez-faire was planned ;

plannmg was not. The first half of this asserfion was shown above to
be true. If ever there was conscious use of the executive in the service
of a deliberate government-controlled pohcy, it was on the part of the
Benthamites in the heroic period of laissez-faire. The other half was
first mooted by that eminent liberal, Dicey, who made it his task to
inquire into the origins of the “anti-laissez-faire” or, as he called it, the
“collectivist” trend in English public opinion, the existence of which
was manifest since the late 1860%. He was surprised to find that no
evidence of the existence of such a trend could be traced save the acts
of legislation themselves. More exactly, no evidence of a “collectivist
trend” in public opinion prier to the laws which appeared to represent
such a trend could be found. As to Jater “collectivist” opinion, Dicey
inferred that the “collectivist” legislation itself might have been its
prime source. The upshot of his penetrating inquiry was that there had

been complete absence of any deliberate intention to extend the funce

tions of the state, or to rcstrict the frcedom of the individual on the

ments of the 1870’s and 1880°s. The legislative spearhead of the coun-

machinery had not d;mx_mshed but actuéily increased the uses of human § ‘

termovement against a self-regulating market as it developed in the half
century following 1860 turned out to be spontaneous, undirected by
opimion, and_actuated by a purely pragmatic spirit,

lEconomic liberals }must strongly take exception to this view. Their
whole social philosophy hinges on the idea that laissez-faire was a

(naturai developmcnt}wh:?e subsequent anti-laisse-faire legistation was|®

the result of a purposeful action on the part of the opponents of liberal

principles, In these two mutually exclusive interpretations of the double
movement, it is not too much to say, the truth or untruth of the Iiberal
position is involved today.

Liberal writers like Spencer and Sumner, Mises and Lippmann
offer an account of the double movement substantially similar to our

own, but they put an entirely different interpretation on it. While in

our view the concept of a self-regulating market was utopian, and its

progress was stopped by the realistic self-protection of socicty, in their

a4

.
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view all protectionism was a mistake due to impatience, greed, and
shortsightedness, but for which the market would have resolved its diffi-
culties. The question as to which of these two views is correct is per-
haps the most important problem of r i
it does no less than a decision on the claim of economic liberalism t
be the basic organizing principle in society. Before we turn to the testi-

s

|quirement of sound budgets and sound currencies, these a priori of
A . . -
economic liberalism.,

mony of the facts, a more precise formulation of the issue is needed.

In retrospect our age will be credited with having seen the end of
the self-regulating market. The 1920’s saw the prestige of cconomic
liberalism at its height. Hundreds of millions of people had been af-
flicted by the scourge of inflation ; whole social classes, whole nations
had been expropriated. Stabilization of currencies became the focal
point in the political thought of peoples and governments; the restora-
tion of the gold standard became the supreme aim of all organized
effort in the economic field. The repayment of {oreign loans and the
return to stable currencies were recognized as the touchstones of ra-
tionality in politics; and no private suffering, no infringement of sover-
cignty, was deemed too great a sacrifice for the recovery of monetary
integrity. The privations of the unemployed made jobless by deflation;
the destitution of public servants dismissed without a pittance; even
the relinquishment of pational rights and the loss of constitutional

liberties were judged a fair price to pay for the fulfiliment of the re-

The thirties lived to see the absolutes of the twenties called in ques-
tion. After several years during which currencies were practically
restored and budgets balanced, the two most powerful countries, Great
Britain and the United States, found themselves in difficulties, dis-
missed the gold standard, and started out on the management of their

tenets of economic liberalism were disregarded by the
most respectable. By the middle of the thirt
states still adhering to gold were actually forced
Treasuries of Great Britain and the United S
guardians of the liberal creed.

In the forties economic liberalism suffered an even worse defeat.
Although Great Britain and the United States departed from monetary
orthodoxy, they retained the principles and methods of liberalism in
industry and commerce, the general organization of their economic
life. This was to prove a factor in precipitating the war and a handicap

calthicst and
some other
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in fighting it, since economic liberalism had created and fostered the
illusion that_dictatorships were bound for economic catastrophe. By
virtue of this creed democratic governments were the last to understand
the implications of managed currencies and directed trade, even when
they happened by force of circumstances to be practicing these methods
themselves ; also, the legacy of economic liberalism barred the way to
timely rearmament in the name of balanced budgets and free enter-
prise, which were supposed to provide the only secure foundations of
economic strength in war. In Great Britain budgetary and monetary
orthodoxy induced adherence to the traditional strategic principle of
limited commitments upon a country actually faced with total war; in
the United States vested interests——such as oil and aluminum—en-
trenched themselves behind the taboos of liberal business and success-
fully resisted preparations for an industrial emergency. But for the
stubborn and impassioned insistence of economic kberals on their fal-
lacies, the leaders of the race as well as the masses of free men would
have been better equipped for the ordeal of the age and might perhaps
even have been able to aveid it altogether.

Secular tenets of social organization embracing the whole civilized
world are not di ents of a decade. Both in Great
Britain and i ions of independent business units
derived their existence from the principle of laissez-faire. Its spectacu-
lar failure in one field did not destroy its authority in all. Tndeed, 15~

currencies. International debts were repudiated wholesale and the ~f

partial eclipse may have even strengthened its hold since it enabled its
defenders to argue that the incomplete application of its principles was
the reason for every and any difficulty laid to its charge.

This, indeed, is the last remaining argument of economic liberalism
today. Its apologists are repeating in endless variations that but for the
policies advocated by its critics, liberalism would have delivered the
goods; that not the competitive systerm and the self-regulating market,
but interference with that system and interventions with that market
are responstble for our ills, And this argument does not find support in |
innumerable recent infringements of economic freedom only, but also
in the indubitable fact that the movement to spread the system of sclf-
regulating markets was met in the second half of the nineteenth century
by a persistent countermove obstructing the free working of such an
economy.

"Lhe economic liberal is thus enabled to formulate a case which links
the present with the past in one coherent whole. For who could deny

that government intervention in business may undermine confidence ?
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Who could deny that uncmployment would sometimes be less if it wer
not for out-of-work benefit provided by law? That private business;
is injured by the competition of public works? That deficit finance
may endanger private investments? That paternalism tends to ,dampg
business initiative? This being so in the present, surely it was no differ
ent in the past. When around the 1870’ a general protectionist mov
ment—social and national-—started in Europe, who can doubt that it
hampered and restricted trade? Who can doubt that factory laws,
social insurance, municipal trading, health services, public utilities,
tariffs, bounties and subsidies, cartels and trusts, embargoes on immi-
gration, on capital movements, on imports—not to speak of less open
restrictions on the movements of men, goods, and payments——rmust
have acted as so many hindrances to the functioning of the competitive
system, protracting business depressions, aggravating unemployment,
deepening financial slumps, diminishing trade, and damaging severely
the self-regulating mechanism of the market? The root of all evil, the
liberal insists, was precisely this interference with the freedom of em
ployment, trade and currencies practiced by the various_schools o
social, national, and monopolistic protectionism since the third quarte
of the nincteenth century ; but for the unholy alliance of trade unions
and labor parties with monopolistic manufacturers and agrarian inter
ests, which in their shortsighted greed joined forces to frustrate eco
nomic Liberty, the world would be enjoying “teday the fruits of 2
almost automatic system of creating material welfare, Liberal leade
never weary of repeating that the tragedy of the nineteenth centu
sprang from the incapacity of man to remain {aithful to the inspiration §
of the early liberals; that the generous initiative of our ancestors was§

frustrated by the passions of nationalism and class war, vested inter§

| 1870’s and 1880’s saw the end of orthodox liberalism, and th
ests, and monopolists, and above all, by the blindness of the working§ crucial problems of the present can be traced back to th,at periodatitag
people to the ultimate beneficence of unrestricted economic freedom to} —

} - ' : . j incorrect to say that the change to social and national protectionism
all human interests, including their own, A great intellectual and morai§ was due to any other cause than the manifestation of the weaknesses )
advance was thus, it is claimed, frustrated by the intellectual and moralf and perils inherent in a self-regulating market system. This can be
weaknesses of the mass of the people ; what the spirit of Enlightenment ¢ shown in more than one way. -
had achieved was put to nought by the forces of selfishness Inanuty  First, there is the amazing diversity of the matters on which action
Ulshell, this is the economic liberal’s defense, Unless it is refuted, he willf was taken. This alone would exclude the possibility of concerted action 4
continue to hold the floor in the contest of arguments. i Let us cite from a list of interventions which Herbert Spencer com ileci
Let us focus the issue. It is agreed that the liberal movement, intentf in 1884, when charging liberals with having deserted their ri_ncI; les
on the spreading of the market system, was met by a protective counter-§ for the sake of “restrictive legislation.” * The variety of thf sub 'ie)cr_s
movement tending towards its restriction ; such an assumption, indeed} could hardly be greater. In 1860, authority was given to provide “;Jm
underlies our own thesis of the double movement, But while we asself 4 Spencer, H., The Man vs. the State, 1884. g -

that the inherent absurdity of the idea of a self-regulating market sys-
tem wou}d have eventually destroyed society, the Liberal accuses the
most various elements of having wrecked a great initiative. Unable to
adduce evidence of any such concerted effort to thwart the liberal
movement, he falls back on the practically irrefutable hypothesis of
covert action. This is the[myth of the antiliberal conspiracﬂ which in
one form or another is ¢common to all liberal interpretations of the
events of the 1870’ and 1880’s. Commonly the rise of nationalism
an'd .of socialism is credited with having been the chief agent in that
shlftu_lg qf the scene; manufacturers’ assoclations and monopolists
agrarian interests and trade unions are the villains of the piece. Thu;
in its most spiritualized form the Yberal doctrine hypostasizes the
working of some dialectical law in modern society stultifying the
Fndcavom of enlightened reason, while in its crudest version it reduces
}tself to an attack on political democracy, as the alleged mainspring of
inferventionism.

The testimony of the facts contradicts the liberal thesis decisively.
The antiliberal conspiracy is a pure invention. The great variety of
forms in which the “collectivist” countermovement appeared was not
due to any preference for socialism or nationalism on the part of con-
Fcrted interests, but exclusively to the broader range of the vital social
interests affected by the expanding market mechanism. This accounts
for the all but universal reactions of predominantly practical character
called forth by the expansion of that mechanism. Intellectual fashions
played no role whatever in this process; there was, accordingly, no
room for the prejudice which the liberal regards as the idet;lof;,ical 1
jorce behind the antiliberal development. Although it is true that the

A
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lysts of food and drink to be paid out of local rates” ; there followsg an
zzit roviding “the inspection of gas works” ; an extension ofvthe 111neiz
Act Emaking it penal to employ boys under twelve not'attcr‘l‘ctimg 5C 1(1)2“,
- i as given “to poor
and unable to read or write.”” In 1861, powcr(\;w g aumosmd 2
guardians to enforce vaccination™ ; local board s were e farmed
1 { conveyance” ; and certain loca :
fix rates.of hire for means o : i e
i i rs of taxing the locality
bodies “had given them powe : v ran
¢ and irrigation works, and for supplying water to cattif:. llnhaft”:
ag Aot wasbp‘aSSE d making illegal “a coal-mine with a sing e.sh “t,
o Act giving the Council of Medical Education exclusx;rc ;1gbt thz
an - - L]
furnish a Pharmacopoeia, the price of which is to be 1}:::1 anycnu-
Treasury.” Spencer, horror-struck, filled several pages Wi h an enu
meration of these and similar measures. Ir::1 118613, (??e 'Itife:rcc‘); ension
‘ - ination to Scotland and Ireland.
compulsory vaccination 250
Zfl Act izjlppointing inspectors for the “wholcsomcness,tmt‘hun:\(;l;toicr:ioand
"3 i -Sweeper's Act, to prevent the :
ness of food”; a Chimney e O eeions
de: i t to sweep too narrow : :
ntual death of children set to , ontagious
giicases Act; a Public Libranes Act, gwu;{g iocsal powcrzdcll)gwd ioh &
jori < inori their books.” Spencer
ity can tax a minority for ks . "
malglrlnv{xch irrefutable evidence of an annhberfﬂ. consplrafcy. 43:;11 }I(n_
o csh of these Acts dealt with some problem arising out ‘% f mo o
dusurial cor itions and was aimed at the safeguarding of some publ

gers inherent either in such conditions or, at any rate,

i iased mind they
in the matket method oL ngjﬂth thﬁ;}] ' nT(tjual‘rlc;l :)l? tt)he “eollectivist”
d the purely practical and pragmatic Natuiz o - .
N mermove. Mos of those who_ carried these_measutes Were, o
sinced supp oeiers of laissez.jaire, and certainly did not wish their cofiz
vinced supporters of tasseze]a e eaply & protes

“Interest against dan

blishment of a fire brigade in Lon

wgainst the prindples of economic i

socialism, or any other form of collectivisn

he change i ¢ t* solutions hap-
from liberal to ‘“collectivist’ s
the change irom A5 ~ fhe

ponents ol
Second, ' .
ened sometimes over night and withou: 85
oF those engaged in the process ol 1CEINAYYY (oo " el
giggggfﬂé'ﬁés:géié-'instance of the Workmen's Compcns}?noioﬁ(c; : I:, -
ine with the employers’ liability for dan.nagc donehto 1s'0us kmen in
tht course of their employment. The history of tdﬁ]L vari us acks e
bodying this idea, since 1880, showed consistent a c;enc Lo the =
d?vizuflist principle that the responsibility of the employer 10

ployee must be regulated in a manner strictly identical with that govern-

"On the contrary, the |
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workmen against any damage incurred in the course of their employ-
ment, a “thoroughly collectivistic legislation,” as Dicey justly remarked.
No better proof could be adduced that no change either in the tvpe of in-
terests involved, or in the tendency of the opinions brought to bear on the
matter, caused the supplanting of a liberal principle by an antiliberal
one, but exclusively the evolving conditions under which the problem

ing his responsibility to others, e.g., strangers. With hardly any change
in opinion, in 1897, the employer was suddenly made the insurer of his

arose and a solution was sought.
Third, there is the indirect, but most striking proof provided by a
comparison of the development in various countries of a_widely dis-

similar political and ideological configuration. Victorian England and
the Prussia of Bismarck were poles apart, and both were very much
unlike the France of the Third Republic or the Empire of the Haps-
burgs. Yet cach of them passed through a period of free trade and

laissez-faire, followed by a period of antiliberal legislation in regard to

public health, factory conditions, municipal trading, social insurance,
shipping subsidies, public utilities, trade associations, and so on. It
would be easy to produce a regular calendar setting out the years in
which analogous changes occurred in the various countrics. Work-
men’s compensation was enacted in England in 1880 and 1897, in
Germany in 1879, in Austria in 1887, in France in 18gg; factory
inspection was introduced in England in 1833, in Prussia in 1853, in
Austria in 1883 ; in France in 1874 and 1883 ; muncipal trading, in-
cluding the running of public utilities, was introduced by Joseph
Chamberlain, a Dissenter and a capitalist, in Birmingham in the
1870’s; by the Catholic “Socialist” and Jew-baiter, Karl Lueger, in the
Imperial Vienna of the 1890’s; in German and French municipalities
by a variety of local coalitions. The supporting forces were in some
cases violently reactionary and antisocialist as in Vienna, at other times
“radical imperialist” as in Birmingham, or of the purest liberal hue as
with the Frenchman, Edouard Herriot, Mayor of Lyons. In Protestant
England, Conservative and Liberal cabinets labored intermittently at
the completion of factory legislation. In Germany, Roman Catholics
and Social Democrats took part in its achievement; in Austria, the
Church and its most militant supporters; in France, enemies of the
Church and ardent anticlericals were responsible for the enactment of
almost identical laws. Thus under the most varied slogans, with yery
different motivations a multitude of parties and social strata put into

effect almost exactly the same measures in a series of countries in
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respect to a large number of complicated subjects. There is, on the
{ace of it, nothing more absurd than to infer that they were secretly
actuated by the same ideological preconceptions or Narrow group
interests as the legend of the antiliberal conspiracy would have it., On
ithe contrary, everything tends to support the assumption that objective

| reasons of a stringent nature forced the hands of the legislators.

3

@ Eourth, there is the significant fact that at various times economic
liberals themselves advocated restrictions on the freedom of contract
and on laissez-faire in a number of well-defined cases of great theoreti-
cal and practical importance. Antiliberal prejudice could, naturally,
not have been their motive. We have in mind the principle of the asso-
ciation of labor on the one hand, the law of business corporations on

@EE_E@”'TM “Fret refers to the right of workers to combine for the
purpose of raising their wages; the latter, to the right of trusts, cartels,
or other forms of capitalistic combines, to raise prices. It was justly
charged in both cases that freedom of contract or laissez-faire was
being used in restraint of trade. Whether workers’ associations to raise
wages, or trade associations to raise prices were in question, the prin-
ciple of laissez-faire could be obvicusly employed by interested parties
to narrow the market for Jabor or other commodities. It is highly
significant that in either case consistent liberals from Lloyd George and
Theodore Roosevelt to Thurman Amold and Walter Lippmann sub-
ordinated laissez-faire to the demand for a frec competitive market;
they pressed for regulations and restrictions, for penal laws and com-
pulsion, arguing as any seollectivist” would that the freedom of con-
tract was being “abused” by trade unions, or corporations, whichever
it was. Theoretically, laissez-faire or freedom of contract implied the
{reedom of workers to withhold their labor either individually or
jointly, if they so decided ;_it impiied also the freedom of businessmen
to concert o1 selling prices irrespective of the wishes of the consumers.
But in practice such frecdom conflicted with the institution of a self-
regulating market, and in such a conflict the self-regulating market was
invariably accorded precedence. In other words, if the needs of a self-
i ;'?3531‘_'5‘,?}?,5_."@351.5?} proygg‘_incompatiblg_lvith the demands of latssez-
[aire, the cconomic liberal turned against laissez-faire and preferred-—

of regulation and_restriction. Frade umon law as well as antitrust
i legislation sprang from this attitude. No more conclusive proof could

as—any antiiberal would have done—the so-called collectivist methods
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even _economic liberals themselves regulatly used such methods in
dqcx;wcély important fields of industrial organization,
el o b sty e e mesing of e o
. i / als like to denote the oppo-
site of. their own policy, but merely betray confusion of thought. The
fgpposrce: Of: ntex:ventionisrﬁl is Eaissez-faire and we have just seen that
|cconomic izbcrz}hsml cannot be identified with laissez-faire {although in .
common parlance there is no harm in using them interchangeably)
Stn'ctly., economic Uberalism is the organizing principle of a socictyyir;
which industry is based on the institution of a sclf-regulating market
True, once S}JCh a system is approximately achicvcd,'less intcrventior;
of one type is needed. However, this is far from saying that market
system and i_ntewention are mutually exclusive terms. For as long as
tha:t system is not established, economic liberals must and will unhesi
tatingly call for the intervention of the state in order to establish it, and:

¢ o

therefore, without any inconsistency call upon the state to use the forc
of law; he can even appeal to the violent forces of civil war to set u ;
the preconditions of a self-regulating market. In America the Soutﬁ
appealed to the arguments of laissez-faire to justify slavery; the North
appealed to the intervention of arms to establish a free Tabor market
The accusation of interventionism on the part of liberal writers is thus. |
an empty slogan, implying the denunciation of one and the same set of
actions according to whether they happen to approve of them or not
;Ii‘slzznoniy‘_tirinci?li economic liberals can maintain without incon: ’
cy is that of the self-regulati EFif i
e e gulating market, wheth&f it involves them
. To sum up. The _countermove against economic liberalism and
laissez-faire possessed all the unmistakable characteristics of a s _071-
tancous reaction. At innumerable disconnected points It set in wft‘E—out
any traceable links between the interests directly affected or any ideo
logical conformity between them. Even in the settlement of one :nd th;
same problem as in the case of workmen’s compensation, solution
swzfc'hcd over from individualistic to “collectivistic,” from, liberal )
antlhber‘al, from “laissez-faire” to interventionist f:mns withoutaarto
changc. in the economic interest, the ideological influences or politicé
forces in play, merely as a result of the increasing realization of th
nature of the problem in question. Also it could be shown that a closcle
similar change from laissez-faire to “‘collectivism” took place in vanou::

o .
R - i

=

be oficred of the(inevitability of antiliberal or “collectivist” methods

under the conditions of modern indusinial society)than the fact that

countries at a definite stage of their industrial development, pointing to



FE I

isuperficially credited by economic liberals to changing moods or sundry

N appilcablc to advanced mdusma} conditions ; for in the cntxcal cascof

{ltervention to be workable. The liberal myth of the “coll

i} borne out by the evidence. For if market economy was a threat to the

flelse would one expect than an urge on the part of a great variety of
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the depth and independence of the underlying causes of the process so

mtcrcsts F mai}y, analysis reveals that not even radlcal adherents of

trade union law and antitrust regu]anons C\tl eme liberals themselves
'_01_. i ions of the state, in order to secure
agunst monopohs ic compacts the precondltsons for the working of a
self-regulating market. Even free trade and co1npet3t1_o_n reqmrqd in-

tivist” con-

Spiracy of the 1870 and 1880 s is contrary to all the facts.
Qur own interpretation of the double movement is, we find,

human and natural components of the social fabric, as we insisted, what

people to press for some sort of protection? This was what we found.
Also, one would expect this to happen without any theoretical or in-

tellectual preconceptions on their part, and irrespective of their atti-
tudes towards the principles underlying a market economy. Again, this
was the case. Moreover, we suggested that comparative history of gov-
ernments might offer quasi-experimental support of our thesis if par-
ticular interests could be shown to be independent of the specific ideol-
ogies present in a number of different countries. For this also we could
adduce striking evidence. Finally, the behavior of liberals themselves
proved that the maintenance of freedom of trade—in our terms, of a
self-regulating market——far from excluding intervention, in effect, de-
manded such action, and that liberals themselves regularly called for
compulsory action on the part of the state as in the case of trade union
law and antitrust laws. Thus nothing could be more decisive than the
evidence of history as to which of the two contending interpretations of
the double movement was correct: that of the economic liberal who
mamtained that his policy never had a chance, but was strangled by
shortsighted tradc unionists \Iar).ist intellcctuals greedy manufactur—
thf: universal “collectivist” reacnon ‘against the cxpansmn of market
nomy in the sccond half of the nineteenth century as conclusive
proof of the peril to society inherent in ‘the utopian principle of a self-

ﬂ:gulatmg markct.




