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    INTRODUCTION


    F. A. Hayek the Avant-Garde Conservative


    
      The Nobel Laureate in economics Friedrich August von Hayek was undoubtedly one of the most
      consequential thinkers in the second half of the twentieth century. He influenced leading economists such as
      Milton Friedman, who together with his wife, Rose (1988), defined three “tides” that have characterized social
      and economic development since the eighteenth century: the Adam Smith tide, the Fabian tide, and the Hayek tide.
      Within the discipline of economics, Hayek ranks second among the most frequently mentioned Nobel Laureates in
      fellow recipients’ prize lectures (after Kenneth Arrow), and he ranks second in publication citations (Skarbek
      2009). His work also influenced prominent policy makers. A famous anecdote tells that in 1975, Margaret Thatcher
      interrupted a Conservative Party debate by banging The Constitution of Liberty (1960) on a
      table and exclaiming, “This is what we believe!” According to some (Henderson 2005; Yergin and Stanislaw 1998),
      the Thatcher and Reagan revolutions of the 1980s, and the globalization processes of the 1990s, provide evidence
      of the dominance of Hayek’s views on economic policy.
    


    
      Hayek’s defense of the free market continues to hold sway today. In the wake of the 2008 financial crisis, there
      was a renewed interest in the heated controversy between Hayek and John Maynard Keynes over the role of
      government in the economy. Their debate even became the theme of two rap videos posted on Youtube. Then in June
      2010, Hayek’s book The Road to Serfdom (1940) reached the top of the sales list on Amazon.com. The influence of his ideas has extended well into the electronic
      age of information technology in the twenty-first century. Jimmy Wales, the founder of Wikipedia, claimed (see Mangu-Ward 2007), “One can’t understand my ideas about Wikipedia without
      understanding Hayek,” further specifying that Hayek’s article “The Use of Knowledge in Society”(1945) “is
      central” to his own thinking “about how to manage the Wikipedia project.” In this article, as Wikipedia’s entry
      under the same title recounts, Hayek argues that information is decentralized: each individual knows only a small
      fraction of what is known collectively. As a result, decisions are best made by those with local knowledge rather
      than by a central authority. Wikipedia indeed puts into practice the belief that the most comprehensive and
      objective view is furnished by multiple contributors rather than a handful of specialists.
    


    
      Without detracting from Hayek’s success, briefly reviewed above, it is also true that his reputation has suffered
      considerable lows. In 2004, Virginia Postrel wrote a piece entitled “Friedrich the Great” for the Boston Globe in which she proposed to reintroduce to her readers “one of the most important thinkers
      you’ve barely heard of.” Postrel argued that well-educated, intellectually curious people in the United-States
      who nod at mentions of the likes of Max Weber, Hannah Arendt, or Michel Foucault hardly know who Hayek was. In
      the same article she quotes Hayek biographer Bruce Caldwell, who explains: “For most of his life, Hayek’s
      economic and political positions were completely out of sync with those of the rest of the intelligentsia . . .
      [and] for much of the century he was a subject of ridicule, contempt, or, even worse for a man of ideas,
      indifference.” Initially, this situation was the result of the hegemony of Keynes’s view. Later on, it was the
      price Hayek had to pay for his opposition to the new brand of economics that emerged after World War II, and for
      his move away from technical analysis to wide-ranging interdisciplinary research.
    


    
      Hayek was destined to become Keynes’s formidable opponent—or at least this was the intention of Lionel Robbins,
      the director of the London School of Economics, who nominated Hayek for a professorship at the age of thirty-two
      in the hope that he would help counter the influence of Keynes and his colleagues at Cambridge University. But
      Hayek lost the battle then, while Keynes’s star continued to rise. In the mid-1940s, Hayek recalled (1994, 103),
      “Keynes died and became a saint; and I discredited myself by publishing The Road to
      Serfdom.” This highly popular book marks a turning point in Hayek’s career. On the one hand, its immense and
      unexpected success, especially in the United-States, brought Hayek worldwide recognition and a professorship at
      the University of Chicago. On the other hand, The Road to Serfdom cornered him into the
      position of an ideological warrior against socialism instead of a cutting-edge economist. The Nobel
      Laureate in economics Paul Krugman pithily commented in his New York
      Times blog (December 5, 2011) that without The Road to Serfdom, which struck a chord
      with the American Right, nobody would be talking about Hayek’s theories. “The Hayek thing,” Krugman concluded,
      “is almost entirely about politics rather than economics,” his ideas having long vanished from the professional
      discussion.
    


    
      Hayek was indeed an unconventional economist who veered away from technical analysis relatively early in his
      career in order to pursue epistemological, philosophical, and ethical questions. As one of Hayek’s scholars
      explained (see Boettke 1999), while the scientific fashion was moving the disciplinary circles further apart and
      narrowing the areas of intersection, Hayek’s main research interests were to be found exactly in those points of
      intersection. He was drawn to questions related to the methodology of the social sciences, the psychology of the
      human mind, the philosophical and historical foundations of liberalism, and the evolution of civilization.
      Unfortunately, his intellectual home in the 1950s, the University of Chicago, was to become the bastion of a view
      of economics that Hayek did not share. In 1953, Milton Friedman published his influential Essays
      in Positive Economics, gaining ascendance as the leading voice of the new Chicago school of economics. Around
      the same time, Hayek reissued a series of articles under the title The Counter-Revolution of
      Science (1952a), in which he attacked positivism. Until the end of his life, he was highly skeptical of the
      formalization of his discipline, and criticized the extensive use of statistics and mathematics in economic
      analysis. As a result, his work is at odds with current trends. Practically no one follows his methodology or
      adheres to the view that mathematical and statistical tools are overused.
    


    
      Hayek’s predilection for interdisciplinary research may have made him lose ground as a respectable economist
      among his peers; it is nonetheless the mark of an open mind, and singles him out as an innovative thinker who, in
      some respects, was ahead of his time. Today, interdisciplinary research in economics is again in demand, and
      there is growing criticism against the strong reductionism that guides quantification in the field. Economics,
      some argue, has become a social science based on unrealistic assumptions concerning human behavior and its
      motivations. It is the prisoner of its own methods, producing models that ignore essential elements necessary for
      understanding real-world situations. Hayek was ahead of the curve in refusing to adhere to hypothetical
      constructs such as Homo economicus: the perfectly rational, utility-maximizing economic
      player. He reserved a special place for psychology in his research, dedicating a book, The
      Sensory Order (1952b), to the study of the mind and its
      limitations. Nowadays, this little-read publication is considered to be a pioneering essay in cognitive
      psychology (see chapter 2).
    


    
      Hayek also anticipated the contemporary “rage for biological metaphors and evolutionary analysis” in the social
      sciences (Postrel 2004). In the 1950s and 1960s, he wrote a number of articles in which he sought to establish a
      parallel between evolutionary biology and economics. Both disciplines, Hayek argued, study complex phenomena and
      therefore can provide only general predictions. He believed that basic misunderstanding of the true nature of
      economics and the data with which it deals produced misconceptions concerning its method and goals, which led in
      turn to the adoption of dangerous “collectivist” and “socialist” policies. This critique formed the core of
      Hayek’s attack on centralized planning and distributive justice. It was complemented by a theory of cultural
      evolution whose general lines were drawn in Hayek’s The Constitution of Liberty ([1960]
      1971); this theory was later developed in the epilogue to the third volume of Law, Legislation
      and Liberty (1979) and in the unfinished book The Fatal Conceit (1988).
    


    
      According to Hayek’s theory, the decentralized market order that characterizes advanced civilization is an
      unintended consequence of individual interactions. To explain how such an order came about, he developed an
      idiosyncratic interpretation of the concept of group selection. This idea, which originated in Charles Darwin’s
      work, is to this day a highly controversial notion in evolutionary research. It advances the view that natural
      selection can act at the level of the group rather than the individual, a claim which came under heavy attack
      from proponents of the still predominant gene-centered view of evolution. Group selection is used mainly to
      explain prosocial behavior, or the evolution of cooperative traits (and in humans also morality), which from the
      point of view of a strictly individual selection seem to reduce fitness (i.e., free-riding behavior would be
      preferable). Hayek employed group selection in a different way. To him, it was the means for shifting the focus
      away from the individual and toward the wealth-creating, impersonal forces of the free market. He postulated that
      the rules of social conduct, which underlie the spontaneous order of modern civilization, have spread not because
      humans understood them or designed them to be effective regulators of collective life, but because they enabled
      the groups practicing them to expand more successfully and to include outsiders.
    


    
      Two important claims ensued. First, because the rules of the free market are not the product of rational design,
      they surpass our capacity for social planning. And second, these rules conflict with
      natural impulses, such as solidarity and altruism, which have evolved during the long period of small-group
      existence, but which are not compatible with the profit-driven rules underlying the anonymous market interactions
      that have made the “Great Society” possible. Together, these claims were supposed to form a decisive refutation
      of all “socialist” aspirations to improve society through planned reforms. But Hayek’s theory suffers from
      incoherencies, lack of supporting evidence, and also disregard for the theories that inspired it. He hoped to
      demonstrate with evolutionary arguments that “socialists are wrong about the facts” (1988,
      6; italics in the original), namely they misunderstand the origins of modern civilization and what is required to
      preserve it. Yet his own evolutionary analysis took such extensive liberties with respect to the principles that
      have guided this mode of reasoning since Darwin, that to inscribe it within this scientific tradition, as Hayek
      intended, seems ill suited. Consequently, his alleged scientific, facts-based defense of capitalism loses its
      bite.
    


    
      It is perhaps not surprising that Hayek’s theory of cultural group selection is the most contentious and yet the
      least known part of his intellectual legacy. Attracting a fair amount of criticism, it has been qualified as
      “singular,” “bizarre,” “sketchy,” and “ambiguous” (see D. R. Steele 1987, 172; Hodgson 1993, 153; Witt 1994,
      184). As mentioned above, this theory appeared in detailed form only late in Hayek’s career, and even then in an
      incomplete manner. Its tardy arrival led many of Hayek’s readers and followers to discard his evolutionary
      arguments as inconsequential addenda to his voluminous opus. But Hayek himself held quite the opposite view.
    


    
      How should we, in the twenty-first century, approach this part of Hayek’s legacy? Should we regard it as a
      confused and unnecessary supplement to his well-known political position? Or as the long sought-after theoretical
      foundation for a defense of the free market that does not rely on logical constructs such as Homo economicus?
    


    
      Without going as far as the economist Viktor Vanberg (1994, 95), who argued that the evolutionary outlook gives
      coherence to Hayek’s entire work, the claim can be made that evolutionary thinking permeated important aspects of
      Hayek’s thought and therefore merits close examination. Such is the objective of the present book. It offers a
      fresh perspective on Hayek’s thought and an evaluation of key theoretical elements that are often overlooked. By
      focusing on Hayek’s evolutionary claims and comparing them with past theories (e.g., Darwin) and with recent
      research on social evolution (e.g., Boyd and Richerson), this study throws light on a little-studied part of Hayek’s legacy in an effort to gauge its contribution and importance. In so doing, it
      helps detect some of the pitfalls that lurk in modern attempts to integrate evolutionary, economic, and political
      thinking. Hayek’s work indeed presents a vantage point for exploring key issues in cultural evolution, such as
      the origins and essence of human morality and prosocial behavior, the meaning of progress, and the role of human
      agency in cultural development.
    


    
      The book is divided into four chapters. The first provides an account of Hayek’s family background and education,
      indicating that his interest in the natural sciences, and in questions of epistemology, was a central feature of
      his thought, dating back to his formative years. The presumed transformation that took place in Hayek’s career
      around the time of World War II, with a shift away from technical economics and toward studies in the philosophy
      of science, psychology, and cultural evolution, was in reality a return to his deeper and long-lasting interests.
      I explore the factors that led Hayek to study economics in the first place, and the circumstances under which he
      met Ludwig von Mises. The latter convinced Hayek of the superiority of the free market over socialism, but the
      young scholar remained skeptical of his mentor’s rationalist-utilitarian view of economics. In the 1940s, Hayek
      developed a critique of rationalism, which would accompany his work from that moment onward, and inform his
      perception of cultural evolution. Accordingly, I examine Hayek’s division of Enlightenment thinkers into two
      groups: “true individualists,” who pertain to the British “empiricist,” “evolutionary” tradition, and “false
      individualists,” who belong to the French rationalist, design-oriented tradition. I then proceed to study Hayek’s
      attack on positivism, which he deemed to be the dangerous offshoot of eighteenth-century rationalism, and his
      concomitant critique of scientism, especially the overuse of statistical and mathematical tools in economic
      analysis. I close the chapter with a review of Hayek’s Chicago years and their contribution to his search for an
      alternative methodology for the social sciences.
    


    
      The second chapter begins with an examination of Hayek’s foray into psychology, and his explanation for how the
      mind functions and learns in The Sensory Order (1952b). This essay occupies a pivotal
      position in Hayek’s thought. On the one hand, it provides a psychological foundation for the views and criticism
      expounded in his earlier writings. On the other hand, it opens up new avenues of research. Via an inquiry into
      the nature and development of cognition, Hayek broached the core elements of an evolutionary conception of
      methodological individualism, which diverged from the Austrian view that formed his background. It also oriented
      his research in a different direction from the one that would soon come to
      characterize the Chicago school. Hayek’s analysis progressively moved from an investigation of sensations and
      perceptions, to a discussion of expectations and dispositions, and, finally, to the claim that the mind is built
      up from a system of rules that we have not consciously devised and to which we have only partial access. This
      claim set the stage for Hayek’s subsequent arguments concerning cultural evolution. He would depict the social
      order in a manner similar to the sensory order, namely as a structure that arises without design, through the
      unconscious selection of rules.
    


    
      Building on the conclusions of The Sensory Order, Hayek proposed a new methodological
      approach to the study of social phenomena. Contra Karl Popper, he argued that the production of knowledge in the
      social sciences, whose subjects of study are thinking human beings, is fundamentally different from the
      production of knowledge in the physical sciences. The social sciences deal with complex phenomena and cannot
      yield specific predictions, as does physics, but only “pattern predictions” and “explanations in principle.”
      Hayek’s prime example for the latter was Darwin’s theory of evolution by natural selection. Using various
      biological analogies, he sought to demonstrate the limited predictive power of economic predictions and,
      consequently, the futility of macroeconomic planning. His analogies intended to harness Darwin’s authority to his
      cause. However, in these instances, as in later developments of his theory, Hayek seemed to arbitrarily opt for
      an interpretation of evolution that suited his purposes, while ignoring or downplaying key aspects of Darwin’s
      thought. Darwin, as I show, emphasized humans’ ability to obtain specific results with artificial selection as
      much as he insisted on natural selection’s infinitely greater, and uncontrollable, powers of modification. I
      conclude the second chapter with an analysis of Hayek’s portrayal of humans as rule-following animals, and his
      depiction of social learning as predominantly a nonrational process based on imitation. In line with Burke’s
      reasoning, which Hayek hoped to buttress with evolutionary arguments, he defended the wisdom of the ages against
      the private stock of individual reason. I compare Hayek’s views on imitation to contemporary research, and survey
      the criticism they encountered.
    


    
      In the third chapter, I offer a detailed exposition and evaluation of Hayek’s theory of cultural evolution. Hayek
      postulated that the shift from small-group existence to life in an extended social order entailed a moral
      revolution. Specifically, the naturally evolved drives of solidarity and altruism had to be repressed for the
      sake of a new morality comprising the rules of the market, such as profit making and free competition, which
      are better suited to growth and to the coordination of the actions of many
      individuals with different goals and aims. In order to explain this shift, Hayek evoked the notion of group
      selection. His inspiration came from the works of the British zoologist-turned-sociologist Alexander M.
      Carr-Saunders and the zoologist Vero C. Wynne-Edwards. But Hayek used group selection to advance a diametrically
      opposed view to their theories. Carr-Saunders and Wynne-Edwards argued that group selection favors limited
      reproduction so that societies approach as close as possible their optimal size, namely a population size that
      does not deplete resources. Hayek argued instead that the goal and driver of cultural group selection is
      demographic growth.
    


    
      The instrumental use of evolutionary concepts without much consideration for their provenance and original
      meaning was also apparent in Hayek’s disregard for Darwin’s views on cultural evolution. His appraisal of the
      English naturalist’s contribution was very different in the writings about cultural evolution in comparison with
      his earlier articles about the methodology of the social sciences. In those later works, Hayek preferred to
      inscribe himself in the lineage of “Darwinians before Darwin”—Bernard Mandeville, David Hume, and the other “true
      individualists”—perhaps as a means for distancing himself from nineteenth-century social Darwinism with its
      pejorative twentieth-century connotations. He never once referred to Darwin’s theory of community selection, and
      simply took it for granted that natural selection could account for morality, though this question troubled
      Darwin and continues to occupy modern research. I compare Hayek’s interpretation of group selection with Darwin’s
      views and with later developments, and emphasize in particular Hayek’s unsatisfactory treatment of the role of
      human agency in cultural and moral development. His theory entailed uneasy logical contortions in order to arrive
      at preferred conclusions. It also left many questions open, for instance how exactly the new market morality
      emerged and why it prevailed over small-group morality.
    


    
      In the final analysis, Hayek’s effort to describe human history as naturally moving in a specific, predetermined
      direction—the rise of free market society—divulges an outdated, teleological understanding of cultural evolution.
      In defending a supposedly spontaneously grown order against deliberate change and reform, Hayek revealed himself
      to be a fundamentally conservative thinker. His only strategy to counter accusations of evolutionary fatalism was
      to claim that growth is inherently good and equals progress. But this reasoning, which might suit an economic
      theory based on the assumption that expanding markets are the source of increased wealth and well-being, does not
      fit an evolutionary explanation. It is telling, in this regard, that Hayek discarded
      the Malthusian threat of overpopulation and Thomas Malthus’s contribution to evolutionary theory in general. He
      also ignored other problems related to the coupling of growth with progress, such as increased inequality and
      environmental concerns.
    


    
      In the fourth and final chapter, I turn to these issues and show that Hayek’s theory is not only inconsistent
      with the evolutionary perspective, but also clashes with his liberal values. He postulated that modern
      civilization, the market order, the “rule of law,” and individual freedom were all products of human action but
      not of human design. In his eyes, any attempt to guide social forces was an illegitimate intervention with highly
      destructive potential. His theory leaves us no other choice but to adapt ourselves to the exigencies of the
      spontaneous order and accept the price of progress, as he defined it. Via a review of the criticism raised by me
      and others of Hayek’s analysis of lawmaking and the role of government in a free society, I point to various
      inconsistencies and internal contradictions in this position.
    


    
      Hayek, it would seem, employed a double standard with regard to the evolution of liberalism and socialism. He
      defended the former on the grounds that it grew spontaneously, but refused to recognize the latter as an
      authentic part of cultural development. He also accepted rational design when the goal was to guarantee or
      ameliorate the functioning of the free market, embracing, quite surprisingly, measures such as minimum income.
      This biased attitude made the trade-off Hayek hoped to ascertain between the existence of a free and modern
      society on the one hand, and the attainment of political goals opposite to his own on the other, appear anything
      but scientific or objective. If his aim was to debunk socialism with the help of evolutionary arguments, he
      failed. But his failure is an instructive one, especially today, when alarming changes in our environment, the
      threat of demographic explosion, and social problems related to growing inequality force us to reconsider the
      theoretical foundations of free market capitalism.
    

  


  
    CHAPTER ONE


    The Road to Evolution


    FROM THE NATURAL TO THE SOCIAL
    SCIENCES


    
      Hayek came from a “truly biological family tradition.”1 His grandfather, Gustav, was a secondary-school science teacher and biologist who
      wrote a number of monographs, and organized the first international ornithological exhibition in Vienna in 1881.
      His father, August, was a physician and botanist who published extensively on plant geography and taught at the
      University of Vienna. Though Hayek’s father never obtained a university chair, he was highly respected by his
      fellows and, in Hayek’s words (1994, 40), “had become a kind of social center for the botanists of Vienna,” who
      met at regular intervals at the family’s residence. Hayek’s younger brothers continued in their father’s
      footsteps: one became a professor of anatomy, the other a professor of chemistry. Hayek’s children also chose to
      specialize in the natural sciences. His daughter pursued a career as an entomologist at the British Museum, and
      his son turned to research in medical microbiology. Though Hayek himself never received systematic scientific
      education, his family surroundings and his father’s occupations provided him with a fair dose of knowledge in the
      natural sciences, specifically botany and biology.
    


    
      Hayek’s father owned a large herbarium, and for many years curated an organized exchange of rare specimens of
      pressed plants. Hayek was intrigued by this collection of various minerals, insects, and flowers. From about the
      age of thirteen to sixteen he helped his father, first as collector and then as photographer. He recalled that
      this newly acquired hobby took up most of his spare time. It even spurred him to start his own herbarium, and to
      begin a monograph on a specific type of orchid, Serapias cordigera. The study was never completed, because Hayek could not find a live specimen of this rare flower. He
      nonetheless declared in his recollections (1994, 43), “Systematic botany, with its puzzle of the existence of
      clearly defined classes proved a useful education.” The issue of classification would indeed become paramount in
      Hayek’s later work, though on a theoretical rather than empirical level, as we shall see in the next chapter.
    


    
      After the failed attempt to write his botanical monograph, Hayek became interested in the study of the human
      psyche. He toyed with the idea of becoming a psychiatrist, and showed interest in public life and in politics. He
      credited an early attraction to economics to a high school logic lesson on Aristotle’s ethics, with its threefold
      division into morals, politics, and economics. Hayek’s father was quite alarmed when his son declared his
      intention to study ethics, and in order to convince the boy “what nonsense ethics was” presented him with four
      dense books by the philosopher Ludwig Feuerbach. The strategy proved effective, at least for a while. Hayek found
      Feuerbach “merely a bore,” and admitted he “only much later gained access to serious philosophy” (1994, 47). He
      regretted being too young when his father suggested that he read August Weismann’s essays on evolution, Vorträge über Deszendenztheorie (1902) (Lectures on the Theory of Descent).2 According to Hayek, the father recognized the son’s “intellectual
      dissatisfaction with the taxonomic aspects of biology and longing for theory,” but unfortunately the books proved
      too formidable a challenge for the pubescent boy. Hayek believed that had he returned to Weismann later in life,
      he would probably have become a biologist instead of dedicating his intellectual energies to the study of social
      phenomena. “The subject,” he explained (1994, 43), “has retained for me an unceasing fascination, and work in
      that field would have satisfied my inclination for patient search for significant facts, an inclination which by
      the nature of the subject is permanently frustrated in economic theory and had to find its outlets in occasional
      dabbling in biographical, genealogical and similar amusements.”
    


    
      It appears, however, that other circumstances drew Hayek’s attention to the study of social phenomena. In March
      1917, when he was eighteen years old, he joined the field artillery regiment in Vienna, and after a few months’
      training was sent to the Italian front, where he stayed for a little over a year. He traced his interest in
      economics to “the great disturbances of war” (1994, 44), though from his own description, politics rather than
      economics was the main attraction (48): “I think the decisive influence was really World War I, particularly the
      experience of serving in a multinational army, the Austro-Hungarian army. That’s when I saw, more or less, the
      great empire collapse over the nationalist problem. I served in a battle in which
      eleven different languages were spoken. It’s bound to draw your attention to the problems of political
      organization. It was during the war service in Italy that I more or less decided to do economics.” Hayek also
      mentioned Carl Menger’s Grundsätze der Volkswirtschaftslehre (1871) (Principles of
      Economics) as a decisive influence (see Caldwell 2004a). In later years, he evoked (1967, 101) the affinity
      between Menger’s theory of the spontaneous emergence of social institutions, such as money, and the theory of
      evolution in the biological realm. Menger’s work, Hayek explained (1994, 57), was particularly appealing because
      it beautifully depicted how the spontaneous generation of institutions results in cooperation.
    


    
      Hayek’s mature comments concerning the reasons that led to his choice to study economics were more than likely
      tainted by a desire to bestow a certain prescient quality onto the development of his thought. He confessed
      (1994, 51) to have been equally fascinated by psychology, but because “[psychology] died out by natural death
      during the wartime”—with its main figures either too old (e.g., Adolf Stöhr) or victims of the war—he chose to
      focus on economics. Hayek nonetheless opted to pursue a degree in law for practical considerations related to the
      prospects of finding a job, and continued in parallel to attend as many courses as possible in the other two
      disciplines. Indeed, when the University of Vienna closed down in 1920 due to a particularly harsh winter and
      fuel shortages, Hayek traveled to Zurich to spend a few months in the laboratory of the brain anatomist
      Constantin von Monakow. There, he attempted to trace the transmission of sensations (neural impulses) to the
      brain, and their transformation into perceptions.
    


    
      Hayek’s research was inspired by Ernst Mach’s work Beiträge zur Analyse der Empfindungen
      (1886) (Contributions to the Analysis of Sensations) and the claim that perceptions (and more generally
      knowledge) derive from sensations. The experiment proved unsuccessful, convincing Hayek that Mach was wrong: pure
      sensations cannot be perceived. Interconnections in the brain must be made—that is, some sort of classification
      that can relate past to present experience must take place. Hayek started writing a paper on his findings,
      entitled Beiträge zur Theorie der Entwicklung des Bewusstseins (1920) (Contributions to a
      Theory of the Development of Consciousness), and even sent a draft to the psychologist Alfred Stöhr and to the
      German philosopher Alois Riehl, who both encouraged him to complete his work. But Hayek abandoned this study
      until approximately twenty-five years later, when he returned to the investigation of how the mind works, which
      culminated in the publication of The Sensory Order (1952b) (see the next chapter). In
      the meantime, the philosophical aspects of Mach’s thought attracted his attention
      more keenly.
    


    
      Mach is mainly known for his contribution to physics through the study of optics and supersonic movement (the
      unit of measurement of the speed of object relative to the speed of sound is named for him), but he was also
      highly influential in the philosophy and history of science. Mach claimed that all knowledge comes from
      sensations, and that any phenomenon, in order to be treated scientifically, must be empirically verifiable. This
      staunch empiricist position meant a rejection of metaphysics and Kantian-type categories of space and time.
      Though Hayek did not have the privilege of studying with Mach (the latter held a position at the University of
      Prague and died in 1916), he recalled (1994, 49) that Mach’s philosophy “dominated discussion in Vienna.” In a
      symposium that took place in 1967 to mark the fiftieth anniversary of Mach’s death, Hayek stated (1992, 174),
      “One might say that for a young man interested in philosophical questions who came to the University in Vienna
      right after the war . . . and for whom orthodox philosophy was not appealing, Mach offered the only viable
      alternative” (on Mach’s influence on Hayek, see Ivanova 2016).
    


    
      Hayek was a registered student when one of Mach’s most important followers, the German physicist and philosopher
      Moritz Schlick, joined the faculty at Vienna. Schlick was appointed professor of philosophy of the inductive
      sciences in 1922, and soon thereafter became the leader of a group of Viennese intellectuals known as the logical
      positivists. They met, at first, for informal discussions conducted by Schlick, and in 1928 founded a
      philosophical association known as the Verein Ernst Mach (Ernst Mach Association), with Schlick as its chairman.
      In 1929, the logical positivists published a manifesto, “Scientific Conception of the World,” under the
      collective name by which they have become known since then: Wiener Kreis (Vienna Circle) (see Stadler 2001; Uebel
      2007). Opposing any type of knowledge that is not based on experience, the members of the Vienna Circle aimed to
      spearhead a unification of science, which would harmonize the achievements of individuals working in various
      fields. The Vienna Circle was very active during its decade of existence—from 1928/9 until the beginning of the
      war in 1939—with congresses held in different cities around Europe, and various publications that appeared in its
      collections: Einheitswissenschaft (Unified Science) and Schriften zur
      wissenschaftlichen Weltauffassung (Monographs on the Scientific World-Conception). Hayek was not in Vienna
      during most of this time (he left for a position at the London School of Economics in 1931). He was nevertheless
      influenced by Schlick’s teaching during the previous decade, and claimed that
      Schlick was the first philosopher after Mach who convinced him that “philosophy could make sense” (Hayek 1994,
      64). His attitude toward logical positivism was far less favorable, as we shall soon see.
    


    
      That Hayek was predominantly interested in economics and psychology was in part due to the atmosphere in Vienna
      in the years immediately after the war. He recalled that the two chief subjects of discussion among students at
      that time were Marxism and psychoanalysis. Professing to have made a conscious effort to study both doctrines,
      Hayek arrived at the conclusion that they were “thoroughly unscientific because they so defined their terms that
      their statements were necessarily true and unrefutable [sic], and therefore said nothing
      about the world” (Hayek 1994, 49). This criticism echoes Karl Popper’s view, as Hayek himself acknowledged,
      though he contended he had arrived at similar ideas independently:3
    


    
      
        I remember particularly one occasion when I suddenly began to see how ridiculous it all was when I was arguing
        with Freudians, and they explained, “Oh, well, this is due to the death instinct.” And I said, “But this can’t
        be due to the death instinct.” “Oh, then this is due to the life instinct.” Naturally, if you have these two
        alternatives available to explain something, there’s no way of checking whether the theory is true or not. And
        that led me, already, to the understanding of what became Popper’s main systematic point: that the test of
        empirical science was that it could be refuted, and that any system which claimed that it was irrefutable was
        by definition not scientific. I was not a trained philosopher; I didn’t elaborate this, but when I found this
        thing explicitly argued and justified in Popper, I just accepted the Popperian philosophy for spelling out what
        I had always felt. Ever since, I have been moving with Popper, although we had not known each other in
        Vienna. . . . On the whole I agree with him more than with anybody else on philosophical matters. (51)
      

    


    
      Hayek was one of the early readers of Popper’s seminal work Logik der Forschung (1934)
      (The Logic of Scientific Discovery, 1959), first published in the collection Schriften zur wissenschaftlichen Weltauffassung of the Vienna Circle. In this book, Popper rejected
      the main claim of the logical positivists by arguing against the heavy reliance on the inductive method. He
      maintained that no amount of observation will ever give certitude to general scientific laws, and proposed a
      different criterion of demarcation between scientific and pseudoscientific theories: falsifiability. According to
      this criterion, a theory should be considered scientific only if it is falsifiable, that is, only if it can be
      subjected to tests that may refute it.
    


    
      Popper’s epistemology of science was a fierce attack on empiricism, defined as the
      unwarranted faith in observations as the source of knowledge. It was also an attempt to replace current-day
      positivist views with a new method for the development of science. Popper termed it critical rationalism, since
      it relied on falsification rather than verification. Hayek adhered to Popper’s position, but took issue with his
      view of physics as a paradigmatic science in terms of methodology, and with his criticism of evolutionary theory,
      as we shall soon see. At the time, however, during the 1930s, he was busy doing research in the narrower and
      strictly economic domain of monetary theory.
    


    
      We shall not tarry on Hayek’s contributions to technical economic analysis, as they are not the emphasis of the
      present study and have been examined by better-appointed scholars. For our purposes, suffice it to say that the
      impetus to conduct research in monetary economics and in business-cycle theory is closely connected to Hayek’s
      encounter with the man who bequeathed him an unflinching faith in the free market: Ludwig von Mises. Though Hayek
      emphasized his intellectual debt to Mises later in his career (1978a), the first meeting between the two was
      somewhat lackluster. After obtaining a degree in law from the University of Vienna in 1921, the
      twenty-two-year-old Hayek presented Mises with a letter of recommendation from his university professor, Ludwig
      Wieser. Mises was at the time one of the directors of the Abrechnungsamt, a temporary government institute
      responsible for settling prewar private debts between nations according to the stipulations of the 1918 peace
      treaty. In his autobiographical reflections, Hayek recounted (1994, 67–68), “I can still see him [Mises] before
      me, reading Wieser’s letter of introduction, looking at me. ‘Wieser says you’re a promising young economist. I’ve
      never seen you at my lectures.’” Hayek admitted that while a student, he went to only one lecture by Mises and
      felt an immediate dislike for the man. This early impression was to change radically after Hayek joined the
      Abrechnungsamt and started working closely with Mises, who shortly thereafter published his first important book:
      Die Gemeinwirtschaft: Untersuchungen über den Sozialismus (1922) (Socialism: An Economic and Sociological Analysis, 1936).
    


    
      Mises’s main critique of socialism concerned the provenance of knowledge necessary for establishing a rationally
      planned economy and an efficient allocation of resources. He argued that in the absence of freely adjusting
      prices in a competitive market economy, there can be no way to compare the costs of production or to evaluate
      revenues or detect scarcities. As a result, the data required for economic calculation—What to produce? How much
      to produce, and in what manner?—would simply be unavailable. Socialism, Mises
      concluded, is bound to fail. Hayek was deeply impressed by Mises’s critique. It convinced him, once and for all,
      to abandon his youthful “Fabian” inclinations, and to realize that he was “looking for improvement in the wrong
      direction” (Hayek 1992, 127, 136). Thus began his lifelong crusade to promote the free market. But while Hayek
      found himself in agreement with Mises’s conclusions, he was not fully satisfied with the arguments put forward by
      his mentor.
    


    
      In Hayek’s view (1992, 142), Mises had offered a “masterly critique” of socialism, yet one that had not been
      entirely compelling because of its overreliance on rationalism and on a priori principles. In particular, Mises
      failed to distinguish between, on the one hand, the logic that guides individual action and explains rational
      choice, and on the other, the market processes that coordinate the actions of many individuals. The former can be
      given an a priori definition, which Mises himself would later develop in his most famous work, Human Action: A Treatise on Economics ([1940] 1949). The latter cannot. According to Hayek, Mises’s
      rationalist-utilitarian analysis of economics was incompatible with both a rejection of socialism (explanation to
      follow) and a defense of capitalism. Here lies one of the reasons Hayek would come to employ the evolutionary
      concept of group selection. He wanted to shift the focus away from the decision-making process of individuals to
      the rule-selection process that occurs at the group level. This would become his unique way for advocating free
      market politics against interventionist policies. The free market, Hayek would argue, evolved as an unintended
      consequence in a group selection process. But this mode of argument was a later development. Back in the 1930s,
      Hayek explained the reasons motivating his criticism via an examination of the concept of equilibrium in a
      landmark lecture given in 1936 under the title “Economics and Knowledge” (1948) (see Caldwell 1988; 2004a, chap.
      10).
    


    
      Hayek contended that the idea of equilibrium has a clear meaning only when confined to the actions of a single
      person, and so long as actions taken in one time period correspond to results anticipated in a subsequent time
      period. Originally, however, the concept of equilibrium was introduced to describe the compatibility between the
      actions of different individuals. As such, it assumes the existence of a “perfect market, where every event
      becomes known instantaneously to every member” (1948, 45). In other words, individuals presumably know
      automatically all that is relevant for their decisions. This assumption, Hayek argued (46), allows “the skeleton
      in our cupboard, the ‘economic man’ . . . [to return] through the back door in the form of the quasi-omniscient
      individual.” Accordingly, Mises’s rebuttal of socialism is inconclusive, because if
      a single individual were capable of perceiving and evaluating the actions and decisions of all other individuals,
      why not a central planner? Hayek’s critique did not stop there. He further argued (ibid.) that the concept of
      equilibrium in its original interpretation is a tautology: “The statement that, if people know everything, they
      are in equilibrium is true simply because that is how we define equilibrium. The assumption of a perfect market
      in this sense is just another way of saying that equilibrium exists but does not get us any nearer an explanation
      of when and how such a state will come about.”
    


    
      Hayek maintained that in order for economics to become an empirical science instead of an exercise in pure logic,
      which is subject to no test other than internal consistency, economists should be able to make valid assumptions.
      Such assumptions have to be probable—which is not the case when one assumes a “perfect market” or omniscient
      economic players—and also likely to be true. The task of economists should therefore be to show how much
      knowledge, and what kind of knowledge, different individuals need to possess for equilibrium to occur. This
      requires an understanding of the process and conditions under which relevant knowledge is acquired, a theme that
      would come to occupy a central position in Hayek’s work. In his eyes, explaining what knowledge consists of and
      how it is obtained and processed was fundamental to understanding the powers of human rationality and, more
      important, its limitations.
    


    
      Hayek’s investigations in this domain extended far beyond the claim that the market is the most efficient
      information-processing mechanism, often associated with both his and Mises’s thought. He was interested in the
      conditions under which the free market would yield desirable results, and turned to evolutionary theory in an
      effort to show how beneficial rules and institutions can arise via a process of natural selection. His theory of
      cultural evolution can thus be viewed as the final point of a long trajectory. It constituted, to Hayek, his most
      substantial contribution to the attack on socialism. In his last and unfinished publication, destined to provide
      the details of this evolutionary theory, he wrote:
    


    
      
        I confess that it took me a long time from my first breakthrough, in my essay on “Economics and
        Knowledge” . . . to state my conclusions about the superiority of spontaneous formations to central direction.
        (Hayek 1988, 88)
      

    


    
      Many Hayek scholars agree with his own evaluation that the critique of the concept of equilibrium marks an
      important turning point in the development of his thought. According to the political philosopher John Gray (1984, 82–84), the distinction Hayek made between the “pure logic of choice,” namely the
      body of principles that explains the rational choices of individuals, and which can be given an axiomatic
      formulation, and the coordination that emerges through the interaction of several agents distanced Hayek from
      Mises. Bruce Caldwell, Hayek’s biographer and the editor of his collected works, made similar claims (1988,
      529–33; 2004a, appendix C), adding that once Hayek realized in his book The Pure Theory of
      Capital (1941) that he could not make real progress on the question of how equilibrium might be reached, he
      abandoned technical economics. Caldwell described the shift in Hayek’s research agenda toward broad
      interdisciplinary investigations in psychology, politics, and legal philosophy as a “transformation.” How quick
      or clear-cut this transformation was is a matter of debate. The economist Nicolai Juul Foss (1995, 349)
      emphasized the gradual nature of Hayek’s move away from traditional economics, while his colleague Steve
      Fleetwood (1995) distinguished between Hayek I, Hayek II, and Hayek III. Following this chronological division,
      the early Hayek was an adept of neoclassical economics, while the mature scholar became an advocate of a
      “quasi-transcendental realism” that was occupied with the deep structures that govern social experience.
    


    
      There may be another way to understand Hayek’s “transformation,” namely as a return to his earlier, and perhaps
      more authentic, interests in philosophy and politics, alongside methodological questions concerning the
      differences between the social and the natural sciences. Proof to this effect can be found in Hayek’s
      recollection of his famous controversy with John Maynard Keynes in the 1930s. This controversy, arguably the most
      fundamental debate in monetary economics in the twentieth century, was the particular wish of Lionel Robbins, the
      head of the economics department at the London School of Economics, and the man responsible for hiring Hayek.
      Robbins wanted to build an intellectual cohort in order to counter the influence of Keynes and his colleagues at
      Cambridge University, and he saw in Hayek a promising ally. Hayek was at the time the director of the Austrian
      Institute for Business Cycle Research, which he founded together with Mises in 1927. Impressed with Hayek’s first
      book, Monetary Theory and the Trade Cycle (1929), Robbins invited him to give a series of
      lectures, and subsequently offered him a professorship appointment. Hayek was then but thirty-two years of age
      (Boettke 1999).
    


    
      The controversy between Hayek and Keynes in the ensuing years revolved around the role of government in monetary
      policy. In a nutshell, Keynes leaned toward intervention and active manipulation of the economy, while Hayek put his faith in the self-regulating powers of the free market (for details, see
      Skidelsky 2006; G. R. Steele 2001; Caldwell 2004a; McCormick 1992; Hayek 1995). Hayek came to the conclusion that
      the reason for these opposing viewpoints resided in a profoundly different understanding of the nature of
      economics as a scientific discipline. Referring to Keynes’s position, he commented:
    


    
      
        I was convinced that not only his particular conclusions, but the whole foundation of macroeconomics was wrong.
        So I wanted to demonstrate that we had to return to microeconomics, that this whole prejudice supported by the
        natural scientists that could deduce anything from measurable magnitudes, the effect of aggregates and
        averages, came to fascinate me much more. . . . I rather hoped that what I had done in capital theory will be
        continued by others. . . . The other thing was an open problem: How does economics really look like when you
        recognize it as the prototype of a new kind of science of complex phenomena which could not employ the simple
        model of mechanics or physics. . . . That was so much more fascinating as an intellectual problem. (North and
        Skousen 1985, quoted in Ebenstein 2003, 93–94)
      

    


    
      Thus, by the beginning of the 1940s a new road stretched ahead, and the horizon widened once again when Hayek
      decided to move away from monetary economics to research on the theoretical foundations and methodology of the
      social sciences. Caldwell offered the hypothesis that Hayek’s shift of focus was in part the result of his
      understanding that in order to garner support for his minority position as the outspoken opponent to Keynes,
      changes in economic thinking were not enough. He needed to develop a more complete theory of society, and this
      led him to study new areas and focus on methodological issues concerning the difference between science and
      pseudoscience. This last question, Caldwell claimed, constituted Hayek’s “final puzzle,” one that would occupy
      him for the rest of his life. Accordingly, methodological views came to inform most of his substantive work. But
      from Hayek’s own confessions, methodological concerns had been foremost in his thought all along: “My interests,
      even from the beginning, were—My reading was largely philosophical . . . it was method of science. You see, I had
      shifted from the wholly biological approach to the social field, . . . and I was searching for the scientific
      character of the approach to the social sciences” (Craver et al. 1983, quoted in Ebenstein 2003, 36).
    


    
      Further evidence that Hayek’s shift away from technical economics was not fueled by a radical change of interest
      can be found in his reflections concerning the choice to study economics: “It is probably still true of most of
      us . . . that we did not turn to economics for the fascination of the subject as
      such. Whatever may guide us later, few do—or at least did in my time—turn to economics for that reason—simply
      because we usually do not quite know what economics is” (Hayek 1991, 40). To some extent, Hayek tried to
      reproduce in his adult career the interdisciplinary freedom he had enjoyed during his student years in Vienna.
      Back then, he had the habit of attending various lectures outside the regular classes, and going around the
      university “testing people,” for instance “the famous biologist Paul Kammerer, who believed that he could prove
      the inheritance of acquired characteristics” (Hayek 1994, 52). This behavior was not peculiar to Hayek. A certain
      level of flexibility at the University of Vienna allowed students to pursue wide-ranging interests. Oftentimes
      the most stimulating discussions took place outside the walls of academe, in informal groups such as the seminar
      held in Mises’s office at the Chamber of Commerce after work hours, and which came to be known under the name
      Privatseminar. Its participants met once every two weeks to debate various problems of social theory, philosophy,
      and methodology, and often continued discussions until late at night in the Viennese coffeehouses (Hayek 1992,
      154–55; 1994, 69).
    


    
      Hayek was also a member of the Geistkreis (Spirit/Mind Circle), a circle of male-only friends who met to debate
      literature, philosophy, psychology, art, and politics. According to Caldwell (2004a, 140–41), the Geistkreis was
      instrumental in giving Hayek his first sustained introduction to the philosophy of the social and the natural
      sciences. Hayek would later come to regret the loss of freedom to move easily between disciplines according to
      subjects of interest. In 1956, he gave a speech entitled “The Dilemma of Specialization,” in which he seemed to
      lament the decrease in his academic clout after the shift away from technical economics and toward
      interdisciplinary studies: “We certainly ought to feel nothing but admiration for the mature scholar who is
      willing to run the serious risk of disregarding all the boundaries of specialization in order to venture on tasks
      for which perhaps no man can claim full competence” (Hayek 1967, 127). Hayek expressed similar views in an
      article from 1975 entitled “Two Types of Mind” (1991). In it, he distinguished between specialists who are
      “masters of [their] subject,” equipped with good and long-lasting memory of taught information, and “puzzlers” or
      “muddlers,” who are often perceived as bad students, but whose urge to question accepted ideas and express them
      in their own way may lead to the discovery of concealed gaps or unjustified tacit presuppositions, thus
      contributing creatively to the advancement of knowledge.
    


    
      Though Hayek paid a high price in terms of academic prestige for his decision to
      continue research outside the boundaries of his discipline, he ardently defended his choice: “Nobody can be a
      great economist who is only an economist.” A specialist who knows only her/his subject matter, Hayek argued, “is
      likely to become a nuisance if not a positive danger,” and “a bane to mankind, good, perhaps, for writing
      articles for other economists to read, but for nothing else” (Hayek 1967, 123; 1991, 42). By this measure, Hayek
      was a great economist, and practiced what he preached. The first step in his new interdisciplinary career took
      place during the time of World War II with an investigation into the historical and philosophical foundations of
      individualism. Via this study, Hayek honed insights from his paper “Economics and Knowledge”—as well as an
      earlier piece, “The Trend of Economic Thinking” (1933), and three other essays on socialist calculation (two of
      which were published in 1935 and the third in 1940)—into a resolute attack on the rationalist tradition. This
      attack, as we shall presently see, would become a central feature of his work, and inform his perception of
      cultural evolution.
    


    TRUE ENLIGHTENMENT


    
      As early as 1935, it was clear to Hayek that “the increasing preoccupation of the modern world with problems of
      an engineering character,” by which he meant the attempt to force the empirical methods of the natural sciences
      onto the study of the social sciences, betrayed an overreliance on human rational powers and had perilous effects
      (Hayek 1948, 121–25). Nearly forty years later in 1974, when he received the Nobel Prize together with the
      Swedish economist Karl Gunnar Myrdal, Hayek reiterated his early conviction. He began his Nobel lecture, entitled
      “The Pretence of Knowledge,” with a harsh judgment decrying the results of rational planning in economics (Hayek
      1978b, 266): “We have at the moment little cause for pride: as a profession we have made a mess of things.”
      Hayek’s proclamation concerned the errors of economic policy that according to him were due to a fundamental
      misconception about the role of human reason in social organization. He traced the beginnings of this
      misconception back to the nineteenth century, and argued (1994, 97) that his intellectual rival, Keynes, was not
      a good economist in part because he knew close to nothing of this period: “[Keynes] disliked it on aesthetic
      reasons. The nineteenth century is ugly. . . . It’s all Dickens.”
    


    
      Hayek, in contrast, believed that studying the nineteenth century was essential for understanding some basic
      truths about economics. It was the time of the growth of socialism and the misguided
      development of the social sciences, the time of “the abuse and decline of reason.” This was the title Hayek
      proposed to give to a two-part treatise on reason that he planned to write, with a subtitle: The
      Reflections of an Economist on the Self-Destructive Tendencies of Our Scientific Civilization (Caldwell 2008,
      695). The first volume of Hayek’s treatise was to begin with a section entitled “The Humility of Individualism,”
      dedicated to a historical representation of its basic principles. Hayek intended to follow with a second section,
      “The Collectivist Hubris,” in which he planned to analyze the development of socialist ideas in France, Germany,
      England, and the United States. An additional volume—The Totalitarian Nemesis—was to expound
      on Hayek’s criticism of the idea that social evolution follows necessary laws of progress that allow planning for
      the future (Ebenstein 2003, 112; Caldwell 2008, 695). Yet Hayek never realized The Abuse and
      Decline of Reason project in the form intended. He published a number of articles in the early 1940s in the
      journal Economica, which were grouped together in 1952 to form the book The
      Counter-Revolution of Science. The sketch for the second volume turned into The Road to
      Serfdom (Hayek 1944).
    


    
      The Counter-Revolution of Science is divided into two main parts. The first and more
      theoretical of the two, “Scientism and the Study of Society,” is a compilation of articles published in 1942–44,
      whereas the second, historical part comprises articles published earlier, in 1941. Hayek decided to reverse the
      order of publication in the collected volume because he thought this exhibited his ideas more systematically. It
      appears, however, that there was more to his self-proclaimed accidental order of publication than he wished to
      admit. The critique in the second part of The Counter-Revolution of Science, which focuses
      on French intellectual history from Henri de Saint-Simon to Auguste Comte and his followers, was fundamental to
      the elaboration of Hayek’s theoretical ideas in the first part. Hayek’s aim in this second part was to show how
      confidence in scientific progress led the “great scientists of the eighteenth and nineteenth century, which were
      congregated in Paris, to a new mental attitude towards social affairs” (Hayek 1952a, 105). This mental attitude
      prepared the terrain for the rise of positivism, and what in Hayek’s eyes was its natural offshoot: socialism. He
      blamed the French Revolution for the development of these dangerous ideologies, but he also insisted that the
      root of the problem lay deeper, namely in the philosophies of francophone Enlightenment figures.
    


    
      In “Individualism: True and False,” a lecture delivered in 1945, Hayek attempted to highlight the fundamental
      differences that separated Enlightenment philosophy on both sides of the English
      Channel (a theme he would repeat later, e.g. Hayek 1958). He defined “true individualism” as primarily a
      “theory of society,” namely “an attempt to understand the forces which determine the social
      life of man and only in the second instance a set of political maxims derived from this view of society.”4 Hayek explained that “true individualists” do not base
      their assumptions on the existence of isolated or self-contained individuals. They believe that the only way to
      understand social phenomena is through the “understanding of individual actions directed toward other people and
      guided by their expected behavior.” Accordingly, “true individualists” view society not as a sui generis entity
      that exists independently of the persons who compose it but as something that forms spontaneously from their
      interactions. And because they do not perceive society to be the product of conscious design, they rate low the
      place that individual reason plays in human affairs when viewed from a macro perspective. Their attitude is
      antirationalist in the sense that it is one of “humility toward the impersonal and anonymous social processes by
      which individuals help to create things greater than they know,” and despite the fact that their own individual
      reason is imperfect and limited (Hayek 1948, 6–8).
    


    
      The opposite approach is the rationalist one, which Hayek identified with the French Encyclopædists and
      Physiocrats. He described it as the legacy of René Descartes’s philosophy, “which assumes that Reason, with a
      capital R, is always fully and equally available to all humans and that everything which man achieves is the
      direct result of, and therefore subject to the control of individual reason” (Hayek 1948, 8). Consequently, the
      Cartesian school has deep contempt for anything that has not been consciously designed by reason or is not fully
      intelligible to it. Hayek considered the French approach to be “false individualism,” because its characteristic
      “design theories necessarily lead to the conclusion that social processes can be made to serve human ends only if
      they are subject to the control of individual human reason, and thus lead directly to socialism” (10–11). In a
      posterior article, he referred to Descartes’s rationalism as “constructivistic” in order to emphasize that his
      own criticism of Cartesian philosophy did not entail an attack of reason per se, but rather of the failure to
      understand its limitations. Descartes, Hayek explained, taught us that we should have faith only in what we can
      prove. Applied to the field of morals, his doctrine instructs to accept as binding only that which can be
      recognized as a rational design for an identifiable purpose. As a result, adepts of Descartes’s philosophy
      erroneously suppose that it is possible to alter social institutions at will, and
      they aspire to render them legitimate by a reconstruction according to the dictates of reason (Hayek 1978b, 3–5).
      They do not admit that the actions of human beings can have unintended yet beneficial consequences.
    


    
      Though Hayek did not say so explicitly, it transpires from his analysis that the French tradition belongs to the
      premodern era and represents an obsolete, archaic mode of thinking in comparison with the British tradition. In a
      number of writings, he associated Descartes’s “rationalist constructivism” with ancient Greek philosophy and its
      false dichotomy between natural and artificial phenomena. According to Hayek, this division was introduced by the
      Sophists of the fifth century BC who mistakenly claimed that all institutions and practices must be due either to
      nature (physei) or to convention (thesei or nomō).
      Aristotle adopted the dichotomy between natural and artificial phenomena, and through his unparalleled influence
      it became an integral part of European thought during the next two thousand years (Hayek 1967, 96). Michel
      Bourdeau noted that Hayek might have confused two different ideas here: on the one hand, the nature/convention
      distinction introduced by the Sophists, and on the other, the nature/art distinction taken from Aristotle. The
      former establishes an opposition between the natural and the conventional or social; but in the latter, the
      artificial presupposes the natural, which it modifies and extends in a procedure defined by Aristotle as
      technè. Hayek’s conflation of these distinctions reveals, according to Bourdeau (2014,
      676–78), his incapacity to accept that the so-called spontaneous order, described below, can be modifiable.
    


    
      The notion of a spontaneous order occupies a central place in Hayek’s thought and is closely related to his
      interest in evolutionary theory. He traced its origin to “the appearance of modern social theory in the
      eighteenth century,” which finally overhauled the natural/artificial dichotomy of Greek philosophy. Thanks to the
      insights of Bernard Mandeville and his Scottish and English successors, a truer appreciation of the formation of
      the social order emerged. These thinkers, Hayek explained, conceived the existence of a third category between
      phenomena that are natural in the sense that they are wholly independent of human action, and those which are
      artificial in the sense that they are the product of human design. This third category comprises all the
      unintended patterns and regularities that exist in human society but are not the result of rational planning.
      Hayek lamented the fact that the most obvious adjective to designate this third category, social, was no longer available since supporters of deliberate, concerted action had appropriated it.
      The same was true of the adjective natural, which had been usurped by Descartes and his
      followers to designate the products of reason (Hayek 1967, 97–98). In his own
      writings, Hayek referred to the products of human action but not of human design as spontaneous orders. He argued
      that this idea was the essence of evolutionary thinking, which, according to him, originated in the work of
      Bernard Mandeville.
    


    
      In the famous satirical poem The Fable of the Bees (1714), Mandeville “developed for the
      first time all the classical paradigmata [sic] of the spontaneous growth of orderly social
      structures: of law and morals, language, the market, and of money and also of the growth of technological
      knowledge” (Hayek 1984, 180). Hayek emphasized Mandeville’s importance for the development of evolutionary
      thought in biology, stating, “The speculations to which that jeu d’esprit [The Fable of the
      Bees] led him mark the definite breakthrough in modern thought of the twin ideas of evolution and the
      spontaneous order, conceptions which had long been in coming, which had often been closely approached but which
      just then needed emphatic statement because seventeenth C. rationalism has largely submerged earlier progress in
      this direction.” Although Mandeville didn’t specify how an order forms itself, he made it clear that a
      spontaneous order can exist, and “thereby raised the questions to which theoretical analysis
      first in the social sciences and later in biology could address itself” (177).
    


    
      Hayek’s insistence on the emergence of the idea of evolution in the social sciences before its introduction into
      the biological sciences was to become a recurrent theme in his later reflections. It served the particular
      purpose of distancing his theory from the pejorative connotations of social Darwinism—though, as we shall see,
      his interpretation of cultural evolution resembles in many respects the older nineteenth-century views we tend to
      designate under this epithet. Take for instance the intimate connection between the descriptive and the
      prescriptive elements in Hayek’s theory, a feature to which we shall return in chapters 3 and 4. Hayek never hid the
      fact that the theory he advanced meant to substantiate the attack on socialism and social planning. What he found
      particularly appealing in the idea of evolution was the presumed inference that a “process of continuous
      adaptation to unforeseeable events, to contingent circumstances, which could not have been forecast . . . can
      never put us in the position of rationally predicting and controlling future evolution” (Hayek 1988, 25). But
      this deduction doesn’t hold, since we are able to control, at least to some extent, the
      events and circumstances under which selection takes place (see the next chapter). Furthermore, evolution is not
      necessarily the creation of an order, as suggested by Hayek’s juxtaposition of “the twin ideas of evolution and
      the spontaneous order.” In fact, one of Darwin’s major innovations was to claim that
      the evolutionary process is directionless, and cannot be viewed as leading toward a specific goal (more on this
      below).
    


    
      Though Hayek was careful not to argue that Mandeville had any direct influence on Darwin, he nonetheless
      maintained (1984, 189), “It seems to me that in many respects Darwin is the culmination of a development which
      Mandeville more than any other single man had started.” In fact, throughout the analysis of “true
      individualists,” Hayek sought to underscore the link between a certain political view that supports free market
      liberalism and the evolutionary mode of thinking. He placed himself in the lineage of “Darwinians before Darwin,”
      namely Bernard Mandeville and his followers: David Hume, Adam Ferguson, and Adam Smith (Hayek 1973, 23, 153n33),
      reserving a special place for Hume’s philosophy in the history of ideas (see Livingston 1991; O’Brien 1994, 345).
      Hume, Hayek explained, believed (as did Mandeville before him) that humans are self-interested, shortsighted
      creatures who prefer immediate advantage to distant gain, and are incapable of being guided by long-term
      perspectives. This conviction, and the perception of human reason as imperfect, led Hume to develop a theory of
      morals based on convention, which Hayek described as evolutionary in its essence: “[Hume] demonstrates that our
      moral beliefs are neither natural in the sense of innate, nor a deliberate invention of human reason, but an
      ‘artifact’ [sic] in the special sense in which he introduces this term, that is, a product
      of cultural evolution, as we would call it. In this process of evolution what proved conducive to more effective
      human effort survived, and the less effective was superseded” (Hayek 1967, 111). As we will see, Hayek proposed
      an evolutionary theory that closely resembles Hume’s views regarding the role of convention in the development of
      morality and reason. But he was less attentive to Hume’s is-ought division, which refers to the logical
      difficulty of transitioning from positive claims about what is to normative claims about what ought to be.
    


    
      As for Hume’s contribution to the development of Darwin’s theory, Hayek contended that although Hume’s primary
      aim was to account for the evolution of social institutions, he appears to have been aware that the same argument
      could also be used to explain the evolution of biological organisms, including human beings. Hayek conceded
      (1967, 119), “It was still another hundred years before Darwin finally described this ‘struggle for existence,’”
      yet he hastened to add that “the transmission of ideas from Hume to Darwin is continued and can be traced in
      detail,” most directly through Darwin’s grandfather Erasmus. Such comments meant to showcase the evolutionary
      aspect in Hume’s and Mandeville’s thought as an indicator of modernity. They also
      served the purpose of highlighting the continuity between the writings of all “true individualists.” According to
      Hayek, Mandeville’s theory provided the basis for Hume’s economic and political reflections, while Hume’s theory
      on the growth of human institutions became the foundation for the work of the great Scottish moral philosophers:
      Adam Ferguson, Adam Smith, and Douglas Stewart, “who are today recognized as the chief ancestors of modern
      evolutionary anthropology” (111). Hayek referred to these latter when developing his theory of cultural
      evolution, often repeating Ferguson’s claim that the achievements of civilization, including our morals, are the
      result of human action but not of human design (Ferguson [1767] 1995, 119). He also paraphrased Ferguson’s quote
      in the title of one of his articles (Hayek 1967, 96–105).
    


    
      With respect to Adam Smith, Hayek was more forthright; he did not hesitate to reformulate the views of the
      founder of classical political economy and integrate them into his own theory of cultural evolution in a short
      piece entitled “Adam Smith (1723–1790): His Message in Today’s Language” (Hayek 1978b, 267–69). Hayek argued
      (1988, 14) that the author of The Wealth of Nations was the first to perceive the
      evolutionary nature of a process by which a highly complex order of human interaction arises, “a process of
      variation, winnowing and sifting far surpassing our vision or our capacity to design.” He further contended that
      Darwin got the basic idea of evolution from economics, most particularly from reading Adam Smith in 1838 (24). It
      is no secret that Darwin was indeed influenced by Smith’s views. He learned from Smith’s Theory
      of the Moral Sentiments (1759) the importance of sympathy in the emergence of the social instincts, an idea
      he further developed in The Descent of Man. Darwin also picked up from Smith the proposal
      that “the praise and the blame of our fellow-men” are principal factors in the development of the social virtues
      (C. Darwin [1871] 1981, 164). There is no direct evidence, however, that Smith’s principle of a self-regulating
      market, popularized under the banner of the invisible hand, influenced Darwin’s reflections on natural selection.
    


    
      Though some historians and philosophers of biology have emphasized the importance of British individualism for
      the formulation of Darwin’s views (see Hodge 2009; Schweber 1980), Darwin himself did not refer to Smith’s
      Wealth of Nations ([1776] 1976) or mention his name in On the Origin of
      Species. It could be argued that the invisible-hand metaphor did not occupy as prominent a place in the
      general discourse during Darwin’s time as it did a century later. Hence Darwin had no special reason to refer to
      it. But this does not explain why he should have shied away from mentioning Smith’s
      name, even in passing, when discussing as central and controversial an idea as the claim that adaptation is not
      the product of design. There is no doubt Darwin could have profited from recruiting Smith’s authority in his
      favor. Something else must therefore account for this omission. As we shall see when we examine the details of
      Hayek’s theory in chapter 4, there are fundamental
      differences between Smith and Darwin that Hayek conveniently ignored.
    


    
      Closing the list of “true individualists” are the names of Edmund Burke, Alexis de Tocqueville, Benjamin
      Constant, and the Baron de Montesquieu. Hayek explained ([1960] 1971, 51) that it isn’t contradictory to treat
      the latter three francophone figures as “true individualists,” since they were often regarded as Anglomaniacs by
      those who belonged to the French rationalist tradition. As for Burke, Hayek was a lifelong admirer of this “great
      contemporary” of the Scottish philosophers (Hayek 1948, 4), and would later describe himself as a “Burkean Whig”
      (Hayek 1994, 141). Linda Raeder (1997, 75) argued that perhaps no other area in Burke’s and Hayek’s thought is as
      congruent as their understanding of the limited role of reason in human affairs. Both had a common enemy:
      Enlightenment rationalism, and according to Raeder, Hayek’s thought on this issue is merely an extensive
      elaboration of Burke’s insight that “the individual is foolish . . . but the species is wise” (Burke [1782] 2009,
      398). In other words, social experience (or tradition) should have priority over reason, since inherited social
      institutions embody a superindividual wisdom. This was indeed the essence of Hayek’s theory of cultural group
      selection, as we shall see.
    


    
      Two names are conspicuously missing from Hayek’s list of “true individualists”: Herbert Spencer and John Stuart
      Mill. Hayek referred to the former only sporadically, though the affinity between the two thinkers is clear. Both
      aspired to embed the defense of free market liberalism in a broad evolutionary framework (see Gray 1984, 103–9).
      The reason might again be connected to Hayek’s desire to dissociate himself from social Darwinism, as evidenced
      by a particularly depreciatory footnote that identifies Spencer’s philosophy with social Darwinism and accuses
      him of “having spoiled a good argument by the crude and insensitive way in which he applied it” (Hayek 1958,
      243–44n21). Spencer indeed based his defense of liberal individualism on a very basic interpretation of the
      “survival of the fittest,” an expression he coined, and which Darwin came to use (at Alfred Russel Wallace’s
      recommendation) in later editions of On the Origin of Species, in tandem with natural
      selection. It should be noted, however, that Spencer’s views were inspired by Jean-Baptiste Lamarck’s theory of
      inheritance of acquired characteristics rather than Darwin’s concept of natural
      selection, with its emphasis on population pressure and resource scarcity leading to the “survival of the
      fittest.”
    


    
      Spencer argued ([1892] 2009, 151) that attempts to alleviate social suffering through government intervention
      usually result in greater misery: “Blind to the fact, that under the natural order of things society is
      constantly excreting its unhealthy, imbecile, slow, vacillating, faithless members . . . unthinking, though
      well-meaning, men advocate an interference which not only stops the purifying process, but even increases the
      vitiation—absolutely encourages the multiplication of the reckless and incompetent by offering them an unfailing
      provision, and discourages the multiplication of the competent and provident by heightening the prospective
      difficulty of maintaining a family.” Hayek could never have endorsed such a crude interpretation of the survival
      of the fittest, which smacked of racial purification and the inhuman practices of the Nazi regime, though it is
      debatable whether he knew Spencer’s work sufficiently well to be familiar with this quote. But he did seem to
      believe, in a manner similar to Spencer (see Spencer 1857), that cultural evolution spontaneously leads to the
      emergence of a beneficial social order via free competition (for a comparison of Hayek, Spencer, and also William
      Graham Sumner, see Paul 1988, Hodgson 1993).
    


    
      With respect to Mill, Hayek had a particular interest in his thought, so much so that he decided to edit a volume
      of Mill’s correspondence with his wife, Harriet Taylor. The endeavor included embarking on a seven-month trip to
      Italy and Greece in 1955, which was financed by the Guggenheim Foundation. Hayek wished to repeat Mill’s own
      journey a century earlier with the aim of producing a fully annotated edition of his letters. Work on this volume
      convinced him that Mill’s wife was to blame for the great thinker’s adoption of socialist views, which submerged
      Mill’s early liberalism. Hayek recounted that the “constant preoccupation with Mill’s thinking” helped him
      conceptualize the plan for The Constitution of Liberty ([1960] 1971), “which stood clearly
      before [his] mind” upon his return (Hayek 1994, 129–30).
    


    
      Why was it, then, that Mill—arguably the most influential liberal thinker of the nineteenth century, and clearly
      an important source for Hayek’s own reflections on liberalism—was not mentioned among the “true individualists”?
      As noted by several scholars, Hayek’s attitude toward Mill was ambiguous (see Farrant 2011). Caldwell (2008,
      695–703) observed that Hayek evoked Mill frequently, but his evaluation was not always equal, and changed as a
      function of the project he was engaged with. In particular, Hayek’s references to
      Mill in the early 1940s emphasized different elements from those underscored in The Constitution
      of Liberty. In the early writings connected with “the abuse and decline of reason” project, Hayek insisted on
      Mill’s affinity with the French tradition, and on the latter’s enthusiasm for Auguste Comte’s positivist
      philosophy. He then evaluated negatively the significant part played by Mill in the diffusion of continental-type
      rationalist constructivism in England. In The Constitution of Liberty, he ([1960] 1971, 55)
      judged Mill more favorably, though he continued to criticize him for helping to introduce the idea of Homo economicus alongside other elements of the rationalist tradition into economics.
    


    
      Philippe Légé, who dedicated his doctoral dissertation to the study of Hayek’s readings of Mill, claimed that
      Hayek perceived Mill as “an enemy from within” the true liberal tradition. According to Légé, Hayek’s sometimes
      ambivalent attitude vis-à-vis Mill stemmed from the fact that he placed him at the borderline between two forms
      of liberalism: the English one, which is opposed to centralization, nationalism, and socialism, and the
      continental one, which favors all three. Légé (2008, 200–213) noted that as time went by, Hayek’s criticism of
      Mill grew stronger, and he came to use Mill’s views as a prime example of the dangers of rationalism and its
      intimate connection with socialism. Finally, John Gray remarked in his book, Hayek on
      Liberty (1984, 95), that among the ambiguities Hayek perceived in Mill, and which he deemed an obstacle to
      the development of classical liberalism, was Mill’s absorption of a Romantic conception of individuality,
      especially through the writings of Johann Wolfgang von Goethe and Wilhelm von Humboldt. In Hayek’s eyes, German
      individualism was not “true individualism” because of its insistence on the development of an original
      personality as the product of a conscious choice. The German view led to a cult of individuality and an
      overemphasis on human rationality, thus rendering it impossible to imagine the growth of spontaneous social
      institutions. It favored the rise of a dictatorial government that would impose on society an order it will not
      produce by itself. In short, German individualism was, similarly to its French equivalent, a misnomer (Hayek
      1948, 25–27).
    


    
      However, one important German Enlightenment thinker looms large in Hayek’s thought: Immanuel Kant. Gray (1984,
      4–8) argued that the entirety of Hayek’s work, especially his contributions to epistemology, psychology, ethics,
      and the theory of law, were informed by a distinctively Kantian approach. For Hayek, as for Kant, the task of
      philosophy was to investigate the limits of reason, and similarly to Kant, Hayek denied human beings the capacity
      to know things as they are or the world as it is. Indeed, Hayek defined “true
      individualism” in terms reminiscent of Kant’s categorical imperative when he wrote:
    


    
      
        The most general principle on which an individualist system is based is that it uses universal acceptance of
        general principles as the means to create order in social affairs. . . . Our submission to general principles
        is necessary because we cannot be guided in our practical action by full knowledge and evaluation of all
        consequences. So long as men are not omniscient, the only way in which freedom can be given to the individual
        is by such general rules to delimit the sphere in which the decision is his. (Hayek 1948, 18–19)
      

    


    
      Consistent with the wish to establish the preeminence of the British philosophical tradition, Hayek sought to
      underline Kant’s debt to Hume. He maintained (1967, 117) that Kant developed the idea of the categorical
      imperative by applying to morals the concept of the rule of law, which he found “ready made” in Hume. Hayek in
      fact considered Hume’s philosophy to be the only comprehensive statement of the legal and political view that
      would later be known as liberalism. He specified that in the nineteenth century, liberalism contained two
      distinct, and in some ways antagonistic, elements: liberalism proper and the democratic tradition. If Hume was
      the best representative of the first, while Mill was a problematic figure who carried the bad influence of
      continental ideas over to the Anglo-Saxon world, Rousseau embodied the democratic tradition, which is
      “essentially French in origin” (109).
    


    
      Hayek (1978b, 6) described Rousseau as “Descartes’ faithful pupil,” arguing that Rousseau’s “design theory of
      social institutions” was an attempt to explain the creation of society as a deliberate act of reason (Hayek 1948,
      10). He further claimed that Rousseau’s notion of popular sovereignty led to a belief that democracy necessarily
      means the unlimited power of the majority. This view fired the enthusiasm of successive revolutions, which led to
      a decline of the older liberal ideals and facilitated the approach to totalitarianism everywhere (Hayek 1967,
      120). Unfortunately, Hayek did not engage in a thorough analysis of Rousseau’s views, especially those presented
      in the seminal “Discourse on the Origins and Foundations of Inequality” ([1754] 1997), which constitutes the
      basis for Rousseau’s political treaty on the social contract. Had he done so, he would have been able to pit
      Rousseau’s explanation for the origins and evolution of society against his own theory, thereby challenging his
      proper historical conjectures.
    


    
      Rousseau, let us recall, proposed a historical narrative whose aim was to defy the existing state of things, and
      to offer the hypothesis that many of the changes undergone by human beings from time
      immemorial were not for the better. Primitive man was a much happier, freer creature according to Rousseau.
      Unburdened by competition, ambition, or feelings of jealousy, he was totally self-sufficient and endowed with
      natural goodness. It was civilized society that turned the noble savage into an oppressed and dependent being,
      exacting a heavy price for the benefits of material progress. Rousseau believed that the regrettable invention of
      private property was the source of many of the evils of civilization, not least among them the inequality that
      plagues modern existence. He argued that the laws of civil society were created first and foremost in the
      interest of the rich and in order to protect private property. The revolutionary message of his discourse was
      clear. Rousseau used historical thinking as a form of social criticism, hoping to spur the reader to question
      authority and the existent social order. Hayek’s theory had the exact opposite goal. He sought to demonstrate
      that human agency should bow before tradition and succumb to the impersonal forces that govern the spontaneous
      growth of social institutions. As we shall see, this perception of the evolutionary process gave a distinctly
      teleological twist to his narrative, leaving little room for human agency to influence the course of social
      development.
    


    
      Hayek never relented his position, and from early on placed the attack on rationalism at the epicenter of his
      antisocialist campaign. He argued that the differences separating “true individualists,” such as himself, from
      Rousseau and the other pseudoindividualists reach deeper than merely a divergent degree of faith in the capacity
      of humans to control social evolution. They stem from fundamentally different perceptions of human nature. The
      French rationalist tradition, along with German individualism, are rather flattering to us humans. They assume
      that we are originally endowed with the intellectual and moral attributes that make it possible to fashion
      civilization. The historical proponents of the British tradition were far from holding such naive views. They saw
      “a very imperfect material,” “a very irrational and fallible being . . . by nature lazy, indolent, improvident
      and wasteful,” whose individual errors are corrected only in the course of a social process (Hayek 1948, 8–11).
      This perception of human beings also distinguishes the position of the early Anglo-Saxon individualists from that
      of neoclassical economists, who claim to follow in their footsteps. Hayek was particularly keen on debunking some
      of the misconceptions concerning Smith’s theory in this regard, such as the latter’s presumed advocacy of egotism
      and selfish behavior.
    


    
      According to Hayek, far from advancing the bogey of a strictly rationalistic
      “economic man,” Smith had a complex and realistic apprehension of human psychology. He understood the
      implications of its limitations and constitutional ignorance, namely that whether an individual is completely
      selfish or the most perfect altruist, all that can enter that person’s motives are but the immediate effects of
      her or his actions, comprising only a tiny part of the whole of society. Accordingly, Smith did not advocate
      absolute laissez-faire in the sense that “we can just leave things as they are” (Hayek 1948, 17). Aware that
      individual interests might clash, he stressed the necessity of rules and principles to mediate such conflicts.
      His chief concern was to find a set of institutions through the working of which humans could be induced by their
      own choice and from the motives determining ordinary conduct to contribute as much as possible to the needs of
      their fellows. The merits of Smith’s version of individualism lie therefore in the promotion of a social system
      that does not depend on what humans can achieve at their best, but makes do with humans in all their variety:
      “sometimes intelligent and more often stupid” (12–14).
    


    
      These claims, originally made in the article “Individualism: True and False,” were repeated fifteen years later
      in The Constitution of Liberty (Hayek [1960] 1971, 49–55). Hayek then referred to the
      British tradition as “empiricist” and “evolutionary,” declaring, “The rationalist design theories were
      necessarily based on the assumption of the individual man’s propensity for rational action and his natural
      intelligence and goodness. The evolutionary theory, on the contrary, showed how certain institutional
      arrangements could induce man to use his intelligence to the best effect and how institutions could be framed so
      that bad people could do least harm” (54–55). Caldwell argued that Hayek’s terminological move away from
      “individualism true” toward a more evolutionary language in The Constitution of Liberty
      indicates that his references to evolutionary thinking were pretty thoroughgoing already in 1960, even though
      they were not yet systematically developed.
    


    
      According to Caldwell (2000, 7–13), this change represented a crucial breakthrough and a reordering of how Hayek
      interpreted and characterized certain theories about the world. What started as two research programs—the first
      concerning political theory, which culminated in the publication of The Constitution of
      Liberty (1960) and the three-volume Law, Legislation and Liberty (1973, 1976, 1979), and
      the second on theoretical psychology and its philosophical implications, which resulted in the publication of
      The Sensory Order (1952b) and a series of later essays—became intertwined. The
      terminological move Caldwell refers to must have therefore occurred sometime between
      the late 1940s and the late 1950s. There is reason to believe it is related to Hayek’s move to the University of
      Chicago in 1949, and his desire to provide an alternative to the kind of economics that would soon become known
      under the name of the Chicago school.
    


    CHICAGO AND THE CRITIQUE OF POSITIVISM


    
      Hayek was appointed professor at the University of Chicago because of the great success of The
      Road to Serfdom in the United States. As noted above, this work was an advanced popular version of what Hayek
      imagined would become the second part of the treatise on “the abuse and decline of reason.” He confessed (1994,
      102) that he was totally surprised by the spectacular sensation the book caused overseas, since its target
      audience was British socialist intelligentsia. In the United States, Hayek’s essay was condensed for publication
      in a Reader’s Digest form with which he was quite pleased, and reached a very large
      audience. The book tour, initially organized as a series of lectures at major American universities by Hayek’s
      publisher, the University of Chicago Press, turned into a high-profile, intensive lecture tour at venues such as
      the Town Hall in New York City. In 1945, The Road to Serfdom attained best seller status—an
      exploit repeated in June 2010, when it topped the sales list of Amazon.com. The contacts Hayek made during his journey to the United States from March to May 1945 led
      to later visits, and finally resulted in his appointment as faculty member at the University of Chicago (103).
    


    
      The rumors concerning Hayek’s dissatisfaction with his professorship nomination to the University of Chicago’s
      Committee on Social Thought instead of its Department of Economics have been largely discredited. There was
      indeed opposition from members of the economics department who, according to Milton Friedman, were not impressed
      with Hayek’s economics or his theory of capital; they were also reluctant to have their membership dictated by
      the administration (Ebenstein 2001, 174). Hayek was under the impression that he was not welcome because
      The Road to Serfdom was perceived as too popular a book for a serious scholar (1994, 24). At
      first, he resented being more widely known by what he regarded as a political pamphlet than by his strictly
      scientific work, confessing (103), “In the middle 1940s—I suppose I sound very conceited—I think I was known as
      one of the two main disputing economists: there was Keynes and there was I. Now, Keynes died and became a saint;
      and I discredited myself by publishing The Road to Serfdom, which completely changed the
      situation.” Yet the appointment to the Committee on Social Thought turned out to be
      to Hayek’s advantage, because it allowed him to steer away from technical economics and pursue his wider
      interests:
    


    
      
        I had, as a matter of fact, become somewhat stale as an economist and felt much out of sympathy with the
        directions in which economics was developing. Though I had still regarded the work I had done during the 1940s
        on scientific method, the history of ideas, and political theory as temporary excursions into another field, I
        found it difficult to return to systematic teaching of economic theory and felt it rather as a release that I
        was not forced to do so by my teaching duties. . . . This, with correspondingly higher salary, was
        irresistible. (126, 128)
      

    


    
      Though not officially affiliated with the economics department, Hayek had close ties with its members, especially
      Milton Friedman. A former student at the University of Chicago, Friedman joined the faculty as professor of
      economics in 1946. The rise of the Chicago school is usually associated with his fame, and with the foundation,
      during the 1960s, of influential periodicals such as the Journal of Political Economy and
      the Journal of Law and Economics. Hayek left the United States for a position at the
      University of Freiburg in 1962, well before the Chicago school had reached its zenith. He nonetheless had a
      strong connection to it. The economic historian Philip Mirowski argued that Hayek served as the impresario of the
      debut of the Chicago school, though he was not physically present at the time. As proof of this claim, Mirowski
      pointed to the temporal coincidence between the endorsement of a neoliberal political orientation at Chicago and
      the first meeting of the Mont Pèlerin Society, convened by Hayek in Switzerland in 1947. Mirowksi also called
      attention to the fact that the Mont Pèlerin Society was registered as a nonprofit corporation in Illinois, and
      its offices were formally listed as located at the University of Chicago’s law school (Van Horn and Mirowski
      2009, 155–59; Mirowski 2011, 242).
    


    
      The Mont Pèlerin Society was created as a closed group of economists, historians, and political philosophers. To
      Hayek’s chagrin, the latter two categories comprised only a small minority compared with the economists. The aim
      of the society was, and still is, to facilitate and encourage communication between “people with certain common
      convictions” (Hayek 1992, 247). Following the message of The Road to Serfdom, the members of
      the Mont Pèlerin Society adhere to the view that “individual freedom can be preserved only in a society in which
      an effective competitive market is the main agency for the direction of economic activity” (Machlup 1976,
      xii; see also http://www.montpelerin.org). Hayek did not intend for the society to be a political pressure group for
      the achievement of concrete goals. He conceived it as an intellectual instrument that would help shape public
      opinion in the long run, much like the Fabian Society that impressed him in his youth. Similar to his
      intellectual rival, Keynes, Hayek was a firm believer in the power of ideas. Quoting Mill, he asserted:
    


    
      
        The belief that in the long run it is ideas and therefore men who give currency to new ideas that govern
        evolution, and the belief that the individual steps in that process should be governed by a set of coherent
        conceptions, have long formed a fundamental part of the liberal creed. . . . [This fact] is little understood
        because the influence of the abstract thinker on the masses operates only indirectly. People rarely know or
        care whether the commonplace ideas of their day have come to them from Aristotle or Locke, Rousseau or Marx, or
        from some professor whose views were fashionable among intellectuals twenty years ago. Most of them have never
        read the works or even heard the names of the authors whose conceptions and ideas have become part of their
        thinking. (Hayek [1960] 1971, 98)
      

    


    
      According to Mirowski and his colleagues Dieter Plehwe and Robert Van Horn, Hayek’s initiative was a great
      success. His brainchild turned into the “neoliberal thought collective,” a new type of knowledge apparatus
      rallying key players in the academe, the media, politics, and the business world. The networking capacity of the
      Mont Pèlerin Society gave rise to a neoliberal hegemony, and inspired the creation of influential think tanks
      such as the Institute of Economic Affairs and the Heritage Foundation (see Plehwe 2009; Mirowski 2009; Backhouse
      2010, 140). But while Chicago economists constituted the strong contingent of the Mont Pèlerin Society during its
      most important decades, as the makeover of Chicago economics gained momentum, Hayek lost his status as its public
      face (Van Horn and Mirowski 2009, 165–66).
    


    
      After the war, the discipline of economics was moving, in Chicago and elsewhere, toward greater mathematical
      formalization and reliance on statistical methods. Milton Friedman in particular embraced a position that clashed
      with Hayek’s strong criticism of rationalism and its nineteenth-century offspring, positivism, though he was
      among Hayek’s greatest supporters at Chicago. His admiration for Hayek’s “magnificent book,” The
      Road to Serfdom, did not wane with the years. Late in the twentieth century, he recommended it as “essential
      reading for everyone who is seriously interested in politics,” qualifying its message as “timeless” (Friedman
      1994a, ix–x). In full agreement with Hayek’s political views, Friedman (1994b)
      defined himself as a liberal in Hayek’s sense, and avowed, “From the time I first read some of his works, and
      even more from the time in the mid-1940’s that I first met Friedrich Hayek, his powerful mind, his moral courage,
      and lucid and always principled exposition have helped to broaden and deepen my understanding of the meaning and
      the requisites of a free society” (Friedman [1976] 1977, xxi).
    


    
      In terms of methodology, however, Friedman appeared to be Hayek’s antipode. In a famous article entitled “The
      Methodology of Positive Economics,” he argued (1953, 4), “Positive economics is, or can be, an ‘objective’
      science, in precisely the same sense as any of the physical sciences.” Accordingly, Friedman advocated
      empirically based studies using statistics to prove theory. Hayek was of the opposite opinion but avoided a
      public conflict with his esteemed colleague, confessing in later years the feeling of a missed opportunity:
    


    
      
        Friedman has this magnificent expository power. He is on most things, general market problems, sound. I want
        him on my side. You know, one of the things I often have publicly said is that one of the things I most regret
        is not having returned to a criticism of Keynes’s treatise, but it is as much true of not having criticized
        Milton’s [Essays in] Positive Economics, which in a way is quite as dangerous a book.
        (Hayek 1994, 145)
      

    


    
      Although Hayek did not engage in an open polemic with Friedman on the Essays in Positive
      Economics, his book The Counter-Revolution of Science, mentioned above (1952a; see chap.
      1, p. 22) was published around the same time. In this book, Hayek attacked positivism and criticized the
      extensive use of statistics in economic analysis. His main target was Auguste Comte, whose positivist philosophy
      he considered to be the origin of a dangerous confusion concerning the methods and objectives of the social
      sciences. Hayek depicted Comte’s positivism as a regrettable side effect of the great scientific development that
      took place in the first half of the nineteenth century. This development, in which the natural and physical
      sciences sought to liberate themselves from certain obstacles, was, alas, carried beyond the mark. The natural
      sciences became so successful that they “came to exercise an extraordinary fascination on those working in other
      fields, who began rapidly to imitate their teaching and vocabulary” (13). Instead of developing methods adapted
      to the particular problems of their disciplines, the first social scientists were engaged in proving that their
      methods were of equal status to those used in the natural sciences.
    


    
      The ambition to blindly imitate the so-called natural sciences “contributed scarcely
      anything to our understanding of social phenomena,” and discredited work undertaken in the social disciplines
      (Hayek 1952a, 14). Though Comte was the main culprit in Hayek’s eyes, his “bigoted prejudice” in the sciences
      sprung independently across the Channel at a much earlier period, in the writings of the sixteenth-century
      British philosopher Francis Bacon, the “progenitor of scientism” (Hayek 1991, 75–78). Hayek picked up the term
      scientism from Otto Neurath, one of the leading figures of the Vienna Circle, who aspired to
      generalize Ernst Mach’s positivist philosophy by applying it to all domains of human knowledge (Hayek 1992, 174).
      In Hayek’s hands, the term acquired a pejorative connotation and came to designate “the slavish imitation of the
      method and language of Science.” Scientism, he argued, is “decidedly unscientific in the true sense of the word,
      since it involves a mechanical and uncritical application of habits of thought to fields different from those in
      which they have been formed.” Hayek referred to the “scientistic approach” as a prejudice because of the lack of
      serious reflection it entails: before it has considered its object, it claims to know the most appropriate way of
      investigating it (Hayek 1952a, 15–16). Later on, Hayek preferred to use the terms rationalism or constructivism instead of scientism (see
      Caldwell 2004a, 255), in part because of Karl Popper’s critique (Popper [1957] 2002, 55; see below).
    


    
      Comte’s positivism was Hayek’s prime example of the serious blunders that follow from the slavish imitation of
      the method and language of science. But, as Michel Bourdeau noted (2016, 108), his reading of the French
      philosopher completely ignored the influence of Adam Smith and Adam Ferguson on Comte’s thought, mistakenly
      classifying him as Cartesian. Hayek also disregarded, or was not aware of, the place reserved by Comte to the
      idea of spontaneous order, as evidenced by the title of the fiftieth lesson of his Cours de
      philosophie positive: Considérations préliminaires sur la statique sociale, ou théorie générale de l’ordre
      spontané des sociétés humaines (Lessons of Positive Philosophy: Preliminary Considerations on Social Statics;
      or, A General Theory of the Spontaneous Order of Human Societies [Comte (1840) 2012]). In Comte’s view, the
      spontaneous order was modifiable (see Bourdeau 2016), but Hayek did not refer to this part of his philosophy.
      Instead, his critique focused on Comte’s more familiar theory of the progress of human knowledge as a continuous
      and gradual emancipation from anthropomorphism, that is, the tendency to explicate natural phenomena by analogy
      with the working of the human mind (Hayek 1952a, 170). This was Comte’s main idea, with which his philosophy is
      to this day identified.
    


    
      According to Comte’s law of the three stages, each science passes through the
      theological and metaphysical stages of knowledge before achieving the highest level, the positive stage, in which
      it completely abandons anthropomorphic, design-oriented explanations. Hayek agreed with Comte’s analysis of
      scientific progress in the natural sciences, whereby systematic testing leads to a process of reclassification of
      events, which our “naïve mind” has already classified in a specific way. Here, Hayek added (1952a, 19–23), lies
      the special significance of mathematics and quantitative methods for the natural sciences: they help break up the
      image we humans form of the world, and lead us to study objective facts independently of how they appear to us or
      what we think about them. But what is true of the natural sciences is not necessarily true of the social
      sciences. Hayek criticized Comte for not offering clear definitions of what he meant by the facts and phenomena
      of the social sciences. Instead, the French philosopher treated whichever phenomena a science has to deal with,
      including social phenomena, as given things, readily observable.
    


    
      Comte also argued for a “social physics,” namely a science responsible for explaining the laws of human progress,
      which was the crowning piece in his positive hierarchy of sciences. In Hayek’s view, this led Comte into a
      logical trap. The idea of recognizable laws of human development, which constituted the core of Comte’s
      philosophy, presupposed that the human mind
    


    
      
        could look down upon itself from a higher plane and be able not merely to understand its operation from the
        inside, but observe it from the outside. The curious thing about this proposition is that although it
        explicitly recognizes that the interactions of individual minds may produce something in a sense superior to
        what an individual mind can ever achieve, it yet claims for the same individual mind . . . the power to grasp
        this development as a whole and to recognize the principle on which it works. (Hayek 1952a, 179)
      

    


    
      Such an assumption entails a contradiction. On the one hand, Comte assumes the imperfection of the human mind,
      since his philosophy aims to describe the laws of perfection of this instrument of knowledge. On the other hand,
      Comte claims for the mind the unique power to understand its own imperfection, as well as the course it follows
      in its progress, as if it were a supermind. And not only can the mind understand the principle of its operation,
      it also has the power to control and direct its development: “It can, as it were, lift itself up by its own
      bootstraps” (180).
    


    
      According to Hayek, Comte’s error concerning the capacities of human reason was the source of the misguided
      attempt, common to all socialist endeavors, to improve society through rational
      planning. Hayek emphasized the connection between positivism and socialism from the very beginning through
      Comte’s relationship with Henri de Saint-Simon. The latter—described by Hayek as an “accoucheur d’idée”: a
      “megalomaniac visionary who sprouts self-digested ideas”—wished to transform politics into a science equal in
      rank to physics or chemistry by reducing it to a set of necessary causal laws (Hayek 1952a, 117, 121).
      Saint-Simon’s views, which according to Hayek bore a more important influence on Karl Marx’s doctrine than Georg
      Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel’s philosophy, imprinted the mind of the young Comte, his erstwhile student and disciple
      (162–63). Hayek argued (1978b, 14) that the very name of Comte’s philosophy, positivism, comes from the Latin
      root positus, which means “set down,” and expresses Comte’s adherence to rational social
      organization. This, together with Comte’s perception of society as a single collective being that can be studied
      as a whole and directed at will, led to a totalitarian position. During the war years, when Hayek formulated
      these ideas, he did not hesitate to compare Comte’s views to the doctrines of the Third Reich. Germany, he noted
      (Hayek 1952a, 187), was the country in Europe most receptive to positivism, and which included the greatest
      number of influential men who tried to reform the social sciences along essentially Comtian lines.
    


    
      In the same vein, Hayek sought to reveal the deep affinity between Comte’s positivist philosophy and Hegel’s
      idealism. Although the two thinkers are usually regarded as complete intellectual opposites, Hayek maintained
      that they shared a common view. Both were convinced that empirical science should be purely descriptive and
      confined to establishing the regularities of observed phenomena. In the field of social research, both believed
      that history leads to a predetermined end, and can be interpreted in a teleological manner as a succession of
      necessary stages. Their position could be summarized in one sentence: “The central aim of all study of society
      must be to construct a universal theory of all mankind, understood as a scheme of the necessary development of
      humanity according to recognizable laws” (Hayek 1952a, 196). Freedom had no room in such a fatalistic view, since
      humans cannot change the inevitable course of history.
    


    
      Hayek’s critique of Hegel resembles Popper’s attack on historicism, as Hayek himself recognized. He admitted he
      had nothing to add to “Popper’s masterly analysis” except that the responsibility for historicism lies as much
      with Comte and positivism as with Plato and Hegel (Hayek 1952a, 199). Popper’s book, The Poverty
      of Historicism ([1957] 2002), was originally published in 1944–45 as a series of articles in Economica, the same journal that published Hayek’s articles on scientism
      and of which he was, by that time, the director. Hayek was also instrumental in helping Popper get his magnum
      opus, The Open Society and Its Enemies, published by Routledge in 1945 (it had previously
      been turned down by twenty publishers) (Hayek 1991, 42n13). Although Popper, too, stressed his agreement with
      Hayek, the philosopher Thomas Uebel proposed (2000, 155–56) that the reason for this may be that he depended on
      Hayek’s help to move from New Zealand to a position at the London School of Economics. In reality, the
      philosophical differences between the two thinkers were significant.
    


    
      In Popper’s eyes, Hayek’s scientism was a subcategory of his own notion of historicism, namely the naturalist one
      as opposed to the antinaturalist. What Popper termed historicism was the approach assuming that historical
      prediction is the principal aim of the social sciences, and that this aim is attainable by discovering the laws
      underlying history. Similarly to Hayek, Popper defended liberal economic freedoms and believed that historicism
      underwrote totalitarianism by providing it theoretical legitimacy and epistemological foundation (Uebel 2000,
      154). Nonetheless, as we shall see, Popper did not adhere to Hayek’s wholesale rejection of rational design.
      Though he proscribed full-scale “utopian engineering,” which attempts to remodel the whole of society according
      to a predetermined plan, Popper sanctioned the use of “piecemeal social engineering” in the accomplishment of
      specific political goals, including the reform of social institutions (see Birner 2012).
    


    
      Popper’s appeal to engineering would strike a dissonant chord with Hayek. Recall that in his view,
      totalitarianism stemmed from “the characteristic attitude of the engineers to social problems” (Hayek 1948, 10),
      and from “the application of the logic of engineering to the whole of society based on a false assumption that a
      complete concentration of knowledge is possible” (Hayek 1952a, 97). Hayek traced the origins of this engineering
      attitude back to the École Polytechnique in Paris. According to him, the founding of this school was one of the
      disastrous consequences of the French Revolution, and symbolized the overpowering cult of reason. The École
      Polytechnique embodied the collapse of existing social institutions, the total destruction of the old order, and
      the aspiration to replace it with a new and entirely rational order. Such a project completely ignored the
      importance of the past, and failed to grasp the meaning of historical phenomena: “To this generation the wisdom
      of the ages was a closed book and the technical specialist appeared, who was regarded as educated because he
      passed through difficult schools, but has little or no knowledge of society, its
      life, growth, problems and values, which only the study of history, literature and languages can give” (110).
    


    
      For Hayek, historicism, objectivism, and collectivism were synonymous and represented different facets of
      scientism. The first of the three, historicism, or more specifically the new historicist school of the nineteenth
      century, made the scientistic mistake of trying to find laws where none could be found. It ignored the uniqueness
      of historical phenomena and seemed to discard the teachings of the old historical school headed by Burke and
      Smith, who emphasized the organic element in the growth of social institutions without conscious design (Hayek
      1952a, 64, 73). The second term, objectivism, represented the scientistic desire to dispense with our subjective
      knowledge of the working of the human mind in order to attain the standard of objectivity employed in the natural
      sciences. And finally, collectivism denoted a methodological attitude that treats entities such as society, the
      economy, and so on as given objects about which we can discover laws by observing their behavior as wholes (44,
      53).
    


    
      Instead of objectivism and collectivism, Hayek sought to promote subjectivism in the social sciences. He
      distinguished between what he called the “social sciences in the narrow sense,” which were previously called the
      moral sciences, and other disciplines of knowledge concerned with the life of human beings in groups. The latter
      include studies of heredity or physical anthropology, and do not differ much from the natural sciences, since
      they examine humans from a purely physical perspective. But the “social sciences in the narrow sense” investigate
      humans as thinking beings; they focus on the human decision-making process and “are concerned with man’s
      conscious or reflected action” (Hayek 1952a, 26). In short, their object of study is people’s opinions and
      beliefs, not objective facts in the strict sense in which this term is used in the physical sciences. Thus, the
      subjectivism to which Hayek pledged allegiance meant treating the concepts and ideas that exist in individual
      minds as the “true elements of the social structure” (34). This was in clear tension with Popper’s opposition to
      psychology on the grounds that it is a nonscientific discipline in which theories do not withstand the test of
      falsifiability. As a result, Hayek and Popper diverged also in their methodological prescriptions.
    


    
      Popper affirmed the unity of method between the natural and the social sciences, arguing that the fundamental
      concepts of physics are no different from the explanatory hypotheses of the social sciences (Uebel 2000, 156).
      Hayek sought instead to highlight the differences between both kinds of sciences. He described the method of the
      natural sciences as analytical and concerned with studying objective facts
      independently of what humans do or think about them, while that of the social sciences is synthetic or
      “compositive.” The term compositive was borrowed from Carl Menger, who argued that in
      empirical sciences such as economics, phenomena should be analyzed by reduction to their simplest constituent
      elements and subsequent recomposition (Alter 1990, 329). Hayek used that term to define the task of the social
      sciences as the fitting together of data concerning the conscious actions of individuals. The social sciences, he
      explained (Hayek 1952a, 24), aim to find out not “how far man’s picture of the external world fits the facts,” as
      do the physical sciences, “but how by his actions, determined by the views and concepts he possesses, man builds
      up another world of which the individual is a part.” The method of the social sciences is “compositive” in the
      sense that these sciences study the structures that arise from the interactions between individuals rather than
      individual action in itself. This view comprised the core of Hayek’s theoretical position concerning the goal and
      essence of the social sciences. It also formed the basis for his lifelong occupation with the formation of
      spontaneous orders:
    


    
      
        The problems which [the social sciences] try to answer arise only in so far as the conscious action of many men
        produce undesigned results, in so far as regularities are observed which are not the result of anybody’s
        design. If social phenomena showed no order except in so far as they are consciously designed, there would
        indeed be no room for theoretical sciences of society and there would be, as is often argued, only problems of
        psychology. (39)
      

    


    
      The “compositive” method advocated by Hayek, and to which Menger also referred as “atomistic,” is better known
      under the name methodological individualism, often used to identify Austrian economics. Hayek remained faithful
      to methodological individualism throughout his career, if by this term one intends the belief that social
      phenomena arise in an unintended manner from the interactions of many individuals. Though his theory of cultural
      group selection led some to question the strength of his commitment to the Austrian view (see Gray 1984, 53–55;
      Vanberg 1986; Boettke 1990; Hodgson 1991, 1993, 1994; Whitman 1998; Caldwell 2002; Witt 1992), he did not
      perceive any tension between the two, as evidenced by his comments on the place of Menger’s work in the history
      of economic thought (Hayek 1984, 201). We shall return to the debate concerning a possible contradiction between
      Hayek’s commitment to methodological individualism and his theory of group selection in our analysis in chapter 3. But first, it is important to note that Hayek’s endorsement
      of methodological individualism is closely associated with his disapproval of the
      extensive use of statistics in economic analysis.
    


    
      Hayek (1952a, 60–63) believed that statistics are of no help in what he termed “the theoretical social sciences”
      because statistical measurements can only give us information about a particular context. The regularities they
      reveal are valid for the specific time and place in which the measurements have been made and cannot be
      generalized. In accordance with this view, Hayek censured “the blind transfer of the striving for quantitative
      measurements” to the social sciences, arguing (51), “[It] leads frequently to the selection for study of the most
      irrelevant aspects of the phenomena because they happen to be measurable, but also to ‘measurements’ and
      assignments of numerical values which are absolutely meaningless.” Up to the end of his career, he continued to
      fight against the “myth of measurement” (Hayek 1984, 47), and lamented the fact that much of economics and
      psychology turned into “Pantometria.” In other words, researchers in these disciplines follow the guideline that
      “if you do not know what measurement means, measure anyhow because that is what science does” (Hayek 1978a).
      Hayek prophesied (1976, 176) that in future times, people would view the twentieth century as an “outstanding age
      of superstition,” characterized by the misapplication of techniques used by the physical sciences to the social
      sciences.
    


    
      Hayek’s critique of the use of statistics in economics, and his attack on scientism and positivism, reappeared at
      the unfortunate time when the wind was blowing in the other direction at his new intellectual home, the
      University of Chicago. But he was convinced of the imminent danger to our civilization coming from the
      self-destructive forces of the so-called scientific worldview, and so set himself on a mission. In the years
      following his arrival to Chicago, he would transform the critique of scientism into a research project that would
      offer an alternative approach to the understanding of social phenomena. The logical starting point in this new
      venture was a study of psychology, since Hayek believed that there was a straightforward connection between “the
      life of the human mind and of human society” (Hayek 1952a, 91). Thus, in order to comprehend social phenomena,
      one needed first to understand the individual behavior from which it spontaneously emerged. And in order to
      comprehend individual behavior, one needed to understand its manner of formation out of individuals’ beliefs and
      opinions. “How,” Hayek asked in an article concerning the facts of the social sciences, “can we ever know that a
      person holds certain beliefs about his environment?” His response: “In discussing what we regard as other
      people’s conscious action, we invariably interpret their action on the analogy of
      our own mind: that is . . . we group their actions, and the objects of their actions, into classes or categories
      which we know solely from the knowledge of our own mind” (Hayek [1943] 1948, 63). Therefore, a true understanding
      of social phenomena necessitated prior understanding of how the human mind functions and learns, to which Hayek
      promptly turned.
    

  


  
    CHAPTER TWO


    From Complexity to Order


    MIND MATTER(S)


    
      Hayek’s book on psychology, The Sensory Order, occupies a pivotal position in his thought.
      On the one hand, it provides a psychological foundation for the views and criticism expounded in The Counter-Revolution of Science, and in earlier writings such as “Economics and Knowledge.” Hayek
      (1982, 289) indeed underlined the connection between The Counter-Revolution of Science and
      The Sensory Order (both published in 1952),1 and explained that reflection on the methodology of the social sciences revived
      his old ideas about theoretical psychology, first sketched in the aforementioned student paper on the development
      of consciousness (Hayek 1994, 126; see also Lewis 2016). On the other hand, The Sensory
      Order opens up new avenues of research. Via an inquiry into the nature and development of cognition, Hayek
      broached the core elements of an evolutionary conception of methodological individualism, which diverged from the
      Austrian view that formed his background. This new conception led him to discard Ludwig von Mises’s restrictive
      definition of economics as the science of human action independent of its underlying motivations (Witt 1992,
      222). It also oriented Hayek’s research in a different direction from the one that would soon come to
      characterize the work of the Chicago school.
    


    
      Recall that Hayek’s main criticism of neoclassical economics alongside the concept of equilibrium targeted the
      implicit assumptions of perfectly knowledgeable, utility-maximizing economic players. In the early 1950s, Hayek’s
      colleague at Chicago, Milton Friedman, emerged as the champion of a new methodology that paid no attention to
      Hayek’s concerns about such unrealistic assumptions. In his article “The Methodology of Positive Economics,” Friedman advanced the soon-to-be-famous “as-if” argument. In line with Karl
      Popper’s philosophy, he maintained that economic theories should be evaluated on the basis of their predictive
      power. Whether the assumptions underlying the hypothesis were realistic or not was largely irrelevant in his
      view, since he believed there was no way of testing the validity of assumptions independently of a theory’s
      predictions. Friedman (1953, 40) argued that it was “convenient” and even advisable to present a hypothesis “by
      stating that the phenomena it is desired to predict behave in the world of observation as if
      they occurred in a hypothetical and highly simplified world containing only the forces that the hypothesis
      asserts to be important,” because this makes it easier to check the predictions of the theory and its explanatory
      power.
    


    
      Friedman (1953, 22) referred to evolutionary theory only once in his article, conflating natural selection with
      maximization of returns in his explanation of the conditions leading to the survival of businesses. This
      “economistic,” “thin” version of evolution, as Mirowski qualified it, was detached from any methodological
      commitment to actual contemporary biology. According to Mirowski (2011, 239–47), it became the primary neoliberal
      trope in the 1950s, forming the cutting edge of the Chicago school in the decade ahead. Hayek, on his part,
      refused to reduce the complex phenomena of the social sciences to simplistic and untenable assumptions concerning
      human behavior, and turned instead to an investigation of the abstruse entity called mind. His psychological
      study intended to replace the artificial construct of Homo economicus with a more realistic
      representation (Caldwell 1997; see also Horwitz 2000; Infantino 2010). Work on this book also prompted Hayek to
      deepen and expand his reflection on the relationship between evolutionary theory and economics. As will be shown
      below, his analysis progressively moved from an investigation of sensations and perceptions to a discussion of
      expectations and dispositions and, finally, to the claim that the mind is built up from a system of rules that we
      have not consciously devised, and to which we have only partial access. This conclusion set the stage for Hayek’s
      subsequent arguments concerning cultural evolution. He would depict the social order in a manner similar to the
      sensory order, namely as a structure that arises without design, through the unconscious selection of rules.
    


    
      For many years, The Sensory Order received little attention. Hayek (1979, 199n26) remarked
      that most of his colleagues in the social sciences generally found the book “uninteresting or indigestible.” This
      situation has changed in recent decades. Hayek’s psychological essay received credit for being ahead of its time from such prominent sources as the Nobel Prize winner Gerald M. Edelman
      (1982, 24) and the evolutionary psychologist Steven Pinker (Postrel 2004). Further, the book has become the
      object of academic research (e.g., G. R. Steele 2002; Loasby 2005; Ambrosino 2014) including, most recently, two
      collective volumes dedicated to highlighting its significance in Hayek’s opus, as well as its contributions to
      the newly founded discipline of behavioral economics and to research in the social sciences more generally (see
      Butos 2010; Franz and Leeson 2013). Modern scholarship concurs with Hayek’s own appraisal of The
      Sensory Order as one of his “more important contributions to knowledge” (1994, 138), and a decisive step in
      the formation of his subsequent theories (Caldwell 2000, 10). Hayek indeed emphasized the book’s instrumental
      role in “shaping [his] thinking” (1994, 153), and commented:
    


    
      
        Work on it has helped me greatly to clear my mind on much that is very relevant to social theory. My conception
        of evolution, of a spontaneous order and of the methods and limits of our endeavours to explain complex
        phenomena have been formed largely in the course of the work on that book. As I was using the work I had done
        in my student days on theoretical psychology in forming my views on the methodology of the social science, so
        the working out of my earlier ideas on psychology with the help of what I had learnt in the social science
        helped me greatly in my later scientific development. (Hayek 1979, 199n26)
      

    


    
      In The Sensory Order, Hayek defined the mind as “a particular order of a set of events
      taking place in some organism and in some manner related to but not identical with, the physical order of events
      in the environment” (1952b, 16). The distinction between the physical order and the sensory, or phenomenal, order
      echoed his earlier discussion of the differences between the objects of study of the physical and the social
      sciences. Hayek specified that the two kinds of order—phenomenal and physical—do not correspond to the contrast
      between appearance and reality. They refer instead to “the differences of events in their effects upon each other
      and the differences in their effects on us” (4). Adopting a strong antiempiricist position, Hayek claimed that
      there is no “original pure core of sensation,” or a one-to-one correspondence between impulses and the sensations
      that arise in the mind (172). He criticized associationism along the same lines, arguing that the elements of
      associations, which constitute our mental activities, are “themselves mental in character” (151). Hayek adhered
      instead to the basic tenet of Gestalt psychology according to which sensation and perception constitute
      essentially the same thing. Material events, he asserted, acquire mental significance only after they are
      arranged in a specific order by the mind: “every sensation, even the ‘purest’ must
      therefore be regarded as an interpretation of an event in the light of the past experience of the individual or
      the species” (166). (See Ivanova 2016 for an analysis of Hayek’s position in reference to Ernst Mach’s theory.)
    


    
      Hayek’s manner of reasoning is reminiscent of Immanuel Kant’s categories without which sensory experience is
      deemed impossible. In good Kantian manner, he refused to discuss what reality “really is” (Hayek 1952b, 166). We
      know from conversations conducted with him that despite serious efforts to read Kant, he “did not get much
      further than some embarrassing stumbling through the Prolegomena.” Hayek reported that what
      he knew about Kant came almost exclusively from the neo-Kantian philosopher Alois Riels, whose writings he found
      “quite fascinating” in his early twenties (Leube 2003, 16). John Gray (1984, 8, 21) proposed the hypothesis that
      Hayek did not stress Kant’s influence on his work because he thought it was self-evident. Hayek indeed made a
      comment to that effect, confessing that he took “for granted” Kant’s conception of the categories that govern our
      thinking (Hayek 1978b, 45). The main difference between Hayek and Kant, as Gray and others have noted (e.g.,
      Horwitz 2000; Gick 2007), resides in Hayek’s evolutionary conception of the mind. To him, the categories of the
      mind were not fixed a priori; they were the product of “the past experience of the individual or the species”
      (Hayek 1952b, 166), and as such continued to evolve. This evolution accounted for the human capacity to develop
      scientific knowledge. It also provided the logical grounding for Hayek’s claim that the mind has limited ability
      to acquire knowledge about itself, as we shall soon see.
    


    
      Hayek described the mind’s arrangement of external stimuli as a process of classification “based on the
      connections created in the nervous system by past linkages” (Hayek 1952b, 166). When sensory impulses reach the
      brain, they are transmitted “from fiber to fiber,” generating connections between fibers in which impulses occur
      at the same time (52). These connections are the primary phenomenon that creates mental phenomena. Quoting his
      student paper, Hayek clarified (53), “We do not first have sensations, which are then preserved by memory, but it
      is as a result of physiological memory that the physiological impulses are converted into sensations.” The
      network of neural connections that results from this process comprises the mind, which is essentially an
      “apparatus of classification.” Its most advanced functions “constitute merely different stages in an even more
      comprehensive range of processes, all of which can be interpreted as acts of classification (or evaluation)
      performed by the central nervous system” (78). Any act carried out by the mind refers therefore to the first
      level of classification against which new stimuli are sensed/perceived through
      further acts of classification. Put in evolutionary terms: “In the course of its phylogenetic and ontogenetic
      development the organism learns to build up a system of differentiations between stimuli in which each stimulus
      is given a definite place in an order, a place which represents the significance which the occurrence of that
      stimulus in different combinations with other stimuli has for the organism” (42).
    


    
      Hayek’s reference to ontogeny (the development of an individual organism from embryo to adult) and phylogeny (the
      evolutionary development and history of a genetically related group of organisms, such as a species) indicates a
      growing commitment to evolutionary thinking. “The problem,” he wrote (Hayek 1952b, 16), “which the existence of
      mental phenomena raises,” and which the mind has to solve, is how the order it creates enables the organism “to
      behave appropriately towards its surroundings.” The task of the mind is therefore to ensure the survival of the
      organism through “adaptive” or “purposive” responses. Hayek defined such responses as whatever secures the
      continued existence of the organism. He hinted at the similarity between this view and the position of
      contemporary biological theory through reference to physiologist Walter Bradford Cannon’s concept of homeostasis
      and to biologist Ludwig von Bertalanffy’s theory of open systems. Both developed the idea that certain systems,
      such as living organisms, are capable of maintaining a stable internal state while interacting with constantly
      changing outside conditions. Bertalanffy also offered Hayek comments on The Sensory Order
      when it was still in manuscript form (Caldwell 2006, 118; see also Lewis 2016).
    


    
      Following the line of reasoning advanced by Bertalanffy and Cannon, Hayek argued (1952b, 82) that “the continued
      existence of those complex structures which we call organisms is made possible by their capacity of responding to
      certain external influences by such changes in their structures as are required to maintain or restore the
      balance necessary for their persistence. This involves, even in the most primitive organisms, some capacity of
      discriminating responses to different physical stimuli, and perhaps even some capacity of ‘learning.’” Hayek did
      not offer a detailed evolutionary theory of the biological/psychological functioning of such primitive minds,
      limiting himself to the affirmation that “many of the problems often regarded as peculiar to mental phenomena in
      fact arise already at a much earlier stage” (83). The focus of his psychological analysis was placed at a higher
      level of mental phenomena, “where learning becomes the determinant factor” (ibid.).
    


    
      The concept of learning refers to the kind of mind activity that surpasses the
      regulative functions of the organism (e.g., reflex responses) and underlies conscious behavior. The
      classification that takes place in this phase is a complex arrangement and rearrangement of impulses and
      sensations, which Hayek termed “multiple classification.” It can occur on many successive and intermingling
      levels: individual events may belong to more than one class, or produce different responses if they arise in
      combination with certain other events. The classes themselves can also become the object of further
      classification during this process (Hayek 1952b, 50, 70). As a result of “multiple classification,” a structure
      is formed in the mind, a sort of “map” of neural pathways, which reproduces some of the relations existing in
      certain parts of the physical world. This map is an imperfect and partial picture of reality, since it does not
      replicate the objective relations existing in the world—only those that impacted the organism during its life or
      during the history of the species to which it belongs. The mind’s map is also a variable or “semi-permanent”
      picture, because it is “subject to continual although very gradual change” (110).
    


    
      At any given moment, no two individual maps are identical. This explains why knowledge about the world is
      inevitably dispersed among many individual minds. Having said that, Hayek further emphasized: “The different maps
      which will be formed in different brains will be determined by factors which are sufficiently similar to make
      those maps also similar to each other” (Hayek 1952b, 110). This last point was important, as it allowed Hayek to
      set the cognitive basis for a key element in his theory of cultural evolution, namely the transfer of knowledge,
      or “tradition,” through social learning. He viewed this capacity as the essence of mind:
    


    
      
        What we call mind is not something that the individual is born with, as he is born with his brain, or something
        that the brain produces, but something that his genetic equipment (e.g, a brain of a certain size and
        structure) helps him to acquire, as he grows up, from his family and adult fellows by absorbing the results of
        a tradition that is not genetically transmitted. (Hayek 1988, 22)
      

    


    
      We shall return to the discussion of tradition and its role in Hayek’s theory in the next chapter. We shall then
      argue that Hayek’s attempt to show that learned tradition takes precedence over genetically transmitted
      characteristics was not convincing. The seeds of this confusion were planted in The Sensory
      Order, since Hayek did not make a clear distinction between the map that is formed during the individual
      organism’s lifetime and the species’ history. It was obvious to him that the sensory order was connected in some measure to “the distinction between the phylogenetic and the ontogenetic aspects
      of the processes in question, or between those connections which are inherited and those which are acquired by
      the individual” (Hayek 1952b, 80–81). Given the deficient state of knowledge on the matter, Hayek preferred “to
      continue to disregard the distinction and to represent the process of the building up of the sensory order as if
      it took place in the course of the life of the individual” (ibid.). But from an evolutionary perspective, this
      manner of reasoning is problematic. The malleability of inherited responses and of responses learned by the
      organism during its existence is not of the same order. The former are less liable to change than the latter,
      which explains many of the similarities we find not only between parents and offspring but also between closely
      related species. The fact that Hayek was quick to dismiss the distinction between inherited and acquired
      connections in the brain might explain certain features of the theory of cultural evolution he later developed.
      He would then assume that a relatively new market morality, acquired via a process of selection of rules of
      behavior spanning a few hundred years, could easily override ancestrally evolved social instincts such as
      solidarity or an inherent sense of justice.
    


    
      Hayek’s portrayal of the mind as a map of past neural linkages was only half the picture. Following his analysis,
      the mind also directed the organism’s responses through “model building.” The model produced by the mind is
      different from its map in an important aspect. While the map reflects past experience, the model is
      forward-looking. It is derived from a pattern of active impulses traced within the map in a given moment in time,
      and which represents the particular environment the organism happens to find itself in along with a projection of
      expected changes in that environment (Hayek 1952b, 114–15). “We must therefore conceive of the model,” Hayek
      clarified (121), “as constantly trying out possible developments and determining action in the light of the
      consequences which from the representations of such actions would appear to follow from it.” Similar to the
      mapping activity of the mind, model building is a process of classification, only a more specialized one. It
      selects some elements from a complex environment as the most relevant factors for the prediction of events on the
      basis of its preexisting map, or its “fixed framework of reference” (169):
    


    
      
        What we have before called the “map,” the semi-permanent apparatus of classification, provides the different
        generic elements from which the models of particular situations are built. The term “map,” which suggests a
        sort of schematic picture of the environment is thus really somewhat misleading. What the apparatus of
        classification provides is more a sort of inventory of the kinds of things of
        which the world is built up, a theory of how the world works rather than a picture of it. It would be better
        described as a construction set which supplies the parts from which the models of particular situations can be
        built. (130–31)
      

    


    
      Model building is a particularly useful function, because it increases the mind’s learning capacity and its
      ability to cope with complexity. Recall that the mind’s main task is to guarantee the continued existence of the
      organism it inhabits. Any interaction with the environment aims ultimately to produce responses that will lead to
      better chances of survival. Learning from experience allows the mind to better predict which responses will be
      the most appropriate. This learning occurs through recourse to mechanisms used in multiple classification, for
      instance treating as alike a group of similar events and transferring any experience with any of them to all of
      them. The higher mind activities—multiple classification and model building—thus simplify the task of adaptation
      and survival:
    


    
      
        If [the mind] had to cope with the complexity of its environment solely by classifying individual events and
        learning separately for every combination of such events how to respond, both the complexity of the model
        required and the time needed for building it up would be so great that the extent to which any given structure
        could learn to adapt itself to varying circumstances would be very limited. Multiple classification and the
        phenomena of transfer and generalization greatly extend the predicting capacity of any model that can be formed
        from a limited number of elements. . . . The process of learning is thereby greatly abbreviated and the
        complexity of the apparatus required to cope with a given variety of situations is greatly reduced. (Hayek
        1952b, 130)
      

    


    
      Learning via model building is subject to revision as the mind continuously adjusts its predictions through a
      process of feedback. Referring to the mathematician Norbert Wiener’s theory of cybernetics, Hayek described this
      process as follows: “The current sensory reports about what is happening will be checked against expectations,
      and the difference between the two will act as a further stimulus indicating the required corrections. The result
      of every step in the course of actions will, as it were, be evaluated against the expected results and any
      difference will serve as an indicator of the corrections required” (Hayek 1952b, 95). He would later refer to the
      mind’s expectations as “dispositions,” regretting that he did not develop his original theory with the aid of
      this more appropriate term. In his reflections on The Sensory Order a quarter of a century
      after its publication, Hayek defined the mind as a “continuous stream of impulses” in which stimuli and responses
      “become merely the input and output of an ongoing process in which the state of the
      organism constantly changes from one set of dispositions to interpret and respond to what is acting upon it and
      in it, to another such set of dispositions” (Hayek 1982, 289–91).
    


    
      The term disposition first appeared in an article from 1969, “The Primacy of the Abstract,”
      in which Hayek defined it as the inclination of an organism to react in a specific way when exposed to certain
      stimuli (Hayek 1978b, 40; see Gick 2007). As the title of the article suggests, he argued that the richness of
      the sensory world is not the starting point from which the mind derives its principles, but the product of a
      great range of abstractions the mind must possess in order to be able to perceive particulars. Hayek quoted
      findings from ethological experiments in support of this claim (Hayek 1978b, 37–39), and noted that babies and
      animals experience a sensory world that is considerably poorer than adult humans do, because they possess a much
      smaller number of abstract classes and a thinner net of ordering relations. Consequently, their minds are less
      equipped to transform impressions into sensory qualities, and so they can perceive less than adults. When babies
      grow and their minds develop, their first dispositions, which arise in the form of potentialities for action,
      undergo a process of natural selection. Through accumulated experience, some action patterns reveal themselves to
      be more conducive to the preservation of the organism and the species than others, and they are confirmed and
      retained. The corresponding structures of the nervous system become the substance of mind (43).
    


    
      It was crucial for Hayek to emphasize that the source of novelty in the mind is not the outcome of a conscious
      process. The formation of a new disposition, or abstraction, is “something which happens to the mind or that
      alters that structure of relationships which we call mind” (Hayek 1978b, 44). It is not something the mind does.
      The mind cannot create abstractions; all it can do is discover what already guides its operation:
    


    
      
        The important point is that the action patterns are not built up by the mind, but that it is by a selection
        among mechanisms producing different action patterns that the system of rules of action is built up on which
        rests what we regard as an interpretation of the external world by the mind. (42–43)
      

    


    
      What we call knowledge is therefore “primarily a system of rules of action assisted and modified by rules
      indicating equivalence or differences or various combinations of stimuli” (41). Naturally, the mind’s
      representation of the world must correspond in some degree to the way the world truly is in order for the
      organism to behave in an adaptive manner. This entails that the neural connections, which are retained in the
      process of natural selection operating on the mind, must mirror regularities that
      exist in the physical world: “The gradual evolution of the mental order involves thus a gradual approximation to
      the order which in the external world exists between the stimuli evoking the impulses which ‘represent’ them in
      the central nervous system” (Hayek 1952b, 107). In the course of this evolution, a constant procedure of error
      correction takes place through reclassification and the breaking up of classes and relations between classes,
      whenever expectations resulting from existing classifications are disappointed or when beliefs are disproved by
      experience (169). The continuous process by which the mind’s framework of reference is adjusted makes it so that
      “the microcosm in the brain progressively approximates to a reproduction of the macrocosm of the external world”
      (108). Our cognitive abilities in this domain remain nevertheless constrained by that part of knowledge that
      cannot be controlled by experience because it constitutes the ordering principle by means of which we apprehend
      the universe (169):
    


    
      
        Sense experience therefore presupposes the existence of a sort of accumulated “knowledge,” of an acquired order
        of the sensory impulses based on their past co-occurrence; and this knowledge, although based on (pre-sensory)
        experience, can never be contradicted by sense experience and will determine the forms of such experiences
        which are possible. . . . A certain part at least of what we know at any moment about the external world is
        therefore not learnt by sensory experience, but is rather implicit in the means through which we can obtain
        such experience. (167)
      

    


    
      The idea that cognition relies on unconscious metarules resembles, as Hayek pointed out, the distinction made by
      the British philosopher Gilbert Ryle between the “knowledge of how” to do something and “knowledge that” a
      certain something is the way it is. Hayek (1978b, 38) also mentioned Michael Polanyi’s analysis of skills and the
      concept of “physiognomy perception,” more familiar under the name “tacit knowledge,” namely knowledge known
      implicitly and thus difficult to transfer and to communicate. Hayek argued that the abstract rules of which we
      are aware are at best of a secondary order. They are “late discoveries by our mind reflecting on itself,” which
      occur at an advanced stage of intellectual development (44). These abstract rules are to be distinguished from
      the most basic rules that guide all our acting and thinking, and that form the building blocks of our mind. The
      latter are forever to remain beyond the limits of our consciousness, because the idea that the mind can directly
      explain its own operations involves the logical contradiction of infinite regress:
    


    
      
        Even though we may understand [the brain’s] modus operandi in
        general terms, or, in other words, possess an explanation of the principle on which it operates, we shall
        never, by means of the same brain, be able to arrive at a detailed explanation of its working in particular
        circumstances, or be able to predict what the results of its operations will be. To achieve this would require
        a brain of a higher order of complexity, though it might be built on the same general principles. Such a brain
        might be able to explain what happens in our brain, but it would in turn still be unable to fully explain its
        own operations, and so on. (Hayek 1952b, 188–89)
      

    


    
      The realization that there are unsurpassable limits to understanding the mind’s mode of function, and that all
      theoretical psychology can achieve is an “explanation of the principle” on which the mind operates was “a
      decisive moment” for Hayek (1994, 154). He generalized the conclusions drawn from his investigation of psychology
      and turned them into the cornerstone of a new methodological approach to the study of social phenomena. His main
      reference in this endeavor was Karl Popper, whose views Hayek criticized, especially the narrow understanding of
      the concept of prediction in Popper’s criteria for scientific theories, and Popper’s attack on evolutionary
      theory on that score. Hayek defended Charles Darwin, claiming the mantle of his authority for his own position,
      and using various examples from biology to underline the specificities of the social sciences and the type of
      predictions they allow. But, as we shall presently see, his evolutionary analogies were insufficient to
      substantiate the free market position he attached to his methodological views. They also disregarded important
      elements of Darwin’s theory, on which Hayek supposedly relied.
    


    PATTERN PREDICTIONS AND
    THE ART OF GARDENING


    
      The years Hayek spent at the University of Chicago were particularly important for the development of his
      evolutionary outlook. He joined preparations for the 1959 centennial celebration of Darwin’s Origin of Species and also contributed to a panel on the evolution of mind (Caldwell 2001, 542). More
      important, in 1952–53 Hayek organized a yearlong seminar dedicated to the theme “Scientific Method and the Study
      of Society,” in which prominent figures such as the geneticist Sewall Wright and the physicist Enrico Fermi
      participated. The former introduced the concept of evolutionary adaptive landscapes and was known for his defense
      of group selection (Wright 1932; Pigliucci 2008). Hayek would later quote Wright’s critical review of George
      Gaylord Simpson’s Tempo and Mode in Evolution (Wright 1945),
      crediting Wright with introducing the notion of group selection into biology (Hayek 1979, 202n37). Hayek’s
      seminar encompassed various fields of study: biology, genetics, physiology, paleontology, and philosophy
      (Caldwell 2004a, 297–99). He viewed it as “one of the greatest experiences of [his] life” (Hayek 1983a, quoted in
      Caldwell 2000, 11). The results of Hayek’s reflections on methodology appeared in “Degrees of Explanation,” an
      article published in 1955. It was destined to be the first part of a more ambitious project, which Hayek never
      completed, to develop a theory of communication based on insights from The Sensory
      Order.2
    


    
      In “Degrees of Explanation,” Hayek returned to the question of the differences between the social and the natural
      sciences, but this time he proposed an alternative distinction, inspired by the views of the mathematician Warren
      Weaver. Hayek distinguished between, on the one hand, sciences that study simple phenomena such as physics, and
      on the other, those that study complex phenomena such as evolutionary biology and the social sciences. This new
      division was to some extent an attempt to reconcile his claims with the philosophy of Popper, to whom Hayek would
      later dedicate his collection of essays: Studies in Philosophy, Politics and Economics
      (1967).3 As mentioned in chapter 1, although the two thinkers advocated the same political position in
      favor of the liberal or “open” society, they did not always see eye to eye in matters methodological. Hayek’s
      foray into psychology and his growing interest in evolutionary biology seemed to accentuate their divergences.
    


    
      Popper criticized The Sensory Order on the grounds that a causal theory, which depicts the
      mind as a network of neural connections, fails to explain intentionality (see Feser 2006a, 307–10; Birner 2009).
      He was also highly critical of evolutionary theory. In The Poverty of Historicism, he argued
      (1960, 107), “The evolutionary hypothesis is not a universal law of nature but a particular (or, more precisely,
      singular) historical statement about the ancestry of a number of terrestrial plants and animals.” In Popper’s
      view, evolutionary theory did not fulfill the criteria of a genuine scientific hypothesis, because it did not
      posit universal laws of nature, and its claims could not be tested or falsified. As a result, evolutionary theory
      was incapable of generating predictions concerning the future course of evolution. At best, evolution could be
      viewed as an important suggestion for further research. Popper famously exclaimed in his autobiography (1974,
      1:134–35), “Darwinism”—by which term he referred to the “Modern Evolutionary Synthesis” that reconciled Mendelian
      genetics with Darwin’s theory of evolution—“is not a testable scientific theory, but a metaphysical research programme.”
    


    
      Popper sought to support this claim with a hypothetical example concerning the
      possibility of life on Mars. Supposing, he argued, that we were to find only three species of bacteria with a
      genetic outfit similar to that of terrestrial species. The Darwinian explanation would lead us to assume that
      these three species were the only forms among the many mutants that were sufficiently well adjusted to survive.
      However, we would say the same if only one species (or none) were found. “Thus,” concluded Popper (1974, 1:136),
      “Darwinism does not really predict the evolution of variety. It therefore cannot really
      explain it.” Following this unfavorable appraisal, he proclaimed that the logic underlying
      the Darwinian formulation was “almost tautological” (137): the theory defines fitness/adaptation in terms of
      survival, and survival in terms of fitness/adaptation. Curiously, this line of reasoning did not prevent Popper
      from advancing an evolutionary epistemology that described the growth of knowledge by a trial-and-error
      elimination process similar to Darwinian selection (133). This is not the place to discuss in detail Popper’s
      views and the reactions to his charge of tautology in Darwin’s theory (see Ruse 1981; Stamos 1996). Suffice it to
      say that shortly after publishing his autobiography, Popper recanted his prior judgment concerning the
      testability and logical status of the theory of natural selection, which he no longer qualified as tautological
      (Popper [1977] 1987, 144–45).
    


    
      Hayek took issue with Popper’s initial negative judgment of evolutionary theory, tracing its origin back to
      Popper’s problematic view of physics as the paradigm of genuine science in The Logic of
      Scientific Discovery. Physics, Hayek argued (1967, 3–4), studies a very specific type of phenomena “where the
      number of significantly connected variables . . . is sufficiently small to enable their study as if they formed a
      closed system for which it is possible to observe and control all the determining factors.” What he termed
      “significantly connected variables” are those variables that behave differently from one another, which
      potentially influence one another, and which therefore have to be taken into account in a given explanation. In
      models used in physics, the data points can be many, but the categories to which they are assigned are relatively
      few. As a result, the phenomena that the physical sciences study are simple in comparison with “the complex
      phenomena of life, of mind and of society” (25). Hayek defined the degree of complexity as a function of “the
      minimum number of elements of distinct variables a formula or model must possess in order to reproduce the
      characteristic patterns of structures . . . or to exhibit the general laws which these structures obey.” This
      degree increases as we proceed from the inanimate world to the “more highly organized phenomena” of the living
      world (26).
    


    
      In order to explain what he meant by “highly organized phenomena,” Hayek used a
      familiar strategy: comparing the natural with the social sciences and highlighting their differences. But this
      time he removed evolutionary biology from the first category of his new division and annexed it to the second,
      drawing an explicit parallel between human history and botany:
    


    
      
        If I watch and record the process by which a plot in my garden that I leave untouched for months is gradually
        covered with weeds, I am describing a process which in all its detail is no less unique than any event in human
        history. If I want to explain any particular configuration of different plants which may appear at any stage of
        that process, I can do so only by giving account of all the relevant influences which have affected different
        parts of my plot at different times. I shall have to consider what I can find out about the differences of the
        soil in different parts of the plot, about differences in the radiation of the sun, of moisture, of the
        air-currents, etc. etc.; and in order to explain the effects of all these factors I shall have to use, apart
        from the knowledge of all these particular facts, various parts of the theory of physics, of chemistry,
        biology, meteorology, and so on. The result of all this will be the explanation of a particular phenomenon, but
        not a theoretical science of how garden plots are covered with weeds. (Hayek 1967, 66–67)
      

    


    
      The “theoretical science of how garden plots are covered with weeds” is of course no other than evolutionary
      biology. In fact, in On the Origin of Species Darwin himself used the example of garden
      plots to demonstrate that “we know not exactly what the checks [on the increase in numbers] are in even one
      single instance.” Darwin ([1859] 2003, 67, 73) also spoke of “ever increasing circles of complexity” with which
      the struggle for existence regulates the proliferation of species. He probably would have agreed with Hayek that
      evolution’s objective is not to explain a particular phenomenon, and that in order to comprehend how garden plots
      are covered with weeds we do not need to know everything that can be known about the space-time interval in which
      the phenomenon occurred. But while Darwin used the example of garden plots to emphasize the multiple effects of
      the struggle for existence, Hayek (1967, 26–27) focused on the unique attributes of complex phenomena. He
      explained that the data that compose these phenomena lead to “the ‘emergence’ of ‘new’ patterns,” which possess
      features that will “recur independently of the particular values of the individual data.”4 This means that measuring individual data—an endeavor that in
      complex sciences presents a difficulty that is “often insurmountable in practice and sometimes even an absolute
      one”—is in fact useless (see also Hayek 1976, 16).
    


    
      On the basis of these claims Hayek concluded that statistical techniques cannot help
      scientists who deal with complex phenomena, be they biologists who seek to elucidate the complex structure of
      living organisms or social scientists who deal with a large number of different variables, namely the individuals
      who compose the social order. Statistics, Hayek specified (1967, 29–31), treat the individual elements they count
      as “black boxes, which are all the same,” and deliberately disregard the systematic connections between them.
      They eliminate complexity by substituting for the individual elements information on the frequency with which
      their different properties occur. But in complex or highly organized phenomena, such as those studied in biology
      and in the social sciences, the relative position of the different elements and the relations between them do
      matter. “Unfortunately,” lamented Hayek (1988, 201), “techniques of research can be readily learnt, and the
      facility with them lead to teaching positions, by men who understand little of the subject investigated, and
      their work is then often mistaken for science. But without a clear conception of the problems the state of theory
      raises, empirical work is usually a waste of time and resources.”
    


    
      Worse yet, the misuse of statistics can result in distorted and even nonsensical conclusions. To illustrate this
      claim, Hayek (1979, 159) evoked an example from biology: “For the theoretical explanation of patterns which
      restore themselves, quantitative data are about as significant as it would be for human biology if it
      concentrated on explaining the different sizes and shapes of such human organs as stomachs and livers of
      different individuals which happen to be in the dissecting room” in order to provide an explanation of their
      functions. He raised similar concerns in his criticism of macroeconomics:
    


    
      
        [Macroeconomics] seeks causal connection between hypothetically measurable entities or statistical aggregates.
        These may sometimes, I concede, indicate some vague probabilities, but they certainly do
        not explain the processes involved in generating them. But because of the delusion that macro-economics is both
        viable and useful (a delusion encouraged by its extensive use of mathematics, which must always impress
        politicians lacking any mathematical education, and which is really the nearest thing to the practice of magic
        that occurs among professional economists) many opinions ruling contemporary government and politics are still
        based on naïve explanations of such economic phenomena as values and prices, explanations that vainly endeavor
        to account for them as “objective” occurrences independent of human knowledge and aims. (Hayek 1988, 98–99)
      

    


    
      Because practitioners in the biological and social sciences cannot measure, test, or
      even observe all the possible combinations of data in their respective fields, they need to resort to a mode of
      explanation different from the one used in physics. Hayek termed it “explanation in/of principle” or “pattern
      prediction,” and claimed that understanding its significance requires “a reversal of what has been described as
      the standard procedure of physics” (Hayek 1967, 9). His main philosophical reference in developing the concept of
      pattern prediction was Popper, to whose views nearly half the footnotes in the article “Degrees of Explanation,”
      and close to a quarter of those in the article “The Theory of Complex Phenomena,” are dedicated. Hayek maintained
      that “Degrees of Explanation” was “little more than an elaboration of some of Popper’s ideas” (4). But while he
      adhered to Popper’s hypothetic-deductive approach (explanation to follow), he also argued that the latter’s use
      of physics as the best example for empirical science may have led to a biased understanding of the nature of the
      scientific enterprise. According to the hypothetic-deductive thesis, “the essence of all
      scientific procedure consists in the discovery of new statements (‘natural laws’ or
      ‘hypotheses’) from which testable predictions can be derived” (ibid.). A prediction, Hayek clarified (9), is
      equivalent to a scientific explanation. In prediction, known rules are used in order to derive from known facts
      what will follow upon them; in explanation, these rules are used in order to derive from the facts what preceded
      them. Popper erred in treating the specific predictions of the physical sciences as the standard by which to
      measure predictions in science in general.
    


    
      In sciences that study complex phenomena, only limited predictions of a certain kind, namely pattern predictions,
      are possible. These predictions account for observed phenomena by predicting that what has produced them in the
      past would be able to produce in the future certain results but not others. They tell us what kind of events to
      expect by indicating a range of possible outcomes, and can be proved false if the phenomena observed show
      characteristics that the postulated mechanism could not have produced (for an analysis and critique of this
      claim, see Scheall 2015). As an illustration of pattern prediction in the natural sciences, Hayek mentioned
      Darwin’s theory of evolution by natural selection. This theory, he wrote, “doesn’t aim at specific predictions of
      particular events, and it also isn’t based on initial statements that can be confirmed or refuted by observation”
      (Hayek 1967, 11–12). Undoubtedly, the range of what is permitted by the Darwinian theory of evolution is very
      wide, and Hayek was aware of the fact that this meant that its “empirical content”—the part of its predictions
      that could potentially be refuted via observation and/or experimentation—is quite
      small. He nonetheless disagreed with Popper’s claim that the possibility of disproving the theory of evolution is
      too small to allow for a meaningful application of the falsifiability criterion:
    


    
      
        The theory as such, as is true of all theories, describes merely a range of possibilities. In doing this it
        excludes other conceivable courses of events and thus can be falsified. Its empirical content consists in what
        it forbids. If a sequence of events should be observed which cannot be fitted into its pattern, such as e.g.,
        that horses suddenly should begin to give birth to young with wings, or that the cutting off of a hind-paw in
        dogs should result in dogs being born without that hind-paw, we should regard the theory as refuted. (31)
      

    


    
      Contra Popper, Hayek asserted that the prohibitions of evolutionary theory are much wider than we are able to
      fathom: “It is only the limitation of the imagination that prevents us from being more aware of how much greater
      is the range of the prohibited or how infinite is the variety of conceivable forms thanks to evolution” (Hayek
      1967, 32–33). Thus, what evolutionary theory prohibits—its “empirical content”—is much larger than what intuitive
      thinking tells us. Hayek further claimed that the theory of evolution by natural selection is not solely the
      description of a specific process, the development of life on Earth, as Popper erroneously argued. It offers a
      general mechanism of reproduction with transmittable variations, and competitive selection of the organisms that
      prove to have the best chances of survival. The main prediction of Darwin’s theory—namely that evolution by
      natural selection will produce, in the course of time, a variety of living forms adapted to their environment—is
      independent of the particular circumstances in which this process has taken place. Evolution could have happened
      elsewhere with very different results; that is, it could have produced a different set of organisms:
    


    
      
        If, for example, it should have turned out that in spite of their structural symmetry man and ape were not
        joint descendents from a comparatively near common ancestor but the product of two convergent strands starting
        from ancestors which differed much more from each other (such is true of the externally very similar types of
        marsupial and placental carnivores), this would not have refuted Darwin’s theory but only the manner of its
        application to the particular case. (31–32)
      

    


    
      Finally, concerning Popper’s accusation that the theory of natural selection is a tautology, Hayek commented that
      this is true only in a limited sense. “The individual statements from which [the theory of natural
      selection] is derived are indeed unlikely to be disproved. But the assertion that
      the observed differentiation between species is always due to the operation of the factors that evolutionary
      theory describes could be refuted” (Hayek 1967, 13). To substantiate this claim, Hayek mentioned the hypothetical
      possibility of a return to some form of Lamarckism. If we were to observe that after a sudden change in the
      environment individuals could at once begin to produce offspring possessing the new adaptation they themselves
      acquired, Darwinian evolution would need to be revised. In summary, the goal in testing evolutionary theory
      should be to check whether the particular combination of its premises is adequate and sufficient to arrange the
      facts in a “meaningful order.” Hayek referred to the construction of such an order as “model building” (14), yet
      hastened to add that in sciences that study complex phenomena, model building should not be confused with the
      search for natural laws that describe “a simple dependence of one magnitude upon another” (42). Such facile
      explanations of complex phenomena are always false unless they have specific ceteris paribus assumptions; and
      when those assumptions are fully stated, the theory is no longer simple (28).
    


    
      Because Darwin’s biology represented a new mode of scientific explanation, one that challenged the old ways, his
      theory “has always been something of a stumbling block for the dominant conception of scientific method” (Hayek
      1967, 31). Its various misinterpretations stemmed from a confusion of theoretical science with the search for the
      kind of laws physics provides. “It would probably have saved much confusion,” Hayek commented (42), if “Darwin’s
      great achievement wasn’t mistakenly taken for a theory of definite and necessary stages of evolution.” Darwin’s
      theory also suffered from the disadvantage that it is difficult to disprove because of the wide range of its
      predictions. Thus, the elimination of inferior, rival theories is “a slow affair, bound up closely with the
      argumentative skill and persuasiveness of those who employ them. There can be no crucial experiments which decide
      between them” (19). The last point is debatable. Biologists working today would probably claim that there are
      important experiments that can either substantiate evolutionary theory or debunk competing views. But even though
      Hayek’s defense of evolution was weaker, he nonetheless insisted that there was no ground for treating
      evolutionary theory, and other sciences that deal with complex phenomena, as “immature” in comparison with those
      that allow for more specific predictions.
    


    
      As science advances, Hayek prophesied, it is probable that increasingly larger parts of it will have to deal with
      complex phenomena, and so “explanation of principle” will become more prevalent. Physics might thus later reach the stage at which the biological and social sciences find themselves at present.
      Therefore, it makes no sense for these last to imitate the models and methods of the former. Hayek also specified
      that the limited nature of predictions in sciences that study complex phenomena does not doom them to remain
      theoretical exercises devoid of any practical implications. Although models in these sciences might seem to be
      “little more than schemes of classification,” which offer only knowledge of the outline rather than the details,
      Hayek affirmed that they still allow us to make useful prognoses (Hayek 1967, 17). Pattern predictions make the
      world a more familiar place, one in which we can “move with greater confidence that we shall not be disappointed
      because we can at least exclude certain eventualities” (18). In his examples, he evoked side by side the
      impossibility of flying horses and the unreasonable character of Keynes’s recommendations:
    


    
      
        Horses will not give birth to hippogriffs . . . if the taxonomic scheme of zoology does not provide for winged
        vertebrates with more than two legs this is the result of a theory which makes it unlikely that such organisms
        have arisen. If economics tells us that we cannot at the same time maintain fixed rates of foreign exchange and
        at will control the internal price level of a country by changing the quantity of money, the character of such
        a “prediction” is essentially the same as in the previous case. (15, 17)
      

    


    
      The conflation of evolutionary predictions and economic prescriptions would come to characterize Hayek’s theory
      of cultural evolution. He continually used this strategy to emphasize the futility of economic planning due to
      the inability to predict specific outcomes in sciences that deal with complex phenomena. This view relied on the
      argument that prognoses in both evolutionary biology and economics are mostly of a negative kind; they predict
      what will not occur, or more specifically which phenomena will not occur together. But Hayek’s pessimistic
      evaluation of the capacity to predict in the social sciences was based on a partial and inaccurate interpretation
      of evolutionary logic, as we shall presently see via a comparison with Darwin’s mode of argument. This
      pessimistic evaluation also separated him, at the time, from most mainstream economists (Caldwell 1997, 1875). He
      denounced the pretense of his colleagues by quipping, “No economist has yet succeeded in making a fortune by
      buying or selling commodities on the basis of his scientific prediction of future prices (even though some may
      have done so by selling such predictions)” (Hayek 1967, 35).
    


    
      Hayek did not allow much room for positive intervention in social and economic affairs, although he did believe
      that knowledge gained from pattern predictions could be a reliable source of
      information regarding the conditions necessary for the results we desire to achieve. He described such knowledge
      as “orientation” or “cultivation, in the sense in which the farmer or gardener cultivates his plants, where he
      knows or can control only some of the determining circumstances, and in which the wise legislator or statesman
      will probably attempt to cultivate rather than control the forces of the social process” (Hayek 1967, 19). Hayek
      repeated this idea in the conclusion to his Nobel lecture:
    


    
      
        If man is not to do more harm than good in his efforts to improve the social order, he will have to learn that
        in this, as in all other fields where essential complexity of an organized kind prevails, he cannot acquire the
        full knowledge which would make mastery of the events possible. He will therefore have to use what knowledge he
        can achieve, not to shape the results as the craftsman shapes his handiwork, but rather to cultivate a growth
        by providing the appropriate environment, in the manner in which a gardener does this for his plants. (Hayek
        1984 [1974], 276)
      

    


    
      Hayek’s reference to “cultivation” is particularly interesting in view of Darwin’s research on artificial
      selection and its predominant role in his theory. The first chapter in On the Origin of
      Species provides a detailed account of his various correspondences on the topic, and his personal experience
      with pigeon breeding. Darwin’s aim was to show that evolution—the slow transformation of organic forms via
      accumulative selection of differences—is not a hypothesis but a process that takes place daily before our eyes,
      and from which we have learned to benefit. It was then but an additional step to claim that the variety of living
      forms in nature was due to a similar selection process, but with infinitely greater powers of modification:
    


    
      
        I have called this principle, by which each slight variation, if useful, is preserved, by the term of Natural
        Selection, in order to mark its relation to man’s power of selection. We have seen that man by selection can
        certainly produce great results, and can adapt organic beings to his own uses, through the accumulation of
        slight but useful variations, given to him by the hand of Nature. But Natural Selection, as we shall hereafter
        see, is a power incessantly ready for action, and is immeasurably superior to man’s feeble efforts, as the
        works of Nature are to those of Art. (C. Darwin [1859] 2003, 61)
      

    


    
      Using the parallel with artificial selection to explain the evolution of life-forms was a tricky strategy. It
      allowed Darwin to offer empirical evidence for selection and modification in the very beginning of his book as
      the basis for his theory, but only in a limited way. He argued that there was an
      important difference in degree between artificial and natural selection (C. Darwin [1859] (2003), 83): “Man can
      act only on external and visible characters: nature cares nothing for appearances except in so far as they may be
      useful to any being.” No one contested Darwin’s views on artificial selection, but many doubted whether the
      mechanism of natural selection was indeed enough to explain life’s diversity. As Hayek noted (1967, 13),
      “Disputes which have arisen in the course of the growth of the theory of evolution have thus significantly turned
      not so much on facts but on such questions as whether the postulated mechanism can account for the evolution
      having taken place in the time which has been available.” Darwin tried to convince his readers by insisting on
      the incompleteness of the geological record. In On the Origin of Species, he dedicated two
      chapters to this subject in an effort to explain that lack of available data, rather than theoretical weakness,
      is the reason we are unable to produce evidence of gradualism (the “missing links”) in the transformation of
      living forms. Nevertheless, for Darwin there was a true parallel between artificial and natural selection. The
      former, though of much smaller scope, had real positive effects: humans are clearly capable of altering the
      characters of domesticated animals and plants according to their preferences.
    


    
      Unlike Darwin, when Hayek referred to artificial selection or “cultivation” he insisted on its limitations rather
      than its powers of modification. His argument in defense of “the wise legislator’s” surrender to the forces of
      the social process was advanced as a warning against any vain attempt to control these forces. This
      interpretation of cultivation specifically discounted evidence of the effectiveness of artificial selection. And
      yet, as Darwin claimed (and painstakingly experienced himself), successful breeding is not impossible, nor is it
      a pointless exercise that never gives us the results we desire and expect. We are able to
      modify to a certain extent the characteristics of animals and plants. We have done so for centuries and with
      great success even without knowing all the facts involved in, or implied by, such modifications. Why could the
      same not be true of social cultivation?
    


    
      In The Sensory Order, Hayek (1952b, 82) cautioned against “overworking” the analogy between
      biology and economics, but it seems that his own interpretation of the scope of “cultivation” arbitrarily
      downplayed the human powers of modification, picking up only those elements of the analogy that best suited his
      political message. A fellow economist, John R. Commons, made the opposite claim earlier in the century, when he
      argued that since economics is a science that deals with purposeful human action, it should take its lead from
      Darwin’s arguments on artificial selection rather than from his theory of natural
      selection (see Vanberg 2014, 48–49). In Hayek’s defense, it can be said that the exploration of the analogy
      between economics and evolutionary biology reached further than his initial comments on cultivation. In an
      article published in 1962, “Rules, Perception and Intelligibility,” he sought to expand the investigation begun
      in The Sensory Order concerning the mind’s mode of learning with the help of the
      evolutionary concept of group selection. He hoped to depict the rise of modern civilization as a process that
      relies on nonrational mechanisms of selection such as rule following and imitative learning. But, as our
      comparison of Hayek’s proposals with those of modern researchers, specifically the ecologist Peter Richerson and
      the anthropologist Rob Boyd, will show, his narrow interpretation of both imitation and cultural development led
      him to ignore the problem of nonadaptive, blind imitation, and to adopt a teleological view of cultural
      evolution, despite his claim to the contrary.
    


    ON RULE FOLLOWING,
    IMITATION, AND TELEOLOGY


    
      Based on the conclusion of The Sensory Order regarding humans’ inherent incapacity to fully
      comprehend the mind’s structure, Hayek argued (1967, 61) that we are not able to specify the rules that govern
      our actions: “We always know not only more than we can deliberately state but also more than we can be aware of
      or deliberately test.” He referred to Kurt Gödel’s incompleteness theorem concerning the impossibility of proving
      certain arithmetic truths as a special case of this more general principle, which applies to all conscious and
      rational processes (62). He described the mechanism that operates on the contents of consciousness, and provides
      it with a framework that assigns meaning to actions, as a “supra-conscious” system of incommunicable abstract
      rules. These rules are not aimed at the fulfillment of specific ends, and therefore do not easily fit the
      designation of “habits” or “customs.” They provide instead “a general schema, which is then adapted to the
      particular circumstances.” In a manner similar to pattern predictions, abstract rules are mostly negative in
      character, and therefore better conceived as restraints that “determine or limit the range of possibilities
      within which the choice is made consciously” (56).
    


    
      Because of their negative character, abstract rules do not constitute by themselves sufficient cause for action.
      The impulse to act must come either from a particular external stimulus or from an internal drive, or a
      combination of both, which the rule of conduct then constrains within certain boundaries (Hayek 1967, 69).
      Hayek’s prime example of abstract rules came from the domain of linguistics and the
      concept of Sprachgefühl, the “sense of language,” shared by all humans. He argued that our
      innate capacity to follow yet-unformulated rules is responsible for children’s ability to understand the various
      meanings of sentences, and even correct the grammatical errors of others, without being conscious of the
      organizing elements underlying these patterns (45). Hayek also mentioned the Rechtsgefühl,
      the “sense of justice,” yet did not develop this example further. In fact, later on he denounced our supposedly
      “atavistic” conceptions of justice, and the desire for a fair distribution of wealth, as obstacles to the
      development of advanced civilization. This unequal treatment of the Sprachgefühl and the
      Rechtsgefühl (in Hayek 1973, 19, only the sense of language is mentioned) is indicative of
      the biases that would plague Hayek’s theory of cultural group selection. But in this early stage of his
      reflections, he simply referred to the Sprachgefühl (and presumably also to the Rechtsgefühl) as instances of “rule-perception,” or “regularity-perception,” whose existence is made
      possible thanks to the fact that humans share a common neural basis.
    


    
      Following the reasoning of The Sensory Order, Hayek explained that we are able to perceive
      the actions of other people and confer meaning on them because “the phenomenal (sensory, subjective, or
      behavioral), world” in which an organism lives is “built up largely of movement patterns characteristic of our
      own kind (species or wider group)” (Hayek 1967, 51–52). These movement patterns arise in the process of multiple
      classification, undertaken by the mind:
    


    
      
        The young animal for which every day begins with the sight of his elders and siblings yawning and stretching,
        grooming and defecating, scanning the environment, and so on, and who soon learns to recognize these basic
        schemata as the same as its own innate movement patterns connected with certain moods (or dispositions, or
        sets), will tend to place into these perceptual categories everything which approximately fits them. These
        patterns will provide the master moulds (templates, schemata or Schablonen) in terms of
        which will be perceived many other complex phenomena in addition to those from which the patterns are derived.
        (51)
      

    


    
      Hayek (1967, 46, 57) evoked the example of gestures and facial expressions, alongside findings from contemporary
      research on animal behavior, in order to elucidate the complex and somewhat circular relationship between rules
      of perception and rules of action (see Fleetwood 1995, chap. 8). At the first level, the perceiving individual’s
      own action patterns provide the master molds by which the action patterns of other individuals are
      recognized. In response to this initial classification, the mind activates a set of
      rules, which it imposes on the organism’s further activities. Since these rules of action arise as a reaction to
      perceptions—and to the stimuli that triggered them—they are under constant evaluation and subject to
      modification. The result is a rather indefinite, multilayered process, which Hayek described as a “continuous
      stream” of connections and feedback between any group of stimuli and any group of responses (Hayek 1967, 58).
    


    
      The fact that we perceive and interpret the world around us primarily through our own rules of action can be an
      obstacle to the development of our understanding. It is, for instance, the cause of what Hayek designated as the
      anthropomorphic bias, and which he believed to have been the main hindrance to the development of the natural and
      physical sciences (Hayek 1967, 52; see also chapter 1, p. 38,
      above, and Hayek’s discussion in 1976, 9, 26–27). But he also argued that insofar as the rules of action and
      perception constitute the source of meaning we confer on other people’s behavior, they are the essence of what
      eighteenth-century thinkers called sympathy, and what he termed “intelligibility” (Hayek 1967, 59). Our
      understanding of other people and other living things relies, therefore, on the perception of a general attitude
      that we subconsciously derive from our own action patterns: “That an approach of another person is friendly or
      hostile, that he is playing a game or willing to sell us some commodity or intends to make love, we recognize
      without knowing what we recognize it from” (55). Hayek, however, did not refer to Adam Smith’s ideas of sympathy
      and the impartial spectator, as noted by Montes (2011, 29), and this is an indication of important differences
      between the political views of both thinkers (more on this in chapter 4).
    


    
      Hayek’s theory of “intelligibility” provided the cognitive basis for his portrayal of social learning as
      predominantly a nonrational process based on imitation (see Peart and Levy 2011). He wrote (1978b, 291), “While
      apparently the higher apes ‘ape’ very little, man must have early developed a great capacity for imitating.” This
      statement appeared in a review of Cyril Dean Darlington’s book, The Evolution of Man and
      Society (1969). Hayek supported the author’s thesis concerning humans’ capacity to imitate as one of the most
      important steps in the development of our brains, and the probable cause for humans’ prolonged infancy period.
      Later, when discussing cultural evolution in his last book, Hayek would emphasize this point further and
      reiterate the view that imitative learning is “the most important capacity with which the human individual is
      genetically endowed, beyond innate responses” (Hayek 1988, 21).
    


    
      The emphasis on imitation served two purposes in Hayek’s theory. First, it allowed
      him to argue that rules transmitted via imitation could override primordial instincts because of the relative
      rapidity of this type of selection. Once learning by imitation arose, the transmission of abilities could take on
      a new form, “vastly superior to genetic transmission precisely because it includes the transmission of acquired
      characters which genetic transmission does not” (Hayek 1978b, 291). Cultural evolution thus “simulates Lamarckism” and is a much faster process than genetic evolution (Hayek 1988, 25). This
      claim would come to play an important role in Hayek’s theory. He would argue that cultural evolution leads to the
      prevalence of a new code of moral behavior—the rules of free competition—which could replace older evolved
      impulses of solidarity and altruism (more on this below).
    


    
      Second, focusing on imitation as the predominant mode of social learning allowed Hayek to accord little weight to
      the exercise of rationality in cultural development. This helped his attack on social reformers, under the
      pretext that their efforts emanate from a profound misunderstanding of the forces guiding social development. To
      Hayek, imitative learning was incompatible with the exercise of rationality, but this is not necessarily the
      case. Take for instance the view of two of the foremost theorists of social evolution today, the ecologist Peter
      Richerson and the anthropologist Rob Boyd. Similarly to Hayek, Richerson and Boyd argue that culturally acquired
      behaviors distinguish the process of social evolution from that of biological evolution. Culture, they wrote, is
      adaptive, because “it can do things that genes cannot do for themselves” (Richerson and Boyd 2005, 145). Culture
      is a rich source of information, which allows populations to quickly evolve adaptations to environments for which
      individuals have no special-purpose, domain-specific, evolved psychological machinery to guide them. Richerson
      and Boyd also proposed the hypothesis that culture originated, inter alia, via “biased imitation,” namely
      nonpassive imitation that is biased by the decision rules individuals apply to the variants they observe or try
      out. For example, individuals may try out a behavior and let reinforcement guide their acceptance or rejection of
      said behavior, or they may use various rules of thumb such as “copy the successful,” “copy the prestigious,” or
      “copy the majority” in deciding what, and whether, to imitate (Richerson, Boyd, and Henrich 2003, 365).
    


    
      Notice the place reserved for human agency and rationality in Richerson and Boyd’s theory. Although they argued
      that intelligence plays little role in the emergence of many human complex adaptations, they also pointed to the
      fact that imitation alone cannot explain the adaptiveness of culture (Richerson and
      Boyd 2005, 381; see also D. R. Steele 1987, 176–77). In a population in which people acquire behavior only by
      imitation, so that everyone copies someone, who copied someone else, who in turned copied someone else, and so
      on, imitative behavior would be decoupled from the environment, since no one learns, and therefore such behavior
      would not be adaptive. The human tendency to imitate by following principles such as “copy the prestigious” might
      thus explain certain maladaptive fads. In order for imitation to be beneficial, and lead to the cumulative
      cultural evolution of new adaptations, imitators need to be choosy and behave as selective learners. Their best
      strategy is to imitate when learning is risky and the costs of individual trial and error are high. This can
      explain a selection that favors offspring who imitate their parents’ behavior, thereby relying on the accumulated
      experience of others. But human actors also have the ability, especially as grown-ups, to judge the relative
      merits of alternative beliefs and values, and to choose between them. And they can improve their parents’
      behavior through individual learning. In other words, selective imitators can use their role model as a starting
      point. This gives them a real advantage over a population of individual learners who are stuck with the little
      they can learn by themselves without building on the heritage of learned traditions (Richerson and Boyd 2005,
      12–13, 99–119).
    


    
      Hayek’s perception of imitation was much narrower than the one outlined above. He emphasized the fundamental
      difference that separates imitative learning from the exercise of human rationality, and conceived imitation as a
      phenomenon closer to imprinting than to learning: “Much of what we can do rests on skills or aptitudes or
      propensities acquired by following examples, and selected because they proved successful, but not deliberately
      chosen for a purpose” (Hayek 1978b, 292). Referring again to Gilbert Ryle’s “knowledge of how” and to Michael
      Polanyi’s concept of “tacit knowledge,” Hayek argued that most imitation occurs without the observing and
      imitating individual being able to state what s/he observes and does. Alas, this restrictive view eschews the
      problem of nonadaptive blind imitation, as explained by Richerson and Boyd and further analyzed by the
      philosopher Jean-Pierre Dupuy. According to the latter, Hayek’s advocacy of the free market’s capacity for
      self-organization stands in radical contradiction to the role assigned to imitation in bringing about this
      spontaneous order. The reason lies in Hayek’s portrayal of the free market as a self-regulating mechanism, and in
      his simultaneous disregard for the fact that imitation does not necessarily lead to better knowledge, or to
      better use of knowledge. In order to understand this criticism, it would be helpful to elucidate the relationship between Hayek’s theory of mind, on the one hand, and his advocacy of the free
      market as an “information-gathering institution” (1988, 15), on the other.
    


    
      To Hayek, the free market represented an adaptation to the “necessary” and “irremediable” ignorance that
      characterizes the human mind. Thanks to its decentralized structure, the free market allows us to use the tacit
      knowledge shared by all (and available to none in its entirety) in the most effective manner. This is manifest in
      the price mechanism, which renders possible the exchange of a great amount of information concerning the
      availability and desirability of specific goods and services. But the market is more than an
      “information-gathering institution,” which enables us to use “dispersed and unsurveyable knowledge” in this basic
      sense (1988, 15). In a lecture delivered in 1968 under the title “Competition as a Discovery Procedure,” Hayek
      defined knowledge as the ability to detect certain conditions, which entrepreneurs can use in a free market to
      their and society’s benefit, thereby generating more knowledge (1978b, 182). He argued that real competition
      consists of discovering possibilities, which would remain unknown or unused in its absence. Accordingly, he
      decried the “conventional” view of “perfect competition” as a state in which all essential conditions are known.
      In such a situation, he declared, there is “no room whatever for the activity called
      competition, which is presumed to have already done its task” (ibid.).
    


    
      The great advantage of the free market over a centralized economy resides therefore in the opportunities it
      offers for new knowledge (entrepreneurship) to build on old knowledge (embodied in the abstract rules of action).
      The free market helps us to overcome our cognitive limitations and benefit from a great deal of experience and
      tacit knowledge to which our rationality has only restricted access. Hayek defined modern civilization along the
      same lines, and insisted on its knowledge-enhancing nature when he wrote in The Constitution of
      Liberty, “Most of the advantages of social life, especially in its more advanced forms which we call
      ‘civilization,’ rest on the fact that the individual benefits from more knowledge than he is aware of. It might
      be said that civilization begins when the individual in the pursuit of his ends can make use of more knowledge
      than he himself acquired and when he can transcend the boundaries of his ignorance by profiting from knowledge he
      does not himself possess” ([1960] 1971, 21; see also Hayek 1973, 14). This definition of civilization is similar
      to Richerson and Boyd’s definition of culture as information (conscious or not) that individuals acquire from
      other members of their species through teaching, imitation, and other forms of
      social transmission, and that is capable of affecting their behavior (Richerson and Boyd 2005, 5). Culture,
      however, is perceived in the latter case in a broader sense than Hayek’s conception of civilization. It does not
      include a hierarchical component that distinguishes more from less advanced forms of social life, most probably
      because the writers were interested in examining cultural evolution in its multiples manifestations. Hayek set
      himself a different goal.
    


    
      He wanted to demonstrate that cultural development converges on a single solution, the free market, as this is
      the most efficient configuration for communicating knowledge between individuals (see also Hodgson 1993, 152–80;
      Barry 1994). In other words, the free market equals modern civilization, because both facilitate the
      communication of knowledge. This common feature meant to explain the “near universality” of the cultural
      attributes of the free market, which Hayek sought to illustrate with reference to biological adaptation and
      convergence. “It is quite possible,” he wrote (1976, 40), “that one kind of system . . . is so much more
      effective than all others in producing a comprehensive order for a Great Society that, as a result of the
      advantages derived from all changes in the direction towards it, there may occur in systems with very different
      beginnings a process corresponding to what biologists call ‘convergent evolution.’” Later, Hayek specified (1988,
      17), “There may exist just one way to satisfy certain requirements of forming an extended order—just as the
      development of wings is apparently the only way in which organisms can become able to fly (the wings of insects,
      birds and bats have quite different genetic origins).”
    


    
      Although he did not deny the existence of a plurality of cultures, Hayek insisted that only one kind of system of
      rules—the free market—is compatible with the advanced culture that characterizes Western civilization (Hayek
      1976, 27). This equation of the free market with advanced Western civilization raises a number of problems. The
      first concerns Hayek’s analysis of the role of imitation in cultural evolution, and his belief that imitative
      learning leads to more knowledge, or to better use of knowledge. This is a rather serious problem since, as Dupuy
      noted, imitation and market processes, which are assumed to be the source of knowledge, rely on opposite
      mechanisms (for a different appraisal, see Garrouste 1991). The self-regulation of the free market, when
      conceived as an information-gathering-and-communicating institution, occurs through negative feedback. In other
      words, the market can coordinate the actions of individuals in a fruitful way only by forcing them to adapt their
      behavior to the general state of the market. Not doing so, for instance failing to take into account elements
      such as changes in preferences or increasing scarcities, entails heavy losses and
      thus becomes an incentive to behave in the appropriate way in the future. As Hayek put it:
    


    
      
        In the process of explorations in which each individual examines the facts known to him for their suitability
        for his own uses, the necessity of abandoning false leads is as important as the adoption of more successful
        means when they become generally known. . . . This manner of coordinating individual actions will secure a high
        degree of coincidence of expectations and an effective utilization of the knowledge and skills of the several
        members only at the price of a constant disappointment of some expectations. (Hayek 1976, 3, 107)
      

    


    
      Dupuy noted that the reliance of free market thinkers on individuals’ appropriate response to market signals
      justifies the description of the free market as self-regulatory. According to Dupuy, this is the reason for which
      the majority of modern market theorists (Hayek aside) ignore imitation. They posit independent, self-sufficient
      individuals that are not supposed to be subject to the influence of their peers but rather respond to market
      signals in a rational and coherent manner. Otherwise, the free market would not be self-regulating. The
      collective phenomena of which the market is the framework are therefore assumed to have nothing in common with
      crowd phenomena such as generalized imitation. Unfortunately, this manner of reasoning seems oblivious to the
      fact that imitation can be a very good strategy for coping with the social world’s complexity, especially in
      situations of uncertainty, and therefore can be defended on perfectly rational grounds. Dupuy’s examples recall
      some of the biases proposed by Richerson and Boyd. For instance, imitation makes sense if the subject being
      imitated is already being imitated by others, or it is advantageous to follow the majority opinion because one’s
      interest can be better served by falling in line with the majority (Dupuy 2004, 281–86).
    


    
      But such mimetic rationalities, though they can be defended from the point of view of Homo
      economicus, do not guarantee access to correct knowledge. Notoriously, the power of an opinion increases with
      the number of individuals who share it. This is the process known as positive feedback. Unlike most market
      theorists, Hayek did not ignore the role of imitation in directing individual behavior, but according to Dupuy
      (2004, 285), he completely disregarded its ambivalent nature and “tragic side.” Because imitation relies on
      self-reinforcing dynamics, its effects can be diametrically opposed. It may be beneficial if the correct
      information is present and recognized as such. But it may just as easily become a source of illusion and waste if the wrong models are imitated. Without an “authentic transcendence to guide it,”
      that is, an external sign that can indicate what to imitate and when to stop imitating, imitation dynamics can
      take a very bad turn and create worlds that are totally disconnected from reality (287). To elucidate this point,
      Dupuy evoked an example that resonates with the unfortunate consequences of the 2008 financial crisis:
      speculative behavior. Speculators can serve as models although they are not themselves in possession of coveted
      information, or worse, they can be encouraged to imitate those who imitate them under the spell of
      self-reinforcing dynamics. A given opinion can thus become the principal cause of itself, and lead to convergence
      on values that are completely arbitrary with respect to the real market value of a certain variable (for
      instance, the price of a security).
    


    
      The process described above is similar, to some extent, to the evolutionary concept of path dependence: a
      situation in which present and future actions are conditioned by previous ones for no good reason other than
      precedence. Path dependence is a phenomenon well studied in technological evolution, and it explains the
      dominance of suboptimal techniques because of historical “accidents.” A certain technique may be favored by
      chance at outset and then benefit from a selective advantage that is amplified as the number of users grows. This
      technique can eventually come to dominate the market even though another technique might have been more
      advantageous for everyone if only chance had selected it from the start. Technological evolution thus has a
      strong propensity to get locked into undesirable paths from which it is harder and harder to remove it (Dupuy
      2004, 284). The paleontologist Stephen J. Gould illustrated this idea in a famous article, “The Panda’s Thumb of
      Technology” (Gould 1987).
    


    
      Gould explained that the QWERTY computer keyboard configuration (named for the six letters in the top row,
      starting from the left) is a remnant of the first typewriters. Back in the day, it was beneficial to separate
      letters whose keys might get jammed together during speed typing. And so a prototype was invented in which common
      letters such as A and E were allotted to weak fingers or dispersed to
      positions requiring a long stretch. The advantages of the QWERTY configuration disappeared with the arrival of
      better typewriters in the late nineteenth century, and other designs proved superior in competitions for speed
      typing. But due to a string of historical coincidences, colorfully narrated by Gould, we still use QWERTY
      keyboards today. For Gould, this was proof that despite important differences between biological and cultural
      evolution, some general principles govern both processes of historical change. In particular, contingent
      events can play a crucial role in the long run, and evolution does not lead to
      optimality. One should therefore be wary of the human tendency to seek patterns and find cause and meaning in all
      events. Gould labeled this bias “adaptationism,” and criticized severely “the notion that everything must fit,
      must have a purpose, and in the strongest version, must be for the best” (Gould 1987, 68).
    


    
      Hayek seems to have fallen prey to this bias. He assumed that what has survived in evolution must serve a
      function (see Sugden 1993, 397–98). This was the reason that he advocated following tradition (see Feser 2006a).
      He perceived tradition as a repository of rules that together represent “the product of a slow process of
      evolution in the course of which more experience and knowledge has been precipitated in them than any one person
      can fully know” (Hayek 1967, 92). In line with Burke’s reasoning, which Hayek hoped to buttress with evolutionary
      arguments, he defended the wisdom of the ages against the private stock of individual reason. Tradition, Hayek
      wrote (1988, 143–47), should not be conceived as “merely cultural,” in the sense that it can be changed at will.
      In fact, the dichotomy between “natural” and “artificial” was an anachronistic heritage of Greek philosophy and
      its distinction between intelligent design and innate impulses (see chapter 1, p. 24). A true understanding of the role of tradition necessitated
      overcoming this false division, and recognizing that human reason depends heavily on imitative learning and on
      rule following:
    


    
      
        Just as instinct is older than custom and tradition, so then are the latter older than reason: custom and
        tradition stand between instinct and reason—logically, psychologically, temporally. They
        are due neither to what is sometimes called the unconscious, nor to rational understanding. Though they are
        based on human experience because shaped in the course of cultural evolution, they were not formed by drawing
        reasoned conclusions from certain facts or from an awareness that things behaved in a particular way. (23)
      

    


    
      According to Hayek, humans first learned to follow a repertoire of transmitted customs, which gave our species an
      increased capacity to adapt to changing conditions, and only afterward did we acquire the kind of knowledge about
      the environment that enables us to predict and anticipate certain results. As he put it (1973, 18), “Man acted
      before he thought and did not understand before he acted. What we call understanding, is in the last resort
      simply his capacity to respond to his environment with a pattern of actions that helps him to persist.” This
      claim formed the kernel of Hayek’s evolutionary critique of rationalism, which supplemented his earlier
      attack on the French philosophical tradition. He declared that “one should never
      assume that our reason is in the higher critical position.” Those who do are guilty of the “hubris of reason.”
      They erroneously suppose that one can “dispense with abstraction and achieve a full mastery of the concrete and
      thus positively master the social process” (33). According to Hayek, instead of a move toward a more advanced
      state of existence, this mode of thinking entails a relapse into the anthropomorphic bias, and “substitutes a
      virtually supernatural postulate for scientific explanation” (Hayek 1988, 22). It is the “fatal conceit” to which
      the title of Hayek’s last work refers.
    


    
      The depiction of tradition as the product of an evolution “guided not by reason but by success” (Hayek 1979, 166)
      provided the foundation for Hayek’s theory of cultural group selection. To the first postulate, that rules of
      conduct are observed without being known to the acting person in an explicit or articulated form, he added a
      second one: certain rules of conduct were selected because they provided an advantage to the group in which they
      were practiced.
    


    
      
        Learning from experience, among men no less than among animals, is a process not primarily of reasoning but of
        the observance, spreading, transmission and development of practices which have prevailed because they were
        successful—often not because they conferred any recognizable benefit on the acting individual but because they
        increased the chances of survival of the group to which he belonged. (Hayek 1973, 18)
      

    


    
      Before delving into the details of Hayek’s theory of group selection in the next chapter, it is important to note
      that he envisaged this process as operating on systems of rules, or traditions, not on individual rules of
      conduct (Hayek 1967, 71; see also Hayek 1973, 74, and Feser 2003, 24). In other words, what is selected in this
      process is a certain form of group behavior, and through it, individual behavior. This is a very different
      perspective from the one associated with Richard Dawkins’s The Selfish Gene (1976) or with
      Gary Becker’s rational choice theory (see chap. 3, p. 99). According to Hayek’s theory, the survival of a new
      rule depends on its effect on the fitness level of the group to which it contributed, together with other,
      preexisting rules. In turn, this fitness effect—the focus of cultural group selection—conditions individual
      behavior by favoring those individuals who “at each stage of the evolution of the group tended to act according
      to such rules as made the group more efficient” (Hayek 1967, 72). Thus, for psychology to truly explain why
      individuals observe rules of conduct, “a great part of it will have to become evolutionary social psychology”
      (73). Similarly, the various social disciplines, such as sociology and political
      science, must come to terms with the fact that modern civilization evolved in part in an unintended manner, and
      that this fact places fundamental limits on future reforms and on the scope of rational design:
    


    
      
        The existence of our kind of society, and even of human beings thinking as we do, may be due to phases in the
        evolution of our species without which neither the present order nor the existing kinds of individual minds
        could have arisen, and from the legacy of which we can never wholly free ourselves. We can judge and modify all
        our views and beliefs only within a framework of opinion and values which, though they will gradually change,
        are for us a given result of that evolution. (75)
      

    


    
      Hayek’s statement reveals why the idea of group selection appealed to him. It provided an evolutionary anchor for
      the claim that “our kind of society”—by which designation he intended Western, free market civilization—is the
      product of a selection process that operated first on the social level, and second on individual cognition.
      Therefore, our opinions and beliefs concerning the social order should bow to the weight of a tradition that has
      fashioned them, and which was selected because it allowed the groups that adopted it to prosper more than others.
      In practice, “our attitude ought to be similar to that of a physician toward a living organism; like him we have
      to deal with a self-maintaining whole which is kept going by forces which we cannot replace and which we must
      therefore use in all we try to achieve” (Hayek [1960] 1971, 62). But Hayek’s analogy is misconstrued. In order to
      return the body to a state of health, physicians intervene in all kinds of ways, from the administration of drugs
      to the performance of invasive procedures. Hayek seems to have assumed that the “self-maintaining” forces of the
      free market require no important interventions for their smooth operation. They naturally lead to desirable
      results, just as cultural evolution naturally leads to the selection of the most efficient social structure: the
      free market. Yet neither the former view nor the latter can be upheld with the aid of evolutionary arguments.
      Evolution does not lead to optimal outcomes (only to those that locally prove better than others), nor can
      evolution be viewed as a process that follows a specific, predetermined direction.
    


    
      Hayek defended this apparent lapse toward teleology by arguing that his interpretation of cultural evolution is
      “entirely in order so long as it does not imply design by a maker but merely the recognition that the kind of
      structure would not have perpetuated itself if it did not act in a manner likely to
      produce certain effects, and that it has evolved through those prevailing at each stage who did” (Hayek 1967,
      77). In other words, even though the spontaneous order is the result of the purposive behavior of individuals
      whose “actions tend to secure the preservation or restoration of that order,” it has no purpose, as it was not
      created by an outside agency. Hayek specified:
    


    
      
        The use of “purposive” in this sense as a sort of “teleological shorthand,” as it has been called by
        biologists, is unobjectionable so long as we do not imply an awareness of purpose on the part of the elements,
        but mean merely that the elements have acquired regularities of conduct conducive to the maintenance of the
        order—presumably because those who did act in certain ways had within the resulting order a better chance of
        survival than those who did not. (Hayek 1973, 39)
      

    


    
      Hayek believed that such qualifications were enough to rid him of the accusation that his theory was
      teleological. But using the expression “spontaneous order” to describe both the process of cultural evolution
      (i.e., the emergence of the free market through cultural group selection) and its outcome (a free market society)
      reveals a fundamental contradiction. If evolution is the emergence of a specific order, it is no longer an
      open-ended process. This teleological twist proved particularly problematic when Hayek developed the details of
      his theory. As we shall see in the next chapter, he offered a historical narrative that seemed to disregard
      certain problems that arise from the characterization of cultural advancement as a process that owes little to
      human will or to our cognitive faculties. Hayek nonetheless seemed confident enough to draw from his reflections
      an unequivocal conclusion: “The Brain is an organ enabling us to absorb, but not to design
      culture” (Hayek 1979, 157).
    


    
      To avoid confusion of the term order with the idea of intentional design, Hayek proposed an
      alternative name for the spontaneous order: “Catallaxy.” This term was previously suggested by Ludwig von Mises
      and derived from the Greek verb katallattein/katallassein, which means “to change” or “to
      exchange.” With this alternative designation, Hayek hoped to mark a difference between his perception of
      economics as “catallactics,” that is, the science of mutual adjustment of many individual plans/behaviors, and
      the original meaning of oikonomia as “household management,” with its top-down connotation.
      Other meanings of the verb katallattein, which spoke directly to Hayek’s theory of cultural
      group selection, are “to admit into the community” and “to change from enemy into friend” (Hayek 1976,
      108–9). But the name “Catallaxy” never caught, and Hayek continued to use the term
      order, insisting all the while on the fundamental difference between a “made,” exogenous
      order (taxis), which is created by design, and a “grown,” endogenous order (kosmos), which is set from within (Hayek 1973, chap. 2).
    


    
      One such difference concerned the manner of studying and understanding the two different kinds of orders. The
      only way to make sense of spontaneous orders, Hayek maintained, is through a theory of their evolution, or what
      physicists call a cosmology. Hayek explained that spontaneous orders include inanimate reduplicating structures
      such as galaxies, solar systems, and crystals. The study of the formation of these structures is akin to mentally
      reconstructing the social order by tracing the relations that exist between its elements. This type of
      examination, he insisted, is the only reason for the existence of the social sciences, whose objective is to
      explain structures that we cannot see or intuitively perceive. Social scientists would therefore do best to
      employ investigative procedures similar to the ones used in geology or biology (Hayek 1973, 71, 74, 76; 1976,
      38). Hayek believed that linguistics and “the theory of the market order of free human societies” were the only
      examples of systematic and prolonged research of this type in the social sciences. Most economists, however, were
      not fully aware of what they were trying to do (Hayek 1967, 72). This was in part due to a belief that statistics
      could be used to discover constant quantitative relationships within social structures by observing the behavior
      of particular aggregates or averages (Hayek 1979, 201n35). It was also due to the fact that a true understanding
      of the spontaneous social order requires an “inversion of the relation between cause and effect” (Hayek 1967,
      77).
    


    
      The inversion Hayek referred to, and later equated with Donald T. Campbell’s concept of “downward causation”
      (Hayek 1979, 158), can be more accurately described as a two-way causal relationship. This particular type of
      causality emanates from Hayek’s depiction of the spontaneous social order as “probably the most complex structure
      in the universe.” It is “a structure in which biological organisms that are already highly complex have acquired
      the capacity to learn, to assimilate, parts of super-personal traditions enabling them to adapt themselves from
      moment to moment into an ever-changing structure possessing an order of a still higher level of complexity”
      (Hayek 1988, 127). The integration of the two levels of complexity means that the adaptation of the parts to the
      whole is necessary for explaining why the whole exists. At the same time, the whole is more than the sum total of
      its components. It cannot be reduced to the regularities observed in the actions of the individuals, since these
      actions are in part determined by the inclusion of the individuals in the whole. “We
      are bound,” Hayek summarized (1967, 77), “to explain the fact that the elements behave in a certain way by the
      circumstance that this sort of conduct is most likely to preserve the whole—on the preservation of which depends
      the preservation of the individuals, which would therefore not exist if they did not behave in this manner.”
    


    
      To recapitulate: according to Hayek, in the interaction between the two levels of complexity, the more
      comprehensive complex structure, the spontaneous social order, influences and fashions the lower complex
      structures, namely the individuals whose behaviors lead to the emergence of said order. Certain behaviors exist
      in a specific form only because within a given society it has been advantageous to develop and conserve them in
      that form. And so long as they subsist, the order is maintained:
    


    
      
        If there exist recurrent and persistent structures of a certain type (i.e. showing a certain order), this is
        due to the elements responding to external influences which they are likely to encounter in a manner which
        brings about the preservation or restoration of this order; and on this, in turn may be dependent the chances
        of the individuals to preserve themselves. (Hayek 1967, 71)
      

    


    
      To support this claim, Hayek evoked biological examples such as the arrow formation of migrating wild geese, the
      defensive ring of the buffaloes, or the manner in which lionesses drive the prey toward the male for the kill.
      These instances, he explained (1967, 69), show that it is not an awareness of the overall pattern by the
      individual that leads to its emergence, but the following of rules that direct the individual’s response to the
      immediate environment and coordinate the actions of several individuals. The reason these rules survive is
      “because groups of individuals which have thus behaved have displaced those which did not do so” (70). Hayek
      quoted the British sociologist Alexander M. Carr-Saunders and the zoologist Vero C. Wynne-Edwards as his main
      references for the idea of group selection. But, as the following analysis will show, his concept of group
      selection was totally different from theirs. Furthermore, Hayek’s theory is so heavily influenced by his
      political views that it fits rather poorly the purported designation of evolutionary.
    

  


  
    CHAPTER THREE


    Believe and Prosper


    GROUP SELECTION AND MORAL EVOLUTION


    
      The most detailed accounts of Hayek’s theory of cultural group selection can be found in three sources: the
      epilogue to the third volume of Law, Legislation and Liberty (1979), a subsequent article on
      the origins of morality ([1983] 1984), and the unfinished book The Fatal Conceit (1988).
      However, as previously noted, preliminary accounts appeared in The Constitution of Liberty
      ([1960] 1971), and in the various articles that followed its publication (1967).1
    


    
      There are interpretative difficulties concerning The Fatal Conceit. It is not clear how much
      of the book should be attributed to Hayek and how much to the philosopher William Warren Bartley III, who was
      initially hired to help as editor but became increasingly involved in the writing process as Hayek’s health
      deteriorated. The Fatal Conceit was also the target of strong criticism. One of Hayek’s
      reviewers wrote (Miller 1989, 310), “I believe that many of Hayek’s admirers will wish privately that the book
      had not been published, his reputation in political thought left to rest instead on his major works The Constitution of Liberty and Law, Legislation and Liberty.” This comment
      aside, The Fatal Conceit offers precious insights into Hayek’s theory, and its contents can
      be consulted in combination with the other sources mentioned above.
    


    
      According to Hayek’s evolutionary hypothesis, during the longer part of our species’ history—more than a hundred
      thousand years, or approximately fifty thousand generations—humans lived in small bands of fifteen to forty
      people (Hayek 1979, 160; 1988, 135). This type of social existence was conducive to the development of solidarity
      and altruism, since the members of small bands knew one another, trusted one
      another, and shared goals and aims that coordinated their activities. Indeed, Hayek argued (1988, 12) that the
      primitive individualism described by Thomas Hobbes never existed: “The savage is not solitary, and his instinct
      is collectivist.” He further specified that the neural structure we developed in the “face-to-face troop,” which
      consisted of a relatively small number of recognizable members, was adapted to an entirely different life from
      the one we have had in the past five hundred generations, or for most of us only one hundred generations.
    


    
      Our modern societies are big and based on an extended order of cooperation between individuals unknown to each
      other, while our instincts of solidarity and altruism are limited to the members of the small band. The “Great
      Society,” as Hayek referred to modern civilization, is great in the literal sense, and because of that also
      metaphorically so. It follows that the “natural morality,” which consolidated the small group, was insufficient
      to supply the moral glue for modern civilization. Hayek even argued that to designate as “morality” the instincts
      that welded together the small group was a mistake, because innate reflexes have no moral quality, “and
      ‘sociobiologists’ who apply terms like altruism to them (and who should, to be consistent, regard copulation as
      the most altruistic) are plainly wrong. Only if we mean to say that we ought to follow
      ‘altruistic’ emotions does altruism become a moral concept” (Hayek 1988, 12; see also 1979, 167).
    


    
      The process of cultural evolution seemed therefore to contain a contradiction, since as Hayek acknowledged (1988,
      19), “natural man [is] unsuited to the extended order.” This order can be viewed as unnatural, “in the common
      meaning of not conforming to man’s biological endowments” (ibid.). Jack Birner (2015, 174) noted a similarity
      between this claim and the theory advanced by the anthropologists Jerome H. Barkow and John Tooby and the
      psychologist Leda Cosmides (1992). According to their view, the human mind has stayed behind in the development
      of culture and is more adapted to the environment of primitive hunter-gatherers than to modern society. Recent
      scholarship, however, contests this idea (see Bolhuis et al. 2011), thus challenging a key element in Hayek’s
      theory. But to Hayek, the mismatch between humans’ natural inclinations and the rules of the extended order of
      civilization was a crucial element, as it provided the evolutionary justification for his attack against
      socialist politics. He argued that those seeking to improve society by appealing to the sentiment of solidarity,
      and who call for its expansion, do not take into account the very foundations of modern civilization. They do not
      understand that for human society to evolve on a large scale, a new morality had to emerge, one better suited
      to expansion and to the coordination of the actions of many individuals with
      different goals and aims. This new morality was a morality geared toward growth, which in alignment with Hayek’s
      political position comprised the rules of the market.
    


    
      Hayek’s list of rules includes regulations concerning “several” (viz. private) property, honesty, contract,
      exchange, trade, competition, gain, and privacy. He maintained that the various steps in the transition to market
      economy—for example, the recognition of private property through land enclosures, the allowance of competition
      with fellow craftsmen in the same trade, and the lending of money with interest—were all “breaches of that
      ‘solidarity’ which governed the small group” (Hayek 1979, 162). The powers that be “generally resisted rather
      than assisted changes conflicting with traditional views about what was right or just.” What’s more, the
      enforcement of newly learned rules sometimes blocked the next step of evolution (Hayek 1988, 20). This explains
      the feelings of guilt or bad conscience, which often accompany the acquisition of material success in the free
      market. Such sentiments are vestigial impulses that disserve the Great Society, since “continued obedience to the
      command to treat all men as neighbors would have prevented the growth of an extended order” (13). The striving
      for financial gain, though it makes us withhold from known, needy neighbors what they might require, helps us to
      “serve the unknown needs of thousands of unknown others” (Hayek 1979, 162–65):
    


    
      
        As we now know, in the evolution of the structure of human activities, profitability works as a signal that
        guides selection towards what makes man more fruitful; only what is more profitable will, as a rule, nourish
        more people, for it sacrifices less than it adds. (Hayek 1988, 46)
      

    


    
      The conflict between our natural, solidarity-based morality and the mores of the market required de facto
      repression of this former. As Hayek dryly put it, “We may not like the fact that our morals have been shaped
      mainly by their suitability to increase our numbers, but we have little choice in the matter” (1988, 134). He
      argued that the decisive change from animal to human was due to the replacement of innate responses by culturally
      learned rules and restraints (17). He also emphasized that there is no reason to expect that evolution should
      produce happiness or gratify human emotions (64). Pleasure was a useful guide only in primitive conditions, when
      it made the individual do what was required for the preservation of the group. Under the rules of the market an
      immense proliferation of humanity became possible, but this did not entail increased happiness for all
      individuals. Market rules require from us a lot that is unpleasant, such as
      competition and seeing others succeed better than ourselves, and this is why we dislike them so much.
      “Competition,” Hayek wrote (1979, 77), “is, after all, always a process in which a small number makes it
      necessary for large numbers to do what they do not like, be it to work harder, to change habits, or to devote a
      degree of attention, continuous application, or regularity to their work which without competition would not be
      needed.” In short, we have become civilized against our wishes: “it was the price [we] had to pay for being able
      to raise a larger number of children” (168). A revealing sign of how poorly this development is understood was
      the general view that “cooperation is better than competition”:
    


    
      
        Cooperation, like solidarity, presupposes a large measure of agreement on ends as well as methods employed in
        their pursuit. It makes sense in a small group whose members share particular habits, knowledge and beliefs
        about possibilities. It makes hardly any sense when the problem is to adapt to unknown circumstances; yet it is
        this adaptation to the unknown on which the coordination of efforts in the extended order rests. Competition is
        a procedure of discovery, a procedure involved in all evolution, that led man unwittingly to respond to novel
        situations; and through further competition, not through agreement, we gradually increase our efficiency.
        (Hayek 1988, 31)
      

    


    
      According to Hayek, basic misunderstanding of this truth led the “rationalist philosophers,” from Rousseau to
      Habermas, to introduce the conscious pursuit of happiness as the goal of morality. Worst of all was Freud: “the
      greatest destroyer of culture.” By aiming to undo culturally acquired repressions in order to set free our
      natural drives, his thought constituted a fatal attack on the basis of modern civilization (Hayek 1979, 174).
      Hayek avowedly sought to accomplish the exact opposite with his theory of cultural evolution (Hayek 1988, 18). He
      cautioned that the use of the adjective natural to denote a quality that is essentially good
      is misleading, specifically because one of the main functions of moral rules is to restrain natural instincts. If
      only what was required to preserve the order of the small band was described as natural or good, then we would
      have to designate as both unnatural and bad even the first steps toward modern civilization.
    


    
      In order to explain the shift from a small-group morality, governed by instinctual responses, to a market
      morality geared toward expansion, Hayek called on the idea of group selection. He first became acquainted with
      this notion through Alexander M. Carr-Saunders’s The Population Problem (1922), which he
      quoted practically each time he discussed cultural evolution (Hayek 1988, 16; see
      also Angner 2002, 700). The two men also knew each other personally. Carr-Saunders was nominated director of the
      London School of Economics while Hayek held a professorship there. A series of letters indicates that they also
      read each other’s writings (Angner 2002, 703). This, however, did not prevent Hayek from taking Carr-Saunders’s
      theory and turning it on its head in order for it to suit his own account of cultural evolution.
    


    
      To Carr-Saunders, group selection served the function of limiting reproduction. He was an Oxford-trained
      biologist-turned-sociologist who became known for his involvement in the British eugenics movement. In The Population Problem, he argued that every human population has an optimum size, meaning that it
      has an optimal number of members that maximizes return per capita, given its geographical conditions, its level
      of industrial development, its social conditions, and so forth. The “population problem” refers to the necessity
      of regulating demographic increase so that the optimum size is approximated. Carr-Saunders believed this was done
      through a process of group selection. According to the theory he developed, groups who adopt customs that serve
      to regulate the number of their members close to the desirable number have an advantage over groups with less
      advantageous customs in the constant struggle for existence. Carr-Saunders’s examples of such customs were
      practices of reproductive restraint such as abortion, sexual abstinence, and even infanticide in primitive
      societies. These customs cannot be explained, he argued, through a natural selection that maximizes individual
      reproductive success.
    


    
      Carr-Saunders’s interpretation of group selection as a mechanism that serves to regulate reproduction was picked
      up by the Oxford biologist Vero C. Wynne-Edwards and developed in detail in his famous treatise Animal Dispersion in Relation to Social Behaviour (1962), which Hayek also quoted (Hayek 1988, 156;
      see also Angner 2002, 707–8). Wynne-Edwards argued that groups of animals exhibiting the kind of behavior that
      helps them control their population size and density, and thus avoid overexploitation of resources in the habitat
      they occupy, have been favored by evolution. His theory was fiercely attacked by the American biologist George C.
      Williams in Adaptation and Natural Selection (1966), and rejected in favor of a
      gene-centered view of evolution. According to this view, adaptation should be explained with reference to the
      simplest unit of selection, namely the gene or competing versions of the same gene, since the gene is the only
      unit of heritable information. Williams’s gene-centered view was popularized in Richard Dawkins’s The Selfish Gene (1976) and adopted by most biologists at the time (see Borrello 2010).
    


    
      Hayek was aware of the attacks on group selection, which occurred around the time he
      elaborated his own theory. He was also cognizant of the success of “the new American science of sociobiology,”
      heralded by Edward Osborne Wilson’s publication Sociobiology: The Modern Synthesis (1975).
      In its last chapter Wilson proposed a gene-centered view of adaptive selection as the explanation for the vast
      panoply of human social behaviors. But all this did not discourage Hayek from making group selection the
      cornerstone of his theory of cultural evolution. He defended his position by claiming that although group
      selection may not appear to be as important as it first seemed when it was introduced to biology by Sewall Wright
      and Vero C. Wynne-Edwards, “there can be no doubt it is of the greatest importance for cultural evolution” (Hayek
      1979, 202n37). In Hayek’s mind, the proponents of sociobiology, as well as the pioneer figures in “the
      fascinating study of ethology”—Julian Huxley, Konrad Lorenz, and Nikolaas Tinbergen—all fell prey to the same
      mistake. They too rapidly applied the conclusions drawn from the observation of animals to the explanation of
      human conduct, and focused on genetic selection while “neglecting the decisively important selective evolution of
      rules and practices” (153–54).
    


    
      The source of this error resided, according to Hayek, in an intellectual legacy that drew inspiration from
      Charles Darwin’s biological theory instead of harking back to the older concept of cultural evolution found in
      the writings of Bernard Mandeville and David Hume. Hayek’s appraisal of Darwin’s contribution to evolutionary
      thinking was indeed very different in his writings about cultural evolution in comparison with his earlier
      articles about the methodology of the social sciences. Recall that Hayek credited Darwin with introducing a new
      mode of scientific explanation, pattern prediction, into sciences that study complex phenomena, for instance
      biology and economics. But when developing his own theory, he made it a point to argue that Darwin was not the
      originator of the idea of evolution but simply the naturalist who applied to the domain of biology the ideas of
      Mandeville and Hume, which he received via the intermediary of his grandfather Erasmus. “I have,” he wrote, “the
      greatest admiration for Charles Darwin as the first who succeeded in elaborating a consistent (if still
      incomplete) theory of evolution in any field. Yet his painstaking efforts to illustrate how the process of
      evolution operated in living organisms convinced the scientific community of what has long been commonplace in
      the humanities” (Hayek 1988, 23; see also Hayek [1960] 1971, 53; 1973, 23, 152–53n33).
    


    
      The economist Geoffrey Hodgson criticized Hayek’s account of the emergence of evolutionary ideas for being
      one-sided to the extreme. According to Hodgson, Hayek repeated the supposed influence of Mandeville and the Scottish philosophers, Hume and Adam Smith, on Darwin many times, yet hardly ever
      mentioned the important input that Darwin received from Thomas Malthus’s theory on population. In so doing, he
      failed to notice that the principle of selection, which follows from population pressure on resources and from
      the ensuing struggle for existence, does not predate Darwin (Hodgson 1993, 152–61; 2004, 292; 2010, 19). Hayek’s
      biographer, Bruce Caldwell, suggested that Hayek might have downplayed Malthus’s influence on Darwin because the
      Malthus-Darwin connection was already well known. Caldwell further hypothesized that by shifting the focus away
      from Malthus, Hayek could take a stab at John Maynard Keynes, since Keynes was responsible for the rehabilitation
      of Malthus among economists (Caldwell 2004b, 302). There are perhaps more fundamental reasons for Hayek’s effort
      to downplay both Darwin’s contribution to the study of cultural evolution and Malthus’s influence on Darwin. We
      will examine the first in this chapter and reserve the analysis of Hayek’s interpretation of Malthus’s theory for
      the next one.
    


    
      Hayek was clearly eager to dissociate himself from nineteenth-century social Darwinism, with its dubious
      connections to racism and eugenics. Criticizing the simplistic application of biological theory to the
      explanation of social phenomena, he decried the assumption “that any investigator into the evolution of human
      culture has to go to school with Darwin” (Hayek 1988, 23), and proclaimed, “A nineteenth-century social Darwinist
      who needed Darwin to teach him the idea of evolution was not worth his salt. Unfortunately some did, and produced
      views which under the name of ‘social Darwinism’ have since been responsible for the distrust with which the
      concept of evolution has been regarded by social scientists” (Hayek 1973, 23). To remedy this situation, Hayek
      took it upon himself to explain the important differences between the manner in which the process of selection
      operates in the cultural transmission of rules and practices, and the manner in which it operates in the
      selection of innate biological characteristics and in the transmission of physiological inheritance.
    


    
      Qualifying Darwinian selection as “genetic,” Hayek equated, perhaps inadvertently, Darwin’s biology with the
      gene-centered view. He argued that Darwinian selection was too slow to account for the quick development of
      civilization and therefore provided an unsatisfactory explanation. He also claimed that it ignores group
      selection. This description of Darwin’s view is erroneous on both accounts. Darwin’s theory of natural selection
      was not, strictly speaking, “genetic,” if only for the reason that he did not know much about heredity.
      Furthermore, Darwin incorporated into his theory Jean-Baptiste Lamarck’s law of use
      and disuse as well as the principle of inheritance of acquired characteristics. According to the law of use and
      disuse, a more frequent and continuous use of an organ gradually strengthens, develops, and enlarges that organ,
      while permanent disuse weakens and deteriorates it, eventually leading to its total disappearance. Lamarck
      believed that these changes, as well as other acquisitions or losses that occur as a result of the interaction of
      living organisms with their environment, could be transmitted to future generations through the principle of
      inheritance of acquired characteristics. Darwin did not exclude Lamarck’s “soft heredity,” and therefore his
      theory is very different from neo-Darwinism, which rejected Lamarck’s ideas and assigned total efficiency to
      natural selection. It is also different from the modern evolutionary synthesis that emerged in the first half of
      the twentieth century, and reconciled Mendelian genetics with the Darwinian principle of evolution by natural
      selection.
    


    
      Hayek was evidently not well versed in Darwin’s theory, and tended to confuse it with neo-Darwinism or with the
      modern evolutionary synthesis. Borrowing Julian Huxley’s expression (but with reference to Karl Popper), Hayek
      claimed that cultural evolution “simulates Lamarckism” rather than resemble Darwinian
      selection (Hayek 1988, 25). More surprisingly, he did not refer at all to Darwin’s theory of cultural evolution.
      Hayek is not the only economist to have had such an attitude. According to Alain Marciano (2007, 683), most of
      the time economists ignore the fact that Darwin developed his own theory of social evolution, preferring to view
      him as a biologist only. John Laurent (2001, 17) also claimed that economists usually do not know much about
      Darwin or his writings, even those interested in evolutionary economics. But Hayek’s case is especially curious,
      since unlike his colleagues his interest in evolutionary thought was not limited to a few side comments or the
      occasional analogy. He developed his own theory of cultural evolution, which occupies a central place in his
      defense of the free market. Moreover, this theory relies on group selection, an idea originally introduced by
      Darwin. It was therefore incumbent upon Hayek, for he claimed the mantle of evolutionary theory, to know the
      source better.
    


    
      Darwin evoked for the first time what he called “community selection” in On the Origin of
      Species, in order to explain the conundrum of neuter insects. The existence of such insects appeared to him
      to be an “insuperable and actually fatal” threat to his theory of natural selection. The reason was obvious: a
      trait such as sterility, even if it were advantageous in certain situations, could not be passed on to future
      generations through selection and reproduction. Darwin resolved this difficulty by turning to group
      selection. He argued that selection could apply to the family as well as to the
      individual, and proposed the following scenario. A slight modification of structure or instinct correlated with
      the sterile condition of certain members of a community of insects has turned out to be advantageous to that
      community. Consequently, the fertile males and females of the same community flourished and transmitted to their
      fertile offspring a tendency to produce sterile members having the same modification (C. Darwin [1859] 2003,
      235–40). Given the important role reserved for genetic relatedness in Darwin’s explanation, some (e.g., the
      philosopher Michael Ruse [1980, 615]) have argued that Darwin was not a group selectionist, and that he opted for
      hypotheses supposing selection always to work at the level of the individual in the nonhuman world (for a
      different view, see Sober 2011). Group selection in humans, however, was a different story, as Ruse himself
      recognized (see also Richards 1987).
    


    
      In The Descent of Man, Darwin used the idea of community selection to explain the
      development of the moral sense in humans. As in the case of neuter insects, he initially had a problem
      reconciling the existence of morality with the theory of natural selection. On the one hand, it seemed that the
      principle of natural selection could not favor the rise of prosocial behavior. Imagine, as Darwin did in
      The Descent of Man, a society of selfish people. An individual willing to sacrifice him- or
      herself would be exploited by others, her/his children would have worse chances of survival, and in the extreme
      case, s/he would die and not leave any offspring. On average, altruistic individuals would therefore perish more
      often than selfish individuals, and there would be a natural selection against altruism and prosocial behavior.
      On the other hand, Darwin agreed with the hypothesis advanced by the co-discoverer of the principle of evolution
      by natural selection, Alfred Russel Wallace (1864), according to which “When two tribes of primeval man, living
      in the same country, came into competition, if the one tribe included (other circumstances being equal) a greater
      number of courageous, sympathetic and faithful members, who were always ready to warn each other of danger, to
      aid and defend each other, this tribe would without doubt succeed best and conquer the other” (C. Darwin [1871]
      1981, 162). Thus, what appeared to be a winning strategy on the individual level, namely selfish behavior, was a
      losing strategy on the group level:
    


    
      
        It must not be forgotten that although a high standard of morality gives but a slight or no advantage to each
        individual man and his children over the other men of the same tribe, yet that an advancement in the standard
        of morality and an increase in the number of well-endowed men will certainly give immense advantage to one
        tribe over another. There can be no doubt that a tribe including many members who,
        from possessing in a high degree the spirit of patriotism, fidelity, obedience, courage and sympathy, were
        always ready to give aid to each other and to sacrifice themselves for the common good, would be victorious
        over most other tribes; and this would be natural selection. (166)
      

    


    
      To resolve the apparent contradiction between behaviors favored by evolution on the individual and the group
      levels, Darwin proposed a new account for the development of the moral sentiments. He put forward the hypothesis
      that as humans’ reasoning powers evolved, combined with accumulated experience, individuals learned that helping
      others increases the chances of getting help in return. From this “low motive”—today we would call it reciprocal
      altruism—humans acquired the habit to help, which in turn strengthened preexisting feelings of sympathy. With the
      development of communication skills—especially the language of praise and blame—the setup was in place for
      selection to favor prosocial behavior within the group (C. Darwin [1871] 1981, 163–65). Since groups that
      possessed social and moral qualities in the highest degrees spread and were victorious over other groups in
      ongoing tribal wars, these qualities became more pronounced and diffuse. In this manner, natural selection could
      act indirectly on the individual and promote altruistic traits through the preservation of groups that exhibited
      moral behavior.
    


    
      Notice a telling difference between Darwin and Hayek in their manner of approaching the question of cultural and
      moral evolution. Darwin was eager to find out whether his theory could account for a given trait: the human moral
      sense. He did not endeavor to define morality, preferring rather shrewdly to refer cursorily to notions of duty
      and sacrifice, and defer to the authority of Immanuel Kant in the matter. He then declared, “This question has
      been discussed by many great writers of consummate ability; and my sole excuse for touching on it is the
      impossibility of here passing it over, and because, as far as I know, no one has approached it exclusively from
      the side of natural history” (C. Darwin [1871] 1981, 71). Hayek’s interest in the origins of morality had a
      different motivation: it was part of a larger intellectual project to prove the supremacy of free market
      capitalism. To the seemingly neutral query, “How does our morality emerge, and what implications may its mode of
      coming into being have for our economic and political life?” he added (1988, 8–10), “The contention that we are
      constrained to preserve capitalism because of its superior capacity to utilize dispersed knowledge raises the
      question of how we came to acquire such an irreplaceable economic order.” This bias in favor of capitalism led
      Hayek to reformulate the problem. His was not an attempt to explain an observed phenomenon—prosocial behavior—but
      to justify a political view.
    


    
      In order to buttress this view, Hayek did not shy away from a redefinition of
      morality in terms of profit and growth instead of solidarity and altruism, which he viewed as primitive drives.
      “Civilization,” he wrote (1979, 155), “has largely been made possible by subjugating the innate animal instincts
      to the non-rational customs which made possible the formation of larger orderly groups of gradually increasing
      size.” Conferring this new meaning onto morality, Hayek wittingly or unwittingly sidestepped one of the major
      questions in cultural evolution. He took it for granted that natural selection could account for moral behavior,
      something that troubled Darwin over many years and that continues to occupy modern researchers of human
      evolution. Hayek then proceeded to develop a narrative according to which the ascendance of free market morality
      was a process characterized by a “stratification of rules of conduct” and the superimposition of at least three
      principal layers of tradition.
    


    
      The first “solid, i.e. little changing foundation” contains genetically inherited drives within which old
      instinctual responses, such as solidarity and altruism, continue to retain importance. The second layer is made
      of abstract rules that humans did not choose. These rules were selected at the group level because of their
      contribution to the growth and expansion of the groups that adopted them. Finally, the third and thinnest layer
      encompasses rules deliberately designed to serve specific purposes. As a consequence of this stratification of
      layers, modern humans are “torn by conflicts” (Hayek 1979, 159–60). We are required to live simultaneously within
      different kinds of orders according to different and sometimes incompatible rules:
    


    
      
        If we were to apply the unmodified, uncurbed, rules of the micro-cosmos (i.e. of the small band or troop, or
        of, say, our families) to the macro-cosmos (our wider civilizations), as our instincts and sentimental
        yearnings often make us wish to do, we would destroy it. Yet if we were to always apply
        the rules of the extended order to our more intimate grouping, we would crush them. (Hayek
        1988, 18)
      

    


    
      This claim meant to provide the evolutionary basis for Hayek’s attack on the ideals of solidarity and altruism as
      social goals in the Great Society. It played an important role in his perception of the place of legislation and
      institutional design in the free market order, as we shall see in the next chapter. Hayek’s narrative did not,
      however, offer an explanation as to why the selective forces operating on the so-called second layer of cultural
      evolution should be stronger than those of the first layer, and why a morality of expansion should have prevailed
      over the older, small-group morality. He hoped to provide an answer by arguing that
      cultural evolution follows different rhythms, and by appealing to the notion of “path-breakers.” Alas, his
      analysis of the mechanisms of change leaves much to be desired.
    


    THE MYSTERIES OF
    CHANGE


    
      Hayek’s theory describes cultural evolution as an “accelerating development of civilization . . . that took place
      during the last 1 percent of the time during which Homo sapiens existed” (Hayek 1979, 156).
      In that short period, cultural evolution “swamp[ed] genetic evolution,” because it relied on the faster mechanism
      of transmission of acquired rules of behavior through imitation and learning (see also Hayek 1988, 16). It was
      able, in this manner, to substitute a morality based on the market rules for the small-group mindset. Hayek’s
      claim that cultural evolution is much faster than genetic evolution is shared by those at the forefront of
      research today: the above-mentioned gene-culture coevolution (or dual-inheritance theory) advanced by Peter
      Richerson and Rob Boyd. But their view is distinctly different from Hayek’s, and as the short comparison below
      demonstrates, it appears more balanced and guarded, while Hayek’s conclusions seem arbitrary and lacking in
      foundation.
    


    
      Richerson and Boyd (2005, 242) argued that the emergence of complex, cooperative societies over the last ten
      thousand to five thousand years could not have been the result of genetic change, because it happened too fast.
      Nor could it be the result of purely individual adaptation via rational choice or any other individual-level
      psychological process, because for this type of explanation it happened too slowly. Cultural traditions, they
      concluded, are the only elements that change on the appropriate timescale. Richerson and Boyd were careful,
      however, not to make the sweeping claim that because of its higher pace, cultural evolution “swamped” genetic
      evolution. “Cultural evolution,” they wrote (4), “has shaped our innate psychology as much as the other way
      around.” Since all human behavior must be rooted in biology, cultural evolution must be conditioned, to some
      extent, by our genes. At the same time, culturally evolved environments affect which genes are favored by natural
      selection. Finally, although Richerson and Boyd acknowledged that human complexity grew particularly rapidly in
      the most recent phase in the history of our species, they also maintained that cultural evolution started long
      before that time.
    


    
      Hayek’s account placed the emphasis instead on a very short chronological period—the rise of free market society,
      which he treated as a quantum leap that completely changed the rules of the game. In
      so doing, he discounted the views and beliefs of preceding millennia, during which time human morality evolved
      along different lines. As a result, his statement that cultural evolution is a process characterized by the
      superimposition of different layers of tradition is questionable, since his use of the latter term is
      inconsistent. On the one hand, Hayek applauded tradition when understood as the causal element behind the
      emergence of market society, proclaiming, “Man owes some of his most important endowments, which enabled him to
      keep milliards of his kind alive through the operation of an extended order transcending anyone’s perception, to
      an attitude which he acquired because group selection favored in the process of cultural evolution those groups
      whose traditional rules of conduct enabled them through the market to adapt their actions to effects of which
      they were not aware” (Hayek 1984, 321). On the other hand, he condemned the teachings of all previous traditions
      insofar as their moral precepts were obstacles to the advent of the market order. The economist Ragip Ege
      referred to this ambiguity as a problematic antagonism between two different concepts of the spontaneous order.
      One is general and pertains to all societies, since according to Hayek all social phenomena are of a spontaneous,
      complex character. Recall that to him, this characteristic constitutes the reason for the existence of
      theoretical social sciences. The other is restricted and reserves the appellation “spontaneous order” solely to
      the free market or to the so-called Great Society (Ege 1992, 1021).
    


    
      The unequal treatment of different types of traditions also entailed that what was true of group selection in the
      animal world was not true of it in the cultural domain. Hayek’s examples of the division of labor in insect
      societies, the arrow formation of migrating geese, and so on (see above, p. 81) meant to illustrate how simple,
      instinctive rules of individual behavior could unintentionally bring about the emergence of a pattern at the
      group level. But in the case of cultural group selection, he wanted to claim the contrary, namely that moral
      norms do not result from obedience to naturally evolved instincts; rather, they necessitate the subjugation of
      these last. This dissimilitude introduced a further difficulty: if the moral norms of the free market were
      opposed to our instinctual impulses, how did they first appear? Where did they come from? And how did they
      survive long enough to provide an advantage at the group level, and therefore be selected in competition between
      groups? Hayek’s answer to these questions was somewhat convoluted and left a number of issues unresolved. First
      among them is the role of human agency in cultural evolution.
    


    
      While Hayek allowed rational thought to dictate individual behavior—in fact, as
      mentioned in chapter 2, the very functioning of the free
      market depended on the rational responses of individuals to its signals—he refused to assign rationality a
      formative part in the emergence of group practices. This was the real reason he evoked group selection and
      insisted on the fact that the selection of rules occurs at the group level. The key element in his theory of
      cultural evolution was the claim that the rules of behavior of modern civilization have spread “not because men
      understood that they were more effective, or could calculate that they would lead to expansion, but simply
      because they enabled those groups practicing them to procreate more successfully and to include outsiders” (Hayek
      1988, 16).
    


    
      The emphasis on the unintentional character of cultural development allowed Hayek to align the idea of group
      selection with his anti-interventionist, free market position. In his view, understanding that the rules of
      modern civilization arose spontaneously entailed the realization that only minimal interference of the kind that
      guarantees free competition is required for progress to continue. In short, the role of human agency should be
      limited to the individual sphere. It need not, because it cannot, be extended to tackle problems of social
      organization. The best human rationality can do is to comprehend its own limitations and help the impersonal
      market forces operate as smoothly as possible. But in order to arrive at such a conclusion, Hayek’s evolutionary
      account had to sustain rather important logical contortions and inconsistencies.
    


    
      Take for instance the question of the origins of the rules underlying market morality. Hayek explained that the
      triggers in the process of change from the small-tribe mentality to the Great Society were individual
      “path-breakers.” These individuals took a risk at an opportune moment and were able to reap the profits of their
      ventures. But they were no social planners; they simply acted in their own personal benefit. How, therefore, were
      their individual actions transformed into group practices? And why did these spread? Such questions were
      particularly troubling in view of Hayek’s depiction of individual “path-breakers” as elements that disrupted the
      social fabric. They were “law-breakers” and “rule-breakers”: their infringements of the small-group solidarity
      were not made possible by a license to experiment but undertaken at the individual’s own risk, presumably when
      the profit to be made was sufficiently significant (Hayek 1988, 48; 1979, 167). Hayek believed that the practice
      of long-distance trade began in this way, namely with the toleration of limited barter with outsiders on the part
      of some members of the community. The same was true of the practice of lending money
      with interest, or of introducing variability into initially customary prices, which were all activities
      undertaken on a solitary basis (Hayek 1979, 161):
    


    
      
        I think that the first member of a small group who exchanged something with an outsider, the first man who
        pursued his own ends, not approved and decided by the head, or by the common emotions of the group, the first
        man above all who claimed private property for himself, particularly private property in land, the first man
        who, instead of giving his surplus product to his neighbors, traded elsewhere—not to speak about the later
        development with money and money lending, particularly money lending with interest—contributed to the
        development of an ethic that made the worldwide exchange society possible. (Hayek 1983b, 32–33)
      

    


    
      This was Hayek’s explanation of how individuals who used particular information to their own advantage introduced
      new forms of conduct. Those forms that proved successful spread by means of imitative learning, and were
      subsequently selected in competition between groups. Unfortunately, Hayek’s examples were difficult to reconcile
      with the model of a solitary, occasional practice that spread through imitation and group selection. It is not
      clear, for instance, how single members of the community could initiate the recognition of private property
      without the mutual, and presumably also rationally motivated, assent of their fellows. Why would the collectivity
      tolerate defiant behavior, even in the short run, which threatened its rules and traditions? How could an
      individual player adopt such conduct without being perceived as a disturbing element? Implausibly, Hayek argued
      that the success of an innovation by a rule-breaker, and the trust of those who followed him, depended on “the
      esteem he has earned by the scrupulous observation of most of the existing rules” (Hayek 1979, 167). Only the
      conscientious and the courageous would have been able, on rare occasions, to oppose general opinion and disregard
      a particular rule without suffering social punishment because their conduct was otherwise irreproachable, and
      because they would have won the respect of their fellows through their adherence to the prevailing moral code
      (171). But this claim conflicts with Hayek’s own definition of a group. It also raises serious doubts concerning
      the presumed ignorance on the part of path-breakers regarding the wider implications of their actions.
    


    
      Hayek defined a group as a society (of animals or humans) consisting of individuals who observe “such common
      rules of conduct as, in the circumstances in which they live, will produce an order of actions” (Hayek
      1967, 67). In a footnote he specified that he intended to use the pair of concepts
      “order and its elements” and “group and individuals” interchangeably, though the former was the more general term
      of which the latter was a particular case. Hayek’s definition of a group can be reformulated to yield the
      following statement: the observance of rules of conduct makes an individual a member of a given group. Indeed, he
      wrote (1973, 72), “An individual would be accepted as a member of a group only so long as he conformed to its
      rules.” He further specified that the existence of any moral rule would not be possible without discrimination
      against those who regularly infringe it and their exclusion from the group, or without people forbidding their
      children to mix with those who follow different moral sanctions:
    


    
      
        Nor can we, for the purpose of maintaining our society, accept all moral beliefs which are held with equal
        conviction as equally legitimate. . . . What makes an individual a member of society and gives him claims is
        that he obeys its rules. Wholly contradictory views may give him rights in other societies but not in ours. For
        the science of anthropology all cultures or morals may be equally good, but we maintain our society by treating
        others as less so. (Hayek 1979, 171–72)
      

    


    
      Ege commented that Hayek’s attitude is indeed the opposite of the anthropologist Claude Lévi-Strauss’s, for whom
      all societies are spontaneous orders and no society can be considered as more “adult” or less archaic than
      another (Ege 1992, 1019–20). Evidently, rule obedience was in Hayek’s opinion the most important criterion for
      group membership. And how closely one followed the rules directly related to one’s position in society: “All
      morals rest on the different esteem in which different persons are held by their fellows according to their
      conforming to accepted moral standards” (Hayek 1979, 171). The observance of moral rules entails therefore
      drawing distinctions both between and within groups. Between groups, it serves as a demarcating criterion that
      separates “us” from “them.” Within groups, it is an indicator of status according to an increasing scale of
      value. Some excel in their observance of the moral code more than others, and their success confers them with
      superior standing. This privileged position allows the more adventurous individuals to break the law and “brave
      the censure of their fellows” when the incentive to do so is sufficiently strong (Hayek [1960] 1971, 56). Hayek
      emphasized the importance of having a system of law enforcement flexible enough so that individuals could
      transgress the law when it seemed a risk worthwhile taking. Without this flexibility, a gradual evolution of
      rules based on experimentation rather than wholesale abrupt changes would have been impossible.
    


    
      It is rather odd that Hayek believed that the most conservative elements in
      society—dominant individuals, who adhere most strictly to existing rules—would also be the agents of change. He
      claimed that the new practices introduced by such individuals were more likely to be imitated than lead to the
      expulsion of their progenitors from the group. Yet he also admitted that dominant individuals are usually firmly
      set in their ways, and therefore not likely to change their habits. This rather confusing view of the importance
      of the order of rank with regard to determining which new practices will spread was not helped by Hayek’s chosen
      biological example. He called to mind a famous experiment with Japanese macaque monkeys in which new food habits
      were acquired more readily by the young rather than the older members of the group (Hayek 1973, 163–64n7). Again,
      Hayek drew a tenuous analogy between the kind of animal behavior that follows direct biological drives and more
      complex social rules, which according to his theory suppressed instinctual, small-group morality in favor of free
      market rules (see also D. R. Steele 1987, 191). Had he allowed a more significant role for human agency and
      rationality in the motivations that led path-breakers to infringe upon accepted practices, and others to follow
      them, his claim concerning the respect they must have enjoyed among their peers would have been more convincing.
      But Hayek insisted:
    


    
      
        And the law-breakers, who were to be path-breakers, certainly did not introduce the new rules because they
        recognized that they were beneficial to the community, but they simply started some practices advantageous to
        them which then did prove beneficial to the group in which they prevailed. . . . Man did not
        adopt new rules of conduct because he was intelligent. He became intelligent by submitting to new rules of
        conduct. (Hayek 1979, 161, 163)
      

    


    
      Depicting individuals, both innovative path-breakers and those who imitated them, as unable to perceive the
      multiple, long-run effects of their actions was important for Hayek’s theory, because it justified the claim that
      modern civilization evolved in an unintentional manner. Similarly, he maintained that the only utility that can
      be said to have determined the rules of conduct is “not a utility known to the acting persons, but only a
      hypothesized ‘utility’ to society as a whole.” Utilitarianism was problematic in his eyes, because it presupposes
      knowledge of the particular facts of our individual actions and thus completely eliminates the factor that makes
      rules necessary, namely our ignorance of these very facts. There would be no need for rules if people knew
      everything, and thus “strict act-utilitarianism . . . must lead to the rejection of all rules” (Hayek 1976, 20–22; see also Feser 2003, 49–50). In his final work, Hayek repeated this claim, echoing
      Kant’s philosophy when he wrote, “The ends do not make the action good or bad, but the rules observed, that is
      what allows us to confer benefits beyond the range of our concrete knowledge” (Hayek 1988, 81). He further
      emphasized the mistake involved in explaining morals from a utilitarian perspective, declaring, “We have never
      been able to choose our morals. Though there is a tendency to interpret goodness in a utilitarian way, to claim
      that ‘good’ is what brings about desired results, this claim is neither true nor useful” (133).
    


    
      Hayek’s anti-utilitarian reasoning aligned with his critique of the “unprofitable discussions about the degree of
      ‘rationality’ which economic theory is alleged to assume” (Hayek 1967, 72). Social science, he asserted, is not a
      science of behavior strictly speaking. This position prompted the philosopher John Gray to argue that the
      rational choice approach, most famously championed by Gary Becker of the Chicago school, is hard to reconcile
      with Hayek’s conception of man as a rule-following animal. Indeed, according to Hayek’s logic, maximizing
      behavior cannot be the predominant paradigm of rationality in individual conduct, since this conduct is enacted
      through the mediation of internalized, metaconscious, “abstract” rules to which our cognizant reflections have
      only limited access. Correspondingly, rule following cannot be accounted for, as in Becker’s view, through the
      idea that individuals seek to diminish the cost of learning and experimentation by observing accepted customs
      (Gray 1984, 46–52). Although Becker came to endorse natural selection as a supportive explanatory framework of
      rational choice theory, his view is very different from Hayek’s theory of cultural evolution. To Becker,
      selection in the domain of human social behavior can essentially be reduced to individual utility maximization,
      viewed as the source of increase in survival value (Becker 1976). To Hayek, cultural evolution relies on a
      selection of rules that occurs at the meta-individual level, and he insisted on clearly distinguishing “between
      the regularities of individual conduct which are defined by rules and the overall order which will result from
      the observance of certain kinds of rules” (Hayek 1973, 111).
    


    
      Gray’s comments concerning the differences between Hayek’s and Becker’s views need to be nuanced in light of
      Hayek’s ambiguous claims concerning the relationship between reason and imitation. In the third volume of
      Law, Legislation and Liberty, Hayek argued that rational behavior, insofar as it confers an
      advantage on the individuals who adopt it, would force the rest of the population to emulate successful practices
      in order to keep up in the competition. In this manner, rational behavior, which Hayek believed to be produced by competition, “will progressively be developed and spread by imitation”
      (Hayek 1979, 75–76). His critique of rationality did not therefore entail a denial of the central role devolved
      to profit seeking, or to utility maximization in cultural evolution. In fact, this type of behavior ushered in
      new practices. Where Hayek drew the line, and arbitrarily so, was in his claim that the rationality that dictates
      individual behavior does not play a role in the emergence of group practices, since as mentioned above, these
      practices have spread “not because men understood that they were more effective, or could calculate that they
      would lead to expansion, but simply because they enabled those groups practicing them to procreate more
      successfully and to include outsiders” (Hayek 1988, 16). He specified:
    


    
      
        It must be remembered that why men should ever have adopted any particular new custom or
        innovation is of secondary importance. What is more important is that in order for a custom or innovation to be
        preserved, there were two distinct prerequisites. Firstly, there must have existed some conditions that made
        possible the preservation through generations of certain practices whose benefits were not necessarily
        understood or appreciated. Secondly, there must have been the acquisition of distinct advantages by those
        groups that kept to such customs, thereby enabling them to expand more rapidly than others and ultimately to
        supersede (or absorb) those not possessing similar customs. (43)
      

    


    
      This mode of reasoning met with disapproval on the part of some of those close to Hayek’s Austrian tradition. The
      economist Viktor Vanberg (1986, 83, 93) pointed out that Hayek’s argument assumes a tacit and unexplained shift
      from the notion that behavioral regularities emerge and prevail because they benefit the individual, to the quite
      different notion that rules come to be observed because they are advantageous to the group. Even if individuals
      happened to consider other practices more attractive than those that are conventional in their respective group,
      it might be too disadvantageous for them unilaterally to deviate from established conventions and to initiate a
      spontaneous change in rules. The economist Ulrich Witt (1992, 227–29) further argued that Hayek’s appeal to the
      impersonal forces of cultural group selection in explaining the emergence of new practices is not easily brought
      in line with his adherence to the Austrian approach of methodological individualism. From this latter
      perspective, the individual decision maker should be the basic explanatory unit, for this is the level at which
      novelty emerges and is disseminated. Thus, an attempt should be made to explain the innovator’s motives and
      expectations as well as the motives and expectations of other individuals who are, or are not, going to imitate
      the innovator. Yet Hayek’s population-oriented theory precluded such considerations
      as irrelevant, for he claimed (1967, 67), “The genetic (and in great measure also the cultural) transmission of rules of conduct takes place from individual to individual,
      while what may be called the natural selection of rules will operate on the basis of the
      greater or lesser efficiency of the resulting order of the group.”
    


    
      The legal scholar Todd J. Zywicki tried to resolve the tension between Hayek’s methodological individualism and
      his group selection theory by blurring the distinction Hayek made between the rules that govern the behavior of
      individuals and the order that results from their joint actions. Zywicki (2004, 272) claimed that in Hayek’s
      model, it is in the interest of any given individual to follow the same set of rules as the others, insofar as
      this enables individuals to better coordinate their actions with others in their group. But such an
      interpretation presupposes a greater level of rational deliberation than Hayek seemed to allow. It makes
      imitation closely resemble conscious choice and perhaps even concerted action. Witt’s conclusion therefore holds:
      the price of Hayek’s group selection theory is either a negation, to some extent, of methodological individualism
      or an overly simplistic and naïve notion of group selection, which does not really explain how rules of conduct
      are transmitted (Witt 1994, 184–85).
    


    
      Witt does not stand alone in his negative appraisal of Hayek’s group selection theory. To the list of similar
      criticism mentioned earlier (see chapter 1, p. 43), we can
      add the economist Robert Sugden’s observation that Hayek’s appeal to group selection without explaining how it
      works at the level of the individual actor evades the challenge posed by Bernard Mandeville, namely to show how
      public benefits can be generated from private vices (Sugden 1993). Further, Geoffrey Hodgson (1993, 166–72; 2001,
      114–16) emphasized that in order to explain why people imitate one set of behaviors instead of another, a theory
      of social agency is necessary. We could assume that humans act as if programmed to blindly follow others, but
      this would rob them of choice and the purposive ability to break rules, which Hayek was keen to retain (Hodgson
      1994, 419). Finally, the economist Douglas Glen Whitman (1998, 57) pointed out that it is unclear in Hayek’s
      theory whether the emergence of cultural norms is a matter of individual and collective choice, or purely a
      product of impersonal environmental factors.
    


    
      Outside economics, the legal philosopher Gerald J. Postema (2010, 46) commented that Hayek’s theory requires a
      richer account of the capabilities and resources on which individuals can draw to solve problems of complex
      social interaction. The fact that Hayek was reluctant to depict path-breakers as self-aware and situation-aware
      is problematic, since both qualities are necessary for adaptive change. Referring to this weakness, the
      philosopher John Gray noted a crucial difference between Hayek and John Stuart
      Mill’s views on the role of experimentation in individual and political life. For Mill, experiments are affairs
      of the individual in which s/he asserts her/his inborn individuality against the pressure of social convention.
      Hayek rejected this conception as embodying a romantic cult of individuality. In his opinion, experiments in
      living were undertaken not by assertive individuals but by distinct traditions or ways of life, which compete for
      practitioners (Gray 1984, 101).
    


    
      It is worthwhile noting that Hayek’s reductive view of the role played by path-breakers stands in contrast to
      Adam Smith’s self-appointed mission to promote free market politics. Smith could have served as Hayek’s perfect
      example of a path-breaker. But acknowledging him as such would have meant the avowal that the spontaneous order
      was not so spontaneous after all, and that Smith played a decisive role in its rise by setting down the
      principles of the free market in The Wealth of Nations (1776). The invisible hand, with
      which Smith’s theory is nowadays identified, was not so invisible to Smith qua author of a new economic doctrine
      (see Rothschild 1994, 320). One should also recall that Smith’s proposals were implemented through government
      intervention and regulations, not without considerable social strife, as Karl Polanyi demonstrated in The Great Transformation (1944), a publication with which Hayek was familiar (1988, 44). In line with
      Polanyi, the economist Ragip Ege (1992, 1023–24) argued that the simple discovery of the efficiency of certain
      abstract rules is not sufficient to break through a social structure as powerful and well established as the
      pre–free market society. In that respect, it was naïve on Hayek’s behalf to attempt an explanation of the
      appearance of the labor market as a discovery that humans have made through trial and error. Ege further accused
      Hayek of neglecting the element of class struggle in his analysis, and overlooking the fact that it is not
      because of ignorance but because of personal interest and the desire to maintain certain economic and political
      advantages that some people exploit others.
    


    
      All this goes to show that the rise of capitalism was no spontaneous growth but a historical event that depended
      on many contingencies. Hayek’s refusal to allow human agency to contribute to its emergence not only robbed Smith
      of the credit he was due, and which Hayek himself was happy to bestow upon him in other contexts; it also made
      Hayek’s theory resemble the “historicist” philosophies he so severely criticized in the writings of Auguste Comte
      and Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel (see Hayek 1952a and p. 40 of chapter 1 above). Indeed, Hayek’s depiction of modern civilization as an order that evolved wholly independently of the intentions and desires of the
      individuals who compose it could be characterized as an alternative version of the claim that history follows
      inevitable laws of progress. Maurice Lagueux remarked that in this regard, Hayek’s and Marx’s modes of reasoning
      were not so very different. According to Lagueux, the Austrian economist also fell under the intellectual charm
      of a philosophy of history by conferring onto the free market a paradigmatic quality with respect to other types
      of societies that have evolved throughout history (Lagueux 1989, 96).
    


    
      What Hayek refused the path-breakers he also, naturally, refused their followers. Excluding any possibility for
      rules to be adopted via deliberation, reasoned debate, and democratic procedures, he argued (1979, 167), “To
      become legitimized the new rules have to obtain the approval of society at large—not by a formal vote, but by
      gradually spreading acceptance.” Part of this acceptance hinged on how well a given rule allowed individuals to
      maximize their interests relative to a background set of other rules and practices (Hayek 1976, 23). But this was
      not enough even in Hayek’s eyes. That people normally prefer a larger return on their efforts over a smaller one
      does not guarantee the rise of a beneficial order, whose rules “do not simply follow from their desires.” Some
      rules individuals “may have to be made to obey, since, although it would be in the interest of each to disregard
      them, the overall order on which the success of their actions depends will arise only if these rules are
      generally followed” (Hayek 1973, 45). This, Hayek noted, was the view of eighteenth-century Scottish theorists to
      whose antirationalist approach he claimed allegiance. Far from believing in the “natural harmony of interests” or
      “the natural goodness of man” and his propensity for rational action, they advocated institutional arrangements
      that would induce individuals to use their intelligence to the best effect, and frame their actions in such a
      manner that they would be able to do the least harm (Hayek [1960] 1971, 55).
    


    
      Obedience to learned cultural rules required therefore “some continuous outside pressure” to make sure that
      individuals follow them (Hayek 1967, 78). Social sanction and the risk of expulsion from the group, together with
      a primordial fear of the unknown, were the earliest and most effective forms of such pressure:
    


    
      
        If I know that if I do not observe the rules of my group, not only will I not be accepted and in consequence
        not be able to do most of the things I want to do and must do to preserve my life, but also that, if I do not
        observe these rules, I may release the most terrifying events and enter a world
        in which I can no longer orient myself, such rules will be as much a necessary guidance to successful action as
        rules that tell me how the objects of my environment will behave. The factual belief that such and such is the
        only way in which a certain result can be brought about, and the normative belief that this is the only way in
        which it ought to be pursued, are thus closely associated. (80)
      

    


    
      Hayek nonetheless acknowledged that normative pressure to conform could only go so far, and was not enough to
      explain the rise of a new culture based on free market rules in lieu of the older one, which relied on the
      instinctual drives of solidarity and altruism. But because he was reluctant to allow reason to play a significant
      role in this evolution, he had to retreat to the rather problematic position of relying on opposite forces,
      namely magic and religious faith, asserting: “Principles are often more effective guides for action when they
      appear as no more than an unreasoned prejudice, a general feeling that certain things simply ‘are not done’”
      (Hayek 1976, 60). In “Religion and the Guardians of Tradition,” the final chapter of The Fatal
      Conceit, Hayek exclaimed (1988, 136), “Custom and tradition, both non-rational adaptations to the
      environment, are more likely to guide group selection when supported by totem and taboo.”
    


    
      Recognizing in this manner the necessity of common practices to continue over many generations in order to
      produce their beneficial effects on the group, and acknowledging that without some kind of reinforcement they
      would have likely succumbed to natural inclinations, Hayek called on the persuasive power of supernatural forces
      alongside mythical and mystical beliefs. Such beliefs could ascertain that rules of conduct were obeyed even when
      they were in conflict with our innate drives, and regardless of their truthfulness or falsehood. Hayek insisted
      that his was not an apology of God—a word he confessed not to know the meaning of, being a “professed agnostic”
      (Hayek 1988, 139)—but an attempt to elucidate the function of religion in cultural evolution. “Perhaps what many
      people mean in speaking of God is just a personification of that tradition of morals or values that keeps their
      community alive” (140).
    


    
      Hayek’s attitude toward religion recalls Émile Durkheim’s functionalist analysis of it, though he did not judge
      the French sociologist’s views, or the sociological enterprise for that matter, favorably. He wrote (1979, 173),
      “However grateful we all must be for some of the descriptive work of sociologists, for which, however, perhaps
      anthropologists and historians would have been equally qualified, there seems to me still to exist no more
      justification for a theoretical discipline of sociology than there would be for a theoretical discipline of
      naturology apart from the theoretical disciplines dealing with particular classes
      of natural or social phenomena.” In Hayek’s eyes, economics was enough to explain the peaceful coordination of
      the actions of many individuals unknown to one another. As for Durkheim, Hayek accused his influential work,
      The Division of Labor in Society (1893), of being the source of a confusion manifest among
      modern sociobiologists, between altruism and morality. He also characterized Durkheim as a “constructivist” who
      followed in Comte’s footsteps, and who believed that reason could enable humans to design and change social
      institutions according to their desires (Hayek 1979, 205).
    


    
      The economist Jack Birner (2002, 42–45) noted that Hayek and Durkheim indeed had differing interpretations of
      modern civilization, though their theories share important elements. Both thinkers believed that social
      institutions evolve spontaneously. Both were moral functionalists who perceived moral rules as tools for the
      preservation of a stable social framework. But for Durkheim, the most important consequence of the division of
      labor was social solidarity, and he assigned society the aim of maintaining social cohesion by curbing selfish
      interests. Neither this, nor Durkheim’s criticism of classical political economy, were to Hayek’s taste. For him,
      the function of morality, as of religion, was to substantiate the pursuit of self-interest in a free market
      society.
    


    
      Though Hayek was careful not to argue that the “undoubted historical connection between
      religion and the values that have shaped and furthered our civilization” was an “intrinsic” one, he did affirm
      (1988, 136–37) that “the only religions that have survived were those which supported property
      and the family.” Following this claim, communism, which Hayek treated as another kind of religion, was doomed
      to disappear, because it is both antiproperty and antifamily. And what about capitalism? Was it also a religion
      in Hayek’s eyes? While he never declared so specifically, he did profess an unfailing, religious-like faith in
      the virtues of the free market. The philosopher Jean-Pierre Dupuy even qualified him as “the foremost prophet” of
      this faith. According to Dupuy, because Hayek did not allow imitation to be the result of conscious reflection
      and deliberate choice, and because there was no guarantee that the mimetic dynamics on which his theory relied
      would lead to better knowledge, he was left with no other choice than to defend the free market on the basis of
      faith, and personally assume the function of external guide with regard to the future evolution of civilization
      (Dupuy 2004, 287).
    


    
      To accommodate the depiction of religious beliefs as “guardians of tradition,” Hayek reinterpreted some
      historical facts that did not quite match his theory. He argued, for instance, that institutionalized Christian
      doctrine supported both family and property. But this claim does not hold for the
      period from about 1200 to 1500, during which time the church tried to grasp inheritances from children by
      threatening the testator that s/he would go to hell for failing to bequeath the property to the church (see
      Radintzky 1993, 15). Hayek also brushed aside the church’s long-standing prohibition of lending money with
      interest under the excuse that the anticommercial attitude of the medieval and early modern church was the result
      of the influence of Aristotelian ethics. Aristotle, he explained, strongly condemned the pursuit of personal
      gain, and considered as moral only actions aimed at the perceived benefit of others. According to Hayek, his
      “utter incomprehension” of the processes underlying the formation of the spontaneous order of society was to
      blame for the mindset that took over philosophical and religious thinking for the next two thousand years,
      becoming “virtually the official teaching of the Roman Catholic Church” (Hayek 1988, 44–47). In so arguing, Hayek
      curiously disregarded the support Aristotelian ethics found in the writings of prominent figures such as Thomas
      Aquinas, whom he considered to be a foreign element, out of tune with the true function of religion. Hayek also
      overlooked the fact that prosocial norms, such as helping one’s neighbor, are the staple of all great religions
      (see Gintis et al. 2005, 30). Finally, he downplayed the havoc wreaked by the wars of religion in Europe, though
      these bloody conflicts could hardly be interpreted as promoting growth and economic prosperity. Hayek dismissed
      such episodes as “momentary disputes” between secular rulers who “cynically” enlisted religious support to
      advance their own personal goals, claiming they have no real weight over long evolutionary periods (Hayek 1988,
      138).
    


    
      It is possible that Hayek lacked the necessary time and energy for developing in detail his claims about the role
      of religion in cultural evolution. The chapter dedicated to this topic in The Fatal Conceit
      is the shortest of all and concludes the essay rather abruptly. But it is also true that throughout the book,
      Hayek did not bring much evidence in support of his other historical claims. The sketchy description of the
      origins of private property and of long-distance trade—two pillars of free market civilization—is a good example.
      In the next section, we will examine Hayek’s analysis of these elements along with his vision of history.
    


    HISTORY AT THE SERVICE OF THEORY


    
      According to Hayek, private property first appeared in the form of handcrafted tools, which “probably became
      attached to their makers because they were the only ones who had the skill to use
      them.” Separate ownership of perishable goods appeared at a later date, when “the solidarity of the group
      weakened and individuals became responsible for more limited groups such as the family” (Hayek 1988, 30–31). The
      need to keep a workable holding intact gradually led from group ownership to individual property in land. Beyond
      these cursory comments, Hayek offered no explanation as to how the move from a principally egalitarian society
      with communal ownership to one that protects private property occurred.2 Instead, he remarked that there was little point in speculating about the
      particular sequence of developments, as they most likely varied considerably among the peoples who progressed
      through nomadic herding and those who developed agriculture.
    


    
      One aspect of this evolution was nonetheless certain, and “as well demonstrated a scientific truth as any we have
      attained in this field”: the recognition of private property, that is, the rules that determine what belongs to
      whom and how property could be transferred, preceded the rise of even the most primitive culture (Hayek 1973,
      108). It also predated the existence of the first forms of trade, namely barter and exchange (Hayek 1976, 109).
      In turn, the development of these latter practices made possible the formation of “larger coherent and
      cooperating structures and . . . the appearance of those signals we call prices” (Hayek 1988, 31). So, according
      to Hayek, trade, and not agriculture, was responsible for population increase by facilitating the agglomeration
      of individuals around its centers, and the establishment of sedentary occupations (39). “A chain reaction began:
      the greater density of population, leading to the discovery of opportunities for specialization, or division of
      labor, led to yet further increases of population and per capita income that made possible another increase in
      the population. And so on” (40).
    


    
      These developments occurred, according to Hayek, first in the region surrounding the Mediterranean Sea, and more
      specifically within the confines of the ancient Greek civilization of Athens, which he contrasted with Sparta. In
      Athens, the acceptance of a person’s right to dispose over a recognized private domain and make free use of
      individual knowledge facilitated the emergence of a dense network of commercial relations between communities,
      and set the basis for the practice of long-distance trade (Hayek 1988, 30). Sparta, on the contrary, embodied the
      attitude of “savages who rejected civilization,” since the Spartans strongly resisted the commercial revolution
      and did not recognize private property. To Hayek, the Roman period marked a great advancement, but only up to a
      point. “Rome gave the world the prototype of private law based on the most absolute conception of several property.” Yet central administration in Rome increasingly displaced free endeavor,
      leading to the decline and final collapse of the extended order (31).
    


    
      According to Hayek, this sequence—the rise and fall of the extended order—occurred time and time again in human
      history. Repeatedly, civilization emerged with the recognition of private property on which justice is based, as
      taught us by the early liberal thinker John Locke and the Scottish moralists David Hume, Adam Ferguson and Adam
      Smith (Hayek 1988, 33–35; 1973, 107–11). Then, as civilization advanced and the free market spread, the need
      arose for a strong government whose chief aim is to protect private property. Sooner or later, however, strong
      governments tended to “abuse that power and suppress the freedom they had earlier secured in order to enforce
      their own presumably greater wisdom,” thus bringing to a halt any further progress (32). Hayek provided as
      examples imperial China and ancient Egypt (32–33) alongside the Byzantine Empire, the eastern half of the Roman
      Empire (44–45). Quoting the French sociologist Jean Baechler (1975), he added:
    


    
      
        Similarly, of the revival of European civilization during the latter Middle Ages it could be said that the
        expansion of capitalism—and European civilization—owes its origins and raison d’être to
        political anarchy. It was not under the more powerful governments, but in the towns of the Italian Renaissance,
        of South Germany and of the Low Countries, and finally in lightly governed England, i.e. under the rule of the
        bourgeoisie rather than of warriors, that modern industrialism grew. (Hayek 1988, 33)
      

    


    
      Hayek argued that we tend to exaggerate the role of governments in cultural evolution because of a bias in
      historical data. There is more evidence about what organized governments did than about what the spontaneous
      coordination of individual efforts accomplished. But in the domain of long-distance trade, as with private
      property, governments often hindered development. Worried about their peoples’ becoming too dependent on the
      importation of essential foodstuffs and materials, governments endeavored to secure these supplies in other ways,
      for instance by organizing military or colonizing expeditions (Hayek 1988, 44). Hayek would have us believe that
      without these interventions, trade would have developed predominantly in a peaceful manner. In fact, he paid
      little attention to the role of warfare and violent conflict in cultural evolution, as already mentioned in our
      discussion of religion above. He underestimated, for instance, the prevalence of conflict among the members of
      small hunter-gatherer societies, preferring to focus on the instincts of solidarity and altruism. But as Paul H. Rubin and Evelyn Gick noted (2004, 82), modern findings (e.g., Knauft 1991,
      Keeley 1996) have documented high rates of homicide among contemporary hunter-gatherer tribes that are analogous
      to early societies. Thus, not only is violent conflict an inseparable part of human nature and history, there is
      enough historical evidence to show that it is also a constant feature of our more recent evolution. While Hayek
      acknowledged this fact, he insisted that the free market could, and probably did, spread peacefully:
    


    
      
        Although the displacement of one group by another, and of one set of practices by another, has often been
        bloody, it does not need always to be so. No doubt the course of events differed from place to place . . . but
        one can imagine many different sequences of events. In some places invaded, as it were, by the extended order,
        those following new practices, who could extract more from the given land, would often be able to offer other
        occupants, in return for access to their land (without the occupants having to do any work at all, and without
        the ‘invaders’ having to use force), nearly as much as, and sometimes even more than, these occupants had
        obtained by hard toil. . . . Many of these processes may then have happened entirely peacefully, though the
        greater military strength of commercially organized people will often have accelerated the process. (Hayek
        1988, 121)
      

    


    
      Hayek realized that military prowess not only benefited the more commercially advanced peoples—it could sometimes
      tilt the balance against the free market, since in the competition between groups, a “more powerfully constructed
      society . . . may displace a more highly civilized one” (Hayek 1979, 202n39). He did not develop further the
      implications of this conjecture, which, according to Gray (1984, 138), would have demanded a revision of his
      theory of group selection. He repeated instead the claim that concerted action, which is so effective in wartime,
      does not suit the extended order, and signifies a “relapse into cruder principles of coordination” (Hayek 1988,
      19–20). Hayek first introduced this idea in The Road to Serfdom, which was published in the
      midst of World War II. Back then, he warned his readers not to fall for slogans about “doing for the purposes of
      peace what we have learned to do for the purposes of war” (Hayek [1944] 2001, 211). Such an approach, he
      explained, may be motivated by good intentions—for instance, fighting unemployment—but by attempting to direct
      society and all its resources toward the achievement of specific, unitary goals, it imposes a single hierarchy of
      values that negates the freedom and autonomy of individuals. It is “totalitarian in the true sense of this word,”
      revealing the inseparable bad consequences of organizing society for the sake of a common good or the general
      welfare (60).
    


    
      If war and power struggles were not the prevalent forms through which competition
      between groups took place, then Hayek’s group selection theory had to rely on expansion via imitation. But such a
      model presupposes a progressive blurring of the lines demarcating one group from another, until eventually only
      one extended order exists. D. R. Steele argued that this interpretation of cultural group selection poses a
      serious problem, as it may seem that the process Hayek described does not take place anymore, which also raises
      questions concerning the modalities of its having taken place in the past, especially the most recent past that
      led to the full development of the Great Society (D. R. Steele 1987, 181). It is worthwhile noting that Richerson
      and Boyd also claimed that for group selection to be an important force, some process that can maintain variation
      among groups must operate (Richerson and Boyd 2005, 204–10). But Hayek did not tarry on this aspect of his
      theory, leaving it underdeveloped and undertheorized. He focused instead on the beneficial implications of trade,
      and on the prejudices that hampered its expansion.
    


    
      Hayek argued that trade was the reason our species succeeded in spreading all over the surface of the Earth and
      could adapt to life in the most diverse and sometime hostile environments. Trade allowed humans to settle in
      niches that were not self-sustaining, and meet their needs through infrequent visits to their ancestors’ homes.
      At first, these return visits raised no difficulties, since the migrants were still known to those who remained
      behind. But within a few generations, descendents of the original groups would have begun to seem like strangers.
      In order to gain permission to enter the original territory for commercial purposes, they would have had to bring
      presents. As evidence supporting this description, Hayek recalled the importance of the Greek institution of
      xenos, “the guest-friend, who assured individual admission and protection within an alien
      territory.” He admitted that the transition from the practice of giving presents (mostly to distant family
      relations) to the appearance of host institutions that would sponsor foreign visitors, and then to the more
      impersonal practice of exchanging goods at rates determined by their relative scarcity “was no doubt slow.” It
      was also rendered difficult by resistance to the spreading of the new practice, which not only threatened early
      tribes with “substantial disruption” but was also perceived as a mysterious, magic-like activity (Hayek 1988,
      39–42).
    


    
      Trade was considered mysterious because through its operation, the value of goods was altered without the visible
      transformation of physical substances, simply by shifting or rearranging objects that already exist. In this
      sense, trade “stinks of sorcery” (Hayek 1988, 91). It appears to add wealth out of nothing, or at any rate out of
      the intangible and privileged knowledge that some individuals possess. Primitive
      humans, Hayek explained, considered physical effort and prowess as visible signs of superiority. They readily
      accepted physical competition for leadership (e.g., in games of skill) as a fair method for determining merit and
      social rank. According to Hayek, we can find remnants of this “small-tribe” mindset in Marx’s labor theory of
      value and among socialist thinkers who consider trade “not only as distinct from material production, not only as
      chaotic and superfluous in itself . . . but also as suspicious, inferior, dishonest, and contemptible” (90). But
      this attitude denotes total misunderstanding of the true source of value in economics. Value is not an attribute
      or physical property possessed by things themselves, nor is labor the source of value, measurable by counting the
      hours of work invested in the production of a given good. “Value,” Hayek explained, “indicates the potential
      capacities of an object or action to satisfy human needs, and can be ascertained only by the mutual adjustment
      through exchange of the respective (marginal) rates of substitution (or equivalence) which different goods or
      services have for various individuals” (95). Value is therefore totally subjective, since each person has a
      distinct order for ranking her/his needs and desires. This, as Hayek specified, was the main message of the
      “marginal utility revolution” launched by William Stanley Jevons, Leon Walras, and especially Carl Menger and his
      Austrian following (97–98).
    


    
      Hayek argued that given the opposition encountered by marginal utility theory from the very beginning, it is
      perhaps not surprising that the activities of tradesmen in olden times evoked “truly great distrust” (Hayek 1988,
      93). Unlike material production, these activities rely entirely on knowledge, and more specifically on knowledge
      that is not “open” or visible, and not universally available. It is “distinctive” and “privileged” individual
      knowledge, partly because only an individual and not a group could gain admission to alien territory and thereby
      have access to information not possessed by others. There is another, more fundamental reason for which trade
      relies on distinctive and privileged individual knowledge: it is an activity undertaken with the aim of making a
      profit. To be lucrative, traders have to be able to use information to which they have exclusive access, and for
      purposes known only to themselves (42–43). “Knowledge of special circumstances,” Hayek clarified (89), “is only
      worth striving for if its possession confers some advantage compensating for the cost of acquiring it.” As soon
      as this element of knowledge, or subjective judgment, was introduced into the competition over resources,
      allowing some to use information not possessed by others, “the familiarity and sense of fairness vanished.” It
      was indeed hard to accept that a mere change of hands should lead to a gain in
      value for all participants. Furthermore, the striving for profit by certain entrepreneurial individuals menaced
      the solidarity of the group. Hence the long-standing “ostracism of traders,” who were distrusted because their
      activity depended on the possession of confidential knowledge, and because this knowledge “often dealt with
      foreign—and perhaps even disgusting—customs, as well as unknown lands: lands of legend and rumor” (91).
    


    
      Hayek’s account of the emergence and spread of the practice of trade was offered as an explanation for the
      “persistent dislike of commercial dealings” (Hayek 1988, 94). But some of his conjectures seem far-fetched. Take
      for instance the suggestion that fear of “knowledge itself” harks back to our origins, which are “indelibly
      memorialized in the first few chapters of the book of Genesis, in the story of man’s expulsion from the Garden of
      Eden” (ibid.). The main weakness of this claim, as of the suppositions Hayek advanced in his analysis of religion
      or of the peaceful expansion of trade, is lack of supportive evidence. At the same time, Hayek discounted
      historical events that did not fit his analysis. In this regard, the political scientist Roland Kley lamented the
      almost complete absence of the element of power in Hayek’s analysis of the origins of private property and trade,
      though power struggles figure prominently in almost any modern social theory (Kley 1994, 174).
    


    
      Even within Hayek’s own political camp, criticism was harsh. D. R. Steele remarked that Hayek’s theory failed to
      provide answers to some basic and important questions, such as When did cultural evolution take place? Is it
      still going on today among either primitive groups or industrialized societies? How does success manifest itself
      in this process? Do successful groups conquer and even exterminate less successful ones? Steele argued that
      reflection on well-known events in human history immediately prompts the conclusion that cultural evolution had
      not occurred in the way Hayek described it. The English polity, for instance, evolved as a single, continuous
      social grouping whose destiny was greatly affected by the decisions of calculating statesmen, and not through
      competition between various “Englands” with the unsuccessful ones being absorbed into the successful variant
      through imitation (D. R. Steele 1987, 173–75).
    


    
      Perhaps to protect himself against such criticism, Hayek argued (1988, 38), “The times, circumstances, and
      processes of which we write are cloaked in the mists of time, and details cannot be discerned with any confidence
      of accuracy.” There are no “recognizable fossils” that can help us to know how precisely social development took
      place. Furthermore, the most important part of social evolution—the development of
      language and mind—took place before recorded history began and therefore left no traces. “On this,” Hayek added
      (1979, 156), “the study of the still surviving primitive people can tell us little.” There is therefore no way to
      verify or gauge the reliability of Hayek’s statements. He nonetheless defended his theory by claiming that his
      analysis pertained to the category of what is sometimes called rational reconstruction. This procedure
      constitutes an attempt to explain how a system has come into being via a “natural-historical investigation” after
      the manner of Scottish Enlightenment philosophers of the eighteenth century. Such an investigation, Hayek
      explained (1988, 69), allows partial reconstruction of the history of human civilization through the use of
      conjectures about its guiding principles.
    


    
      Among previous attempts, Hayek mentioned Charles Darwin’s theory (Hayek 1988, 70). In so doing, he seemed to
      claim, yet again, the mantle of Darwin’s authority for his own intellectual project. But Darwin’s use of evidence
      was very different from Hayek’s. He provided numerous examples to support his claims, and was particularly
      careful not to dodge difficult questions that presented a challenge to his theory. Furthermore, Darwin was not
      committed in advance to a particular argument that constrained his analysis of observable data. Unlike Hayek, he
      had no special motivation to favor imitation over reason in social evolution, and was careful not to make
      sweeping assertions he could not back up. “In many cases,” Darwin wrote ([1871] 1981, 82), “it is impossible to
      decide whether certain social instincts have been acquired through natural selection, or are the indirect results
      of other instincts and faculties, such as sympathy, reason, experience, and a tendency to imitation; or again,
      whether they are simply the result of long-continued habit.” In fact, as we shall presently see, the inclusion of
      human agency and cognitive abilities in Darwin’s account of the development of morality served a crucial
      function, and allowed him to develop a more coherent explanation than Hayek’s, one that did not necessitate
      appeal to supernatural powers.
    


    
      Faithful to the adage natura non facit saltus (nature does not make leaps), Darwin
      maintained that the origin of our moral sense could be traced back to social instincts, which can be found in
      animals. The difference between humans and other animals is therefore a matter of degree, not difference in kind.
      Darwin believed that any animal endowed with social instincts would acquire a moral sense as soon as its
      intellectual powers were developed to the same extent that they are in humans. He defined a moral being as “one
      who is capable of comparing his past and future actions or motives, and of
      approving or disapproving of them” ([1871] 1981, 88). He also claimed that though he was not aware of any
      physical structure being modified solely for the good of the community in the higher social animals, the
      situation was wholly different in regard to certain mental powers: “for these faculties have been chiefly, or
      even exclusively, gained for the benefit of the community, and the individuals composing the community being at
      the same time indirectly benefited” (155). As for humans: “Although man . . . has no special instinct to tell him
      how to aid his fellow-men, he still has the impulse, and with his improved intellectual faculties would naturally
      be guided in this respect by reason and experience” (86). Unlike Hayek, who sought to emphasize the importance of
      imitative learning without reflection, Darwin believed that imitation, which was among “the many faculties which
      have been of inestimable service to man for his progressive advancement,” was particularly “strong in man . . .
      in a barbarous state” (44, 64). But:
    


    
      
        As man gradually advanced in intellectual power and was able to trace the more remote consequences of his
        actions; as he acquired sufficient knowledge to reject baneful customs and superstitions; as he regarded more
        and more not only the welfare but the happiness of his fellow-men; as from habit, following on beneficial
        experience, instruction and example, his sympathies became more tender and widely diffused, so as to extend to
        the men of all races, to the imbecile, the maimed, and other useless members of society, and finally to the
        lower animals,—so would the standard of his morality rise higher and higher. (103)
      

    


    
      The insistence on the role of reason in the evolution of morality was crucial for avoiding a logical trap. As the
      historian Robert Richards noted (1987, 210–11), had Darwin not made a distinction between the social instincts
      and the voice of moral duty (the latter being the result of more evolved intellectual faculties), his theory
      would be liable to a reductio ad absurdum that would turn bees into moral beings. Indeed, Darwin asserted ([1871]
      1981, 393), “The motive to give aid is . . . much modified in man: it no longer consists solely of a blind
      instinctive impulse.”
    


    
      
        As the feelings of love and sympathy and the power of self-command become strengthened by habit, and as the
        power of reasoning becomes clearer so that man can appreciate the justice of the judgment of his fellow-men, he
        will feel himself impelled, independently of any pleasure or pain felt at the moment, to certain lines of
        conduct. He may then say, I am the supreme judge of my own conduct, and in the words of Kant, I will not in my
        own person violate the dignity of humanity. (86)
      

    


    
      The question of kin selection versus group selection—that is, to what extent genetic relatedness was an important
      factor in the evolution of moral behavior in humans—was not as acute in Darwin’s
      theory as it is today. He was nonetheless aware of the fact that the social behavior we might see in small
      tribes, where members exhibit a high coefficient of genetic relatedness, is not the same as attributing to man a
      moral nature. Again, reason was key to explaining this difference and how the moral sense, though grounded in
      instinct, is not reducible to it:
    


    
      
        As man advances in civilization, and small tribes are united into large communities, the simplest reason would
        tell each individual that he ought to extend his social instincts and sympathies to all the members of the same
        nation, though personally unknown to him. This point being once reached, there is only an artificial barrier to
        prevent his sympathies extending to the men of all nations and races. (C. Darwin [1871] 1981, 100–101)
      

    


    
      Evidently, for Darwin there was no opposition between the morality of primitive tribal societies and that of
      large civilized ones. His modern-day followers, Peter Richerson and Rob Boyd, share this view (Richerson and Boyd
      2005, 196–97, 230–31). They argued that people are endowed with two sets of innate predispositions, or “social
      instincts.” The first are ancient instincts that we share with our primate ancestors, and which were shaped by
      the evolutionary process of kin selection and reciprocity. They enable humans to have complex family life and
      form strong bonds of friendship with others. The second are “tribal” instincts that allow us to interact
      cooperatively with a bigger, symbolically marked set of distantly related individuals. The past ten thousand
      years have seen a race toward ever-larger and more complex societies, but according to Richerson and Boyd, the
      increase in size and complexity has not been accompanied by significant changes in our social instincts. Though
      they believe, similarly to Hayek, that large-scale societies require ways of behavior that are quite different
      from those of small-scale societies, and that these requirements conflict with primitive instincts, they do not
      conclude that cultural evolution entailed suppression of a so-called primitive morality. According to their
      narrative, the evolution of morality proceeded through the creation of institutional “work-arounds” that have
      alternately exploited, and finessed, our social instincts. The “tribal social instincts hypothesis” they advance
      postulates that innate aspects of human psychology coevolved with group-selected cultural institutions to produce
      the kinds of social and moral faculties originally proposed by Darwin (Richerson, Boyd, and Henrich 2003, 357).
    


    
      The predominant role reserved for the development of human rationality in Darwin’s account of the evolution of
      the moral faculties also implicated that he had less faith than Hayek in the wisdom embedded in customs. Darwin argued ([1871] 1981, 179) that “without doubting there can be no progress.”
      Furthermore, unlike Hayek, he did not exclude the possibility that the evolution of human morality could have
      followed a very different direction. Some (see Ghiselin 1995; Richards 2009) have argued that Darwin gradually
      shifted from saying that his theory could account for such progress as has in fact occurred to emphasizing that
      its occurrence is highly probable. Nonetheless, Darwin did claim that human morality might have looked quite
      different under changed circumstances:
    


    
      
        I do not wish to maintain that any strictly social animal, if its intellectual faculties were to become as
        active and as highly developed as in man, would acquire exactly the same moral sense as ours . . . If for
        instance, to take an extreme case, men were reared under precisely the same conditions as hive-bees, there can
        hardly be a doubt that our unmarried females would, like the worker-bees, think it a sacred duty to kill their
        brothers, and mothers would strive to kill their fertile daughters; and no one would think of interfering. (C.
        Darwin [1871] 1981, 73)
      

    


    
      Unlike Darwin, Hayek believed that progress follows a route that aligns with economic and demographic growth.
      Although in The Constitution of Liberty ([1960] 1971, 37) he defined progress as an
      open-ended process that consists “in the discovery of the not yet known,” in the epilogue to the third volume of
      Law, Legislation and Liberty he stated:
    


    
      
        I have so far carefully avoided saying that evolution is identical with progress, but when it becomes clear
        that it was the evolution of a tradition which made civilization possible, we may at least say that spontaneous
        evolution is a necessary if not a sufficient condition of progress. (Hayek 1979, 168)
      

    


    
      The philosopher M. De Vlieghere noted that Hayek’s theory had to rely on an implicit identification of both
      concepts—evolution and progress—or else the evolutionary argument in favor of the free market would have
      collapsed. And since his theory proclaimed “spontaneous evolution” to be the selection of free market rules on
      the meta-individual level, it left little room for reason and doubt to play an active role (De Vlieghere 1994,
      299). Hayek preferred, in effect, to stress the limitations of reason, describing it as the product of cultural
      evolution rather than something that can effectively direct this process in any manner (see Shearmur 1996, 66).
      In line with the claim put forward in the epilogue to the third volume of Law, Legislation and
      Liberty (1979, 156), “we must completely discard the conception that man was able to develop culture because
      he was endowed with reason,” Hayek advocated the subjugation of reason to
      tradition, defined as the framework within which reason could operate legitimately and safely:
    


    
      
        At any one stage of our evolution, the system of values into which we are born supplies the end which our
        reason must serve. This giveness [sic] of the value framework implies that, although we
        must always strive to improve our institutions, we can never aim to remake them as a whole and that, in our
        efforts to improve them, we must take for granted much that we do not understand. (Hayek [1960] 1971, 57)
      

    


    
      Hayek’s subjection of human institutions to an evolved value system recalls the “naturalistic fallacy,” an
      expression coined by the philosopher George Edward Moore in his criticism of Herbert Spencer’s evolutionary
      ethics and the unwarranted move from descriptive claims about evolution to prescriptive claims about human
      society (Moore 1903). Hayek was well aware of this danger, declaring (1988, 27), “I have no intention to commit
      what is often called the genetic or naturalistic fallacy. I do not claim that the results of group selection of
      traditions are necessarily ‘good’—any more than I claim that other things that have long survived in the course
      of evolution, such as cockroaches, have moral value.” He then added, “I do claim that, whether we like it or not,
      without the particular traditions I have mentioned, the extended order of civilization could not continue to
      exist.” In other words, while Hayek was careful not to argue that the emergence of capitalism was morally
      desirable by virtue of its being the result of cultural group selection, he nonetheless postulated a strong link
      between both processes. That link was demographic growth. It not only provided the primary condition for cultural
      evolution; it also determined its course. Thus, Hayek stated on the one hand that while the extended market order
      is not “good in some absolute sense . . . it does enable us to survive and there is something
      perhaps to be said for that” (70). And on the other hand, he maintained that there is no point in asking
      whether the actions that contribute to survival and reproduction are good in some absolute sense, “particularly
      if thus it is intended to inquire whether we like the results” (120). It is hard not to
      detect a rather awkward move here between descriptive claims about what enables cultural evolution (existence is,
      of course, a basic condition for it) and prescriptive claims about what we, as human beings, are allowed to
      consider good or desirable. As Hayek blatantly put it,
    


    
      
        Like it or not, the current world population already exists. Destroying its material foundation in order to
        attain the “ethical” or instinctually gratifying improvements advocated by
        socialists would be tantamount to condoning the death of billions, and the impoverishment of the rest. (120)
      


      
        Whatever men live for, today most live only because of the market
        order. We have become civilized by the increase in our numbers just as civilization made that increase
        possible: we can be few and savage, or many and civilized. (133)
      

    


    
      Unfortunately, Hayek’s effort to explain why we are constrained to preserve capitalism reduced cultural evolution
      to a process of population growth that depends on free competition for its material foundation. He relied on
      grand statements such as “Life has no purpose but itself: life exists only so long as it provides for its own
      continuance” (Hayek 1988, 133). This reductionist mode of reasoning points yet again to an understanding of
      evolution that is more in tune with the social Darwinism Hayek criticized than with modern views (see Miller
      1989, 313). Recall that Hayek reproached the social Darwinists for their overreliance on biology in the
      explanation of human morality. Spencer was the target of specific criticism (see chapter 1, p. 28). But Hayek himself fell into the reductionist trap when he made
      growth and reproductive success the main ethical values and the goals of evolution, both biological and cultural.
      As a result, his attack on sociobiology is equally suspect. Sociobiology, Hayek argued, focuses on genetic
      selection while neglecting the selection of rules. Yet a selection that favors expansion and demographic growth,
      such as Hayek’s cultural group selection, is de facto genetic selection. When life’s sole purpose is to continue
      itself, it does not matter what kind of life the individual has (a fulfilling life, a worthy life, etc.). All
      that matters is reproduction. In the final analysis, we are nothing but a vehicle for propagating our genes.
    


    
      Hayek’s strategy for mitigating this reductionism relied on the intrinsic benefits of growth, emphasizing its
      importance as a precondition for progress. But this reasoning, which might suit an economic theory based on the
      assumption that expanding markets are the source of increased wealth and well-being, does not fit an evolutionary
      explanation. In this regard, it is telling that Hayek discarded the Malthusian threat of overpopulation and
      Thomas Malthus’s contribution to evolutionary theory in general. At the same time, he reduced evolution to a
      process of competition, confusing Darwin’s theory of natural selection with Adam Smith’s invisible-hand metaphor,
      or at any rate Hayek’s interpretation of this latter. He also ignored other problems related to the coupling of
      growth with progress, such as increased inequality and environmental concerns, to which we shall now turn.
    

  


  
    CHAPTER FOUR


    Economic Progress and Its Discontents


    THE TROUBLE WITH GROWTH


    
      Hayek posited a direct connection between population growth and the rise of civilization and prosperity. He
      credited Adam Smith with the fundamental insight that the extent of the division of labor and specialization,
      which are the sources of wealth, depends on the extent of the market and therefore, ultimately, on the size of
      the population (Hayek 1988, 120). In a revealing footnote, he commented (1979, 206), “What is true of economics
      is also true of culture generally: it cannot remain stationary and when it stagnates it soon declines.” A
      progressive society must be a society that grows. It must be a Great Society, literally. Hayek maintained that
      even if the knowledge already gained were preserved in libraries, humanity would make little use of it without
      numbers sufficient to fill the jobs demanded for extensive specialization and division of labor. “All knowledge
      available in books,” he wrote, “would not save ten thousand people spared somewhere after an atomic holocaust
      from having to return to a life of hunters and gatherers, although it would probably shorten the total amount of
      time that humankind would have to remain in such a condition” (Hayek 1988, 133).
    


    
      As much as Hayek appreciated Smith’s expansion-oriented outlook, he dispraised Thomas Malthus’s grim theory of
      population, arguing, “The modern idea that population growth threatens worldwide pauperization is simply a
      mistake. It is largely a consequence of oversimplifying the Malthusian theory of population” (Hayek 1988,
      121–22). According to the theory enounced by Malthus in 1798, population grows at an infinitely greater rate than
      the natural resources needed for its subsistence. As a result of this uneven ratio, any increase in the
      productivity of the land is outpaced by the increase in population. Malthus
      believed that equilibrium is restored when population growth is checked through periodic catastrophes such as
      war, famine, and disease. Hayek argued that this theory was perhaps applicable in Malthus’s time, when human
      labor could be regarded as a more or less homogeneous factor of production—that is, when wage labor was all of
      the same kind, employed in agriculture, with the same tools and the same opportunities. But in modern conditions,
      the Malthusian threat is irrelevant.
    


    
      The key to understanding Malthus’s error is differentiation: “man’s greatest achievement, leading to his other
      distinct characteristics” (Hayek 1988, 126). In a situation where labor is diversified, an increase in population
      makes further increases possible because differentiation allows for the division of labor, which in turn
      heightens productivity. Thanks to the increase in output, more mouths can be fed and population can grow. In a
      denser population even greater specialization is possible, which is then followed by a more elaborate division of
      labor. The result is further increases in productivity that facilitate further population expansion, and so on in
      a “self-accelerating” process (122). Contrary to Malthus, Hayek concluded that over much of human history,
      population growth was a “self-stimulating” rather than a “self-limiting” cause (126). This claim is quite
      different from the previous one, namely that Malthus’s theory might have been true for his period but holds no
      sway in modern times. In fact, throughout the chapter dedicated to the topic of population growth in The Fatal Conceit, Hayek oscillated between general statements concerning the beneficial effects of
      demographic expansion, and statements that constrained his claims to a specific time.
    


    
      Referring, for instance, to future developments, Hayek declared (1988, 125), “There is no danger whatever that,
      in the foreseeable future with which we can be concerned, the population of the world as a whole will outgrow its
      raw material resources, and every reason to assume that inherent forces will stop such a process long before that
      could happen.” Or: “I do not think that the much-dreaded population explosion—leading to a ‘standing room
      only’—is going to occur. The whole story of population growth may now be approaching its end, or at least
      approaching a very new level” (127). These guarded prophecies are somewhat confusing given Hayek’s allegiance to
      the idea that prosperity depends on population growth. They stand in opposition to statements such as “Whether we
      desire further increases of production and population or not, we must—merely to maintain
      existing numbers and wealth, and to protect them as best we can against calamity—strive after what, under
      favorable conditions, will continue to lead, at least for some time, and in many places, to further increases”
      (134). So where exactly did Hayek stand on this question? Did he think that
      population growth could go on indefinitely, or was it bound to stop at some point? And if it were to stop, what
      would happen to civilization then? Would it also come to a halt, or would it regress?
    


    
      Hayek attempted to clarify his position with various comments about the supposedly reassuring aspects of
      population growth. He argued that the highest population growth has never taken place in developed market
      economies but always on the peripheries, in underdeveloped countries, naming as examples the fast-growing cities
      of Cairo, Calcutta, Mexico City, São Paulo, Jakarta, Caracas, Lagos, and Bombay (Mumbai) (Hayek 1988, 128). On
      this point, D. R. Steele (1987, 175) noted that Hayek conveniently ignored the fact that often in human history,
      population growth has been lower in cities than in the surrounding countryside. Therefore, it is difficult to
      consider it as a sign of civilization and advanced culture. Furthermore, if we were to accept it as such, we
      would have to admit that the USSR has faired pretty well given that from 1917 to the 1980s, its population has
      more than doubled, increasing from 130 million to over 260 million (see Miller 1989, 315; Barry 1994, 149).
      Apparently, such contradictions and historical counterevidence that did not fit Hayek’s narrative did not worry
      him much. He stuck to the claim that population increase is not a threat but a sign of progress, especially in
      underdeveloped areas where the extension of the free market offers the poor new opportunities for employment,
      which allow an increase in a part of the population that otherwise would have never existed, let alone increased.
      Appropriating Karl Marx’s famous dictum but with a positive twist, Hayek affirmed (1988, 124), “capitalism
      created the proletariat: it gave and gives them life.”
    


    
      Since population growth concerns mainly the poor and not the rich, Hayek maintained that there is no reason to
      worry it might lead to general pauperization. The process of growth enables more poor to live and have children,
      but this does not entail that anybody should become poorer in the process, regardless of the fall in global
      average income (Hayek 1988, 123). Evidently, in Hayek’s eyes, inequality was even less of a problem than
      demographic growth, as we shall presently see. But first, it is important to note that alongside comments aimed
      at reassuring the reader that population growth is an issue that concerns mainly the poorer parts of the world,
      Hayek also observed that the peripheries are quickly disappearing, and soon there will be no underdeveloped
      countries left to enter the free market (128). Again, the question arises: what would happen to civilization and
      progress then? Hayek did not provide an answer. Instead, he wrote:
    


    
      
        We may hope and expect that once the remaining reservoir of people who are now
        entering the extended order is exhausted the growth of their numbers, which distresses people so much will
        gradually recede. After all, no fairly wealthy group shows any such tendency. We do not know enough to say when
        the turning point will be reached, but we can fairly assume that it will be very long indeed before we approach
        the horrors which the fancy of the ineluctable indefinite increase of mankind conjures up. (Ibid.)
      

    


    
      Some precautions were, apparently, nonetheless necessary. Hayek estimated that population growth would start
      decreasing sometime in the last decade of the twentieth century, but warned advanced countries not to interfere
      with this process by attempting to either artificially curtail growth or sustain it in regions too poor to
      maintain themselves. On the first score, he severely criticized the global think tank Club of Rome’s call to
      limit growth (Meadows et al. 1972) and the Global 2000 Report to president Jimmy Carter
      (Barney 1980) for describing bleak prospects of an overcrowded world. Hayek argued that inhabitants of countries
      already wealthy have no right to obstruct the development of rising economies, which should be allowed to decide
      for themselves whether the material comforts of advanced culture are worth the sacrifices involved (Hayek 1988,
      125–26). On the second score, Hayek warned that assisting populations that cannot sustain themselves—such as
      those living in the Sahel desert in Africa—is a grave mistake. It entails moral obligations and responsibilities,
      which advanced countries are very unlikely to perform satisfactorily in the long run. Such interference only
      arouses false expectations of approaching the standards of wealth of advanced countries, standards that cannot be
      reached without a natural increase in population density and in the intensity of exploitation of resources (125).
    


    
      It is not quite clear what Hayek thought would happen when we run out of resources. He seemed totally impervious
      to mounting concerns regarding environmental issues and the risk of depletion or misuse of resources on the part
      of the scientists he quoted. In 1968, the ecologist Garrett Hardin, whose work on ethics Hayek mentioned in his
      last book (Hayek 1988, 15), authored an influential paper under the title “The Tragedy of the Commons.” Hardin
      claimed that population growth in a finite world is a problem that has “no technical solution.” The title of his
      article refers to the inherent dilemma in systems based on self-interest, which operate in a context of limited
      resources with free access. In the example of the commons, each individual tries to maximize her or his herd with
      the inevitable result that the common resource is destroyed.1 Hardin concluded his article with a call to abandon the commons in breeding, since “freedom to breed will bring ruin to all” (Hardin 1968, 1248). He
      supported instead a form of mutual coercion that would limit reproduction.
    


    
      Hardin’s proposals, and the claim that human overpopulation is a problem that has no technical solution, were in
      total opposition to Hayek’s view (though Hardin’s advocacy of private property as a solution to the tragedy of
      the commons obviously aligned with Hayek’s political position). The same year that “The Tragedy of the Commons”
      appeared, Hayek published an article entitled “Competition as a Discovery Procedure” (see chapter 3, p. 72), in which he professed his unabated faith in the capacity of
      human innovative powers to constantly find new sources of energy that would foster growth (see Voigt 1992,
      463n17). He also ignored the warning of the group selection proponent Vero C. Wynne-Edwards, who wrote (1959,
      437), “Under a system of free enterprise, [man] is in grave danger of impairing the resources by taking too big a
      harvest, depleting the stock, and entering upon a spiral of diminishing returns.” Wynne-Edwards believed that
      modern man has lost all adaptations for population homeostasis with the dawn of civilization and the
      establishment of settled agriculture. The remedy to this loss resided in group selection, whose most significant
      function was “to find means of protecting the stock against the sabotage of short term individual advantage”
      (Wynne-Edwards 1971, 270, 279).
    


    
      Hayek’s friend the biologist Konrad Lorenz, one of the fathers of modern ethology, was also critical of the
      growth gospel. Lorenz believed that overpopulation was the source of most of the dangers threatening mankind in
      modern times, and advocated better education on this score (see Borrello 2010, 123). This was also the position
      of the biologist Julian Huxley, a leading figure of the modern evolutionary synthesis (see chapter 3, p. 89), whose work Hayek knew (1988, 121). Moreover, Hayek probably
      heard Huxley’s address in 1959 at the publication centennial celebration of On the Origin of
      Species at the University of Chicago. In this speech, Huxley declared (1961, 24), “Early in man’s history the
      injunction to increase and multiply was right. Today, it is wrong, and to obey it would be disastrous. The
      Western World, and the United States in particular, has to achieve the difficult task of reversing its thought
      about population. It has to begin thinking that our aim should be not increase but decrease—certainly and
      quickly.” He hoped to witness the arrival of a new idea system that would provide an ultimate goal for
      development as well as directives for practical action. “The spectacle of explosive population-increase,” he
      averred, “is prompting us to ask the simple but basic question, what are people for? And we
      see that the answer has to do with their quality as human beings, and the quality
      of their lives and their achievements” (ibid.). Note that this statement is almost the exact antithesis of
      Hayek’s claim quoted in chapter 3: “Whatever men live
      for, today most live only because of the market order” (Hayek 1988,
      133).
    


    
      Concerns about overpopulation were not a novelty of the second half of the twentieth century. Already in the
      nineteenth century, Julian Huxley’s grandfather, T. H. (Thomas Henry) Huxley, admonished ([1888] 2011, 212–13),
      “So long as unlimited multiplication goes on, no social organisation which has ever been devised or is likely to
      be devised, no fiddle-faddling with the distribution of wealth, will deliver the society from the tendency to be
      destroyed by the reproduction within itself, in its intensest form, of that struggle for existence, the
      limitation of which is the object of society.” In a famous lecture delivered in 1893, T. H. Huxley, who was
      publicly known as “Darwin’s bulldog” (a self-chosen epithet), took a resolute stance against the project of
      evolutionary ethics. He argued that nature was no moral guide and could not provide justification for good or bad
      behavior. “The thief and the murderer follow nature just as much as the philanthropist. Cosmic evolution may
      teach us how the good and the evil tendencies of man may have come about: but in itself, it is incompetent to
      furnish any better reason why what we call good is preferable to what we call evil than we had before” (T. H.
      Huxley [1893] 2011, 80). What Huxley termed “cosmic evolution” is the ongoing process of change in nature by
      means of a struggle for existence that follows from unrestricted multiplication in a situation of limited
      resources. He contrasted it with the “ethical process,” which according to him comprised the essence of social
      progress. This progress consisted not of the survival of those who happen to be the “fittest”—a notion whose
      value is totally dependent on existing conditions—but of those who are morally the best.
    


    
      Finally, Charles Darwin, whose scientific authority in matters biological Hayek seemed to rely on for his own
      theory, argued in The Descent of Man ([1871] 1981, 180), “It is impossible not to regret
      bitterly, whether wisely is another question, the rate at which man tends to increase; for this leads in
      barbarous tribes to infanticide and many other evils, and in civilised nations to abject poverty, celibacy and to
      the late marriages of the prudent.” Yet Darwin also believed that if humans were not subject to the struggle for
      existence, and to the natural selection that results from population pressure, they would probably not have
      attained the high moral stature characteristic of “the rank of manhood.” If demographic growth could be viewed in
      any positive sense, for Darwin it was because larger populations have a bigger
      share of gifted individuals. When discussing group selection in humans, he specified:
    


    
      
        Now if some one man in a tribe, more sagacious than the others invented a new snare or weapon, or other means
        of attack or defence, the plainest self-interest, without the assistance of much reasoning power, would prompt
        the others to imitate him; and all would thus profit. The habitual practice of each new art must likewise in
        some light degree strengthen the intellect. If the new invention were an important one, the tribe would
        increase in number, spread, and supplant other tribes. In a tribe thus rendered more numerous there would
        always be a rather better chance of the birth of other superior and inventive members. (Ibid., 161)
      

    


    
      Though Hayek presumed that “the close interconnections among evolution, biology and ethics” were related to the
      problem of scarcity of resources (Hayek 1988, 15), he did not accord Malthus’s theory of population the same
      weight as Darwin did. In On the Origin of Species, Darwin said about his theory of natural
      selection, “It is the doctrine of Malthus applied with manifold force to the whole animal and vegetable kingdoms”
      (C. Darwin [1859] 2003, 63). He later reaffirmed the important influence of Malthus on his thought, recalling in
      his autobiography, “In October 1838 . . . I happened to read for amusement ‘Malthus on Population,’ and being
      well prepared to appreciate the struggle for existence which everywhere goes on from long-continued observation
      of the habits of animals and plants, it at once struck me that under these circumstances favourable variations
      would tend to be preserved, and unfavourable ones to be destroyed. The result would be the formation of new
      species. Here, then, I had got a theory by which to work” (F. Darwin [1876] 1887, 83). Hayek, for his part,
      reduced the struggle for existence, and in fact the entire process of evolution, to competition. When discussing
      the affinities between biological and cultural evolution, he wrote, “Variation, adaptation and competition are
      essentially the same kind of process,” and “all evolution rest[s] on competition” (Hayek 1988, 26). Curiously, he
      left imitation out of this short description. Be that as it may, as far as biology is concerned this statement is
      simply not true. Variation, adaptation, and competition are not essentially the same kind of process. Variation
      and competition, if the latter is understood as the struggle for existence, are both conditions for natural
      selection. Adaptation is the result of this process.
    


    
      That Hayek understood the evolutionary process primarily as competition indicates how firmly his point of view
      was anchored in classical economic theory, which he considered to be the beginning of evolutionary thinking (see chapter 1, pp. 26–27). He
      followed in Smith’s footsteps, to whose view, or rather Hayek’s interpretation of it (see below), he tried to
      harness Darwin’s scientific aura. But Smith and Darwin were interested in solving different problems, and this
      explains some of the inconsistencies in Hayek’s evolutionary arguments. Smith wrote The Wealth
      of Nations (1776) in order to convince his readers that an increase in the quantity of wealth of a given
      country would follow from the opening up of various sectors of the economy to free competition. Maximizing the
      wealth of England was Smith’s chief concern, and he believed that a progressive economy was the first
      prerequisite for improving, albeit unequally, the condition of all members of society. Darwin was interested in
      elucidating the origin of biodiversity. Growth, or multiplication, was an important element in his theory, but
      only insofar as the struggle for existence provided the selective pressure necessary for the evolution of highly
      adaptive creatures. Far from maximizing growth, Darwinian natural selection is a complex explanation of the
      formation of an intricate web of life in which numerous forces push and pull in various directions. It is not
      progressive in the same manner that Smith’s free market economy is.
    


    
      Another fundamental factor distinguishes Darwin’s theory from Smith’s. The latter assigned a predominant role to
      self-interest as the prime mover of economic growth. This is manifest in the passage that evokes the invisible
      hand in The Wealth of Nations, and in which Smith discusses restrictions on the importation
      of foreign goods that can be produced domestically, arguing that such restrictions are unnecessary. According to
      Smith ([1776] 1976, 1:477), because of reasons related to the safety of investments (always less risky closer by
      than farther away), capital owners would naturally prefer to support domestic industry whenever equal or nearly
      equal profits can be made in the home trade: “By preferring the support of domestic to that of foreign industry,
      he [the capital owner] intends only his own security; and by directing that industry in such a manner as its
      produce may be of the greatest value, he intends only his own gain, and he is in this, as in many other cases,
      led by an invisible hand to promote an end which was no part of his intention.” The vera
      causa in Smith’s recipe for economic growth is the inborn drive of every individual to improve his or her
      condition, a drive “so powerful . . . that it is alone, and without any assistance, not only capable of carrying
      on the society to wealth and prosperity, but of surmounting a hundred impertinent obstructions with which the
      folly of human laws too often encumbers its operations” (2:50).
    


    
      The same cannot be said of Darwin’s theory of natural selection, in which environmental constraints, including
      population pressure, are the principal motor of species formation. If living
      creatures were to achieve better adaptation to their environment primarily through personal effort, then Darwin’s
      theory would have resembled Jean-Baptiste Lamarck’s transformism. Although Darwin adopted Lamarck’s law of use
      and disuse (individual organisms lose characteristics they do not make use of, and develop those that are
      advantageous), as well as the principle of inheritance of acquired traits, his great contribution lay in the
      intuition that adaptation is not the result of personal striving. Natural selection is a process that operates on
      the individual (or the community) who is subject to the pressures of a struggle over limited resources. Without
      these pressures, which are directly derived from Malthus’s analysis of the tendency to multiply beyond the
      carrying capacity of the environment, selective forces are inexistent. In other words, all who are born,
      regardless of the differences they present in terms of advantageous traits, can survive and reproduce. No special
      adaptation is necessary, and as far as humans are concerned, there is no competition between tribes to advance
      the selection of prosocial behavior. This logic evidently did not inform Hayek’s evolutionary reasoning, or else
      he would have evaluated Malthus’s theory differently.
    


    
      The main reason Hayek was interested in evolutionary theory resided elsewhere, in what he considered to be an
      “astonishing fact, revealed by economics and biology, that order generated without design can far outstrip plans
      men consciously contrive” (Hayek 1988, 8). But here again, the equation of evolution with the emergence of an
      unintentional order denotes a view that echoes the invisible-hand metaphor much more than evolution by natural
      selection. Such an interpretation of the evolutionary process is problematic, because it clashes with both group
      selection thinking and the evolutionary perspective more generally. With respect to group selection, David Sloan
      Wilson, who is one of its leading theorists today, stressed that referring to group advantages is quite different
      from providing an “invisible-hand explanation.” In the article “The New Fable of the Bees” (2004), Wilson
      proposed to retain Bernard Mandeville’s emphasis on self-organization, in which an adaptive society can operate
      without any centralized intelligence, but to reject the concept of self-interest as an adequate description of
      how the thoughts and actions of individuals enable the evolution of adaptive units. There is no reason to
      suppose, Wilson claimed, that relative fitness maximization within groups would miraculously result in adaptive
      groups. A group-level adaptation requires group-level selection.
    


    
      Together with the philosopher Elliott Sober, Wilson developed a multilevel selection theory (MLS) according to
      which groups can function as units of selection alongside genes, cells, and individual organisms. All that is required for a group selection explanation to be admissible is a demonstration that
      selection on the group level outweighs selective pressures on the individual level (see Sober and Wilson 1998).
      In recent years, this idea gained momentum when one of the most authoritative voices in evolutionary studies, the
      father of modern sociobiology and an erstwhile proponent of the gene-centered view, Edward Osborne Wilson,
      changed his position in favor of David Sloan Wilson’s multilevel selection theory, causing a heated controversy
      (see Wilson and Wilson 2007 and the debate in Nature following Nowak, Tarnita, and Wilson
      2010). Since the suggestion has been made (see Zywicki 2000) that the revival of interest in group selection
      could possibly vindicate Hayek’s view, it is important to point out the fundamental difference, noted above,
      which separates Hayek’s perception of group selection as akin to the invisible hand from Wilson’s theory of
      multilevel selection.
    


    
      On a more general level, Hayek’s interpretation of group selection also clashes with a core tenet of evolutionary
      thinking, namely the claim that evolution does not necessarily entail the emergence of a desirable order.
      Evolution is not an optimizer, as the economist Geoffrey Hodgson argued in his criticism of Hayek’s theory
      (Hodgson 1993, 45). Similarly to Victor Vanberg before him (Vanberg 1986, 96), Hodgson blamed Hayek for putting
      too much emphasis on the positive aspects of blind evolution while neglecting the possibility of a spontaneous
      disorder. He further noted that Hayek’s utopian conception of evolution, which contains an implicit assumption of
      the perfectibility of society, reveals a strong resemblance to the outdated view of Herbert Spencer. Both
      evolutionary accounts fall back on a universal selective force emanating from the free market, while the
      mechanisms of this socioeconomic evolution remain unclear (Hodgson 1991, 77; 1993, 179–81). Roland Kley (1994,
      117) expressed similar criticism when he provocatively asked whether the Mafia should also be considered a
      spontaneous social order, since its story could be told in terms closely resembling those Hayek used to describe
      the formation of the market order. And Andy Denis (2002, 281) accused Hayek of being a “Panglossian evolutionary
      theorist” who believes that the evolutionary process leads to human-favorable outcomes. Finally, Ulrich Witt
      (2013, 131–36) noted that the consequences of “competition as a discovery procedure” are not uniquely beneficial,
      mentioning as an example the potential environmental threats of technological innovations. Some (e.g., Whitman
      1998, 2003; Shearmur 1996, 108) have attempted to refute the Panglossian allegation by claiming that Hayek would
      not have discussed the necessity of improving inherited institutions, or of
      critically scrutinizing accepted rules, if he were a true Panglossian. But, as we will see in the next section,
      Hayek was very guarded in his suggestions for reform and government intervention, and gave precedence to market
      forces over human design.
    


    
      It should also be noted that Hayek’s concept of a spontaneous and beneficial order is inconsistent not only with
      the evolutionary perspective but also with Adam Smith’s own use of the invisible-hand metaphor. Hayek thus seems
      to falsely claim the authority of both Darwin and Smith. The latter was far from advocating an extensive
      laissez-faire politics of the kind nowadays identified with his omnipresent simile. For him, individual liberty
      was not the end but the means of sustaining social order and property (Schabas 2005, 85, 100). Furthermore, Smith
      acknowledged that the free market, while allowing economic growth, would require continued intervention in order
      to make sure that the increase in accumulated wealth does not come at too high a price (e.g., the intellectual
      debilitation of the working classes). This led certain scholars to argue that the invisible hand does not
      describe Smith’s economic theory well. According to H. B. Acton (1972, 428), it conveyed the unsurprising
      observation that a society composed of prudent and economical people is likely to be prudently and economically
      managed (see Vernon 1979, 60). Emma Rothschild (1994, 319) further claimed that Smith did not particularly esteem
      the invisible hand and thought it an ironic but useful joke.
    


    
      Unlike Smith, Hayek referred to the invisible hand as an apt description of the very essence of cultural
      development. In the name of the beneficial and unintended consequences of individual actions motivated by profit
      making, he celebrated a morality based on the imperative of growth. Smith would never have endorsed such a view,
      as any reader of The Theory of Moral Sentiments knows. When he first evoked the invisible
      hand in this book, Smith described in unflattering terms the idle and empty life of the rich who care little
      about their brethren and seek to consume as much as possible. Such desire has a natural check, the size of the
      digestive organ, which does not increase proportionally to the size of one’s possessions and wishes. What the
      landlord cannot consume, he is obliged to divide among those who serve him. They all “thus derive from his luxury
      and caprice, that share of the necessaries of life, which they would in vain have expected from his humanity or
      his justice.” Smith then summarized:
    


    
      
        The rich only select from the heap what is most precious and agreeable. They consume little more than the poor,
        and in spite of their natural selfishness and rapacity, though they mean only
        their own conveniency, though the sole end which they propose from the labours of all the thousands whom they
        employ, be the gratification of their own vain and insatiable desires, they divide with the poor the produce of
        all their improvements. They are led by an invisible hand to make nearly the same distribution of the
        necessaries of life, which would have been made, had the earth been divided into equal portions among all its
        inhabitants, and thus without intending it, without knowing it, advance the interest of the society, and afford
        means to the multiplication of the species. When Providence divided the earth among a few lordly masters, it
        neither forgot nor abandoned those who seemed to have been left out in the partition. (Smith [1759] 1761,
        273–74)
      

    


    
      Smith evidently believed that a division of the Earth’s bounty that caters to the poor was desirable and
      corresponded to the Creator’s intention. Hayek was of the mind that redistribution of wealth and progress were
      antithetical. He argued that the kind of progress brought forward through the operation of the invisible hand
      implies that innovations will spread only gradually, and “there will always be people who already benefit from
      new achievements that have not yet reached others” ([1960] 1971, 39). Demands for greater equality exhibit,
      therefore, basic misunderstanding of this fact. They are anchored in a false conception that those in the lead
      claim a right to something that otherwise would be available to the rest. This would be true, Hayek explained,
      were we to think in terms of a single redistribution of the fruits of past progress. But it cannot be true if we
      consider progress in the sense of cumulative growth of knowledge and power over nature: “The rapid economic
      advance that we have come to expect seems in a large measure to be the result of this inequality and to be
      impossible without it. Progress at such a fast rate cannot proceed on a uniform front but must take place in
      echelon fashion, with some far ahead of the rest” (ibid.).
    


    
      In line with this idea of progress, Hayek defended inequality also in domains such as medical care and education.
      He argued that where systems of state medicine operate according to the principle of just distribution, those who
      can quickly be restored to full earning activity often have to wait for long periods, because all the hospital
      facilities are taken up by people who will never again contribute to the needs of the rest (Hayek [1960] 1971,
      260). The introduction of such a system thus “puts a strait jacket on evolution and places on society a steadily
      growing burden from which it will in all probability again and again attempt to extricate itself” (264). As for
      education, if society wishes to get maximum return on its investment and limit its expenditure, it should
      concentrate on the higher education of a comparatively small elite rather than
      prolong the education of large numbers (330). The social injustice entailed by adopting this kind of politics
      toward the weaker and poorer members of society did not worry Hayek. To him, inequality was an inevitable
      corollary of progress, and the latter was well worth the price of the former. “People will usually choose
      civilisation if they have the choice,” Hayek asserted (1988, 133–34), bringing as evidence the fact that many
      agree to live in shantytowns.
    


    
      The argument is far from convincing, and led some to question the authenticity of Hayek’s defense of individual
      liberties. David Miller remarked (1989, 312–13, 319):
    


    
      
        Those who wish to see Hayek as a major contemporary philosopher of liberty may be disappointed to discover that
        freedom is here regarded simply as instrumental to the multiplication of the human species. . . . When the
        chips are finally down, all of Hayek’s claims about the contribution made by the market order to freedom, to
        human well-being, are dispensable asides. What really matters about the market order is that it increases the
        sustainable population, and that matters not for any moral reason in the ordinary sense
        but because it corresponds to an evolutionary imperative that bids us to be fruitful and multiply. I find this
        a depressing picture of the human condition, denying as it seems man’s capacities for reflection and choice, at
        least where common institutions are in question.
      

    


    
      Miller argued that what distinguishes the human species is our ability to evaluate the way in which our group or
      society is developing, and to choose, on the basis of that evolution, whether to change direction or to continue
      as before. Hayek’s interpretation of the role of choice and human agency in cultural evolution was different. He
      sought to subjugate both to his view of progress coupled with economic growth, as is clear in his analysis of
      justice and legislation.
    


    FREEDOM, JUSTICE, AND
    LAWMAKING


    
      Hayek defined justice negatively by insisting on what it is not: “Justice is emphatically not a balancing of
      particular interests at stake in a concrete case, or even the interests of determinable classes of persons, nor
      does it aim at bringing about a particular state of affairs which is regarded as just. It is not concerned with
      the results that a particular action will in fact bring about” (Hayek 1976, 39). Unlike modern political
      philosophers, he did not view justice as determined by a moral principle (e.g., just distribution of goods, rights, etc.) but rather as emanating from a procedure (see Livingston 1991). “Justice,”
      he explained (1976, 70), “requires that in the ‘treatment’ of another person or persons, i.e., in the intentional
      actions affecting the well-being of other persons, certain uniform rules of conduct be observed.” Whether or not
      these rules bring about a desirable situation from a specific human point of view is beside the point. What
      matters is that these rules follow the precepts of free competition, even if this means the strong inevitably get
      more than the weak:
    


    
      
        Rules of just conduct cannot alter the fact that, with perfectly just behaviour on both sides, the low
        productivity of labour in some countries will bring about a situation where the wages at which all can get
        employment will be very low—and at the same time the return on capital will be very high—and where higher wages
        could be secured to some only by means which would prevent others from finding employment at all. . . . Justice
        in this connection can mean only such wages or prices as have been determined in a free market without
        deception, fraud or violence; . . . In this one sense in which we can talk meaningfully about just wages or
        just prices, the result of a wholly just transaction may indeed be that one side gets very little out of it and
        the other a great deal. (Hayek 1973, 141)
      

    


    
      In other words, according to Hayek, justice is equivalent to the operation of impersonal market forces. It
      concerns only the rules of the game, not its results. Hayek in fact described the spontaneous order as “the game
      of Catallaxy . . . a wealth creating game”; “a game that is played because it improves the chances of all” (Hayek
      1976, 115, 117). Catallaxy, as mentioned above (see chapter
      2, pp. 79–80), was Hayek’s alternative name for the market order. It is derived from the Greek verb katallattein/katallassein (to change or to exchange), which Hayek believed was better suited to
      describe his discipline, renamed catallactics, than the Greek word oikonomia, whose original
      meaning is “household management.” The latter implies allocation of resources according to a predetermined
      hierarchy of objectives. But in the game of Catallaxy, the outcomes cannot serve a predetermined order of ends,
      because they are not known in advance. Like all games (here Hayek referred to the Oxford English
      Dictionary’s definition of a game), Catallaxy is “a contest played according to rules and decided by superior
      skill, strength or good fortune.” In order to be fair, the rules must be the same for all, which inevitably
      implies that the rewards will be widely different for different people. There must be winners and losers, but
      their identity cannot be predictable (Hayek 1979, 68–69).
    


    
      If this were not the case, namely if the game results could be foreseen or were
      deliberately brought about, we could view them as unjust. But “in a society of omniscient persons there would be
      no room for a conception of justice; every action would have to be judged as a means of bringing about known
      effects.” Justice, Hayek declared (1976, 39), recalling his definition of the market order, “is an adaptation to
      our ignorance.” It has a place in our modern civilization specifically because the latter depends on competition
      as a discovery procedure, and on the effective use of dispersed knowledge. And this place is very different from
      what proponents of “social justice” believe it should be. By advocating fair distribution, they reveal their
      profound misunderstanding of the material foundations of modern civilization, which are firmly attached to the
      laws of competition. Their “atavistic longings” for the solidarity of the small group are the sign of an immature
      mind that continues to demand from an impersonal process that it conform to our evolved moral precepts (63, 166;
      Hayek 1988, 104, 120). Proponents of “social justice” refuse to accept that in a process of discovery, the
      expectations of some will have to be disappointed, and they might suffer unmerited failure due to a multitude of
      factors that no one controls (Hayek 1976, 3, 69–71, 94; see also Hayek 1973, 102). To recap, social justice is
      “simply a quasi-religious superstition” that we must fight against in order to protect ourselves from the danger
      of totalitarianism (Hayek 1976, 66):
    


    
      
        The fruitless attempt to render a situation just whose outcome, by its nature cannot be
        determined by what anyone does or knows, only damages the functioning of the process itself. Such demands for
        justice are simply inappropriate to a naturalistic evolutionary process. . . . Evolution
        cannot be just. To insist that all future change be just is to demand that evolution come to a halt.
        Evolution leads us ahead precisely by bringing about much that we could not intend or foresee, let alone
        prejudge its moral properties. (Hayek 1988, 74)
      

    


    
      Hayek attacked specifically the political philosopher John Rawls’s influential Theory of
      Justice (1971), which offered a modern interpretation of Jean-Jacques Rousseau’s social contract with its
      strong egalitarian overtones. According to Rawls, the principles of justice can be retrieved with the help of an
      artificial device: an original, hypothetical position in which all members of society are placed behind a “veil
      of ignorance.” No one knows her or his place in society, the class they belong to, the natural assets and
      abilities they possess, or their status compared with others. Under these conditions, argued Rawls, people would
      agree to two basic principles: that each should have an equal right to the most extensive basic liberty
      compatible with a similar liberty for others, and that inequalities in the
      distribution of wealth should benefit the worst-off members of society. Hayek vehemently opposed this view,
      declaring (1988, 74–75), “If, at some earlier date, some magic force had been granted the power to enforce, say,
      some egalitarian or meritocratic creed . . . the evolution of civilization [would have been] impossible. A
      Rawlsian world could thus never have become civilized.” In Hayek’s eyes, a juxtaposition of the ideas of freedom
      and equality was nonsensical, except in the case of equality before the law: “Not only has liberty nothing to do
      with any other sort of equality, but it is even bound to produce inequality in many respects. This is the
      necessary result and part of the justification of individual liberty: if the result of individual liberty did not
      demonstrate that some manners of living are more successful than others, much of the case for it would vanish”
      (Hayek [1960] 1971, 75).
    


    
      The basis for this claim was Hayek’s view of cultural evolution as an unguided process: “Freedom means that in
      some measure we entrust our fate to forces which we do not control” (Hayek 1976, 30). Accordingly, he treated
      freedom as “an artefact of civilization” and described it as a new sort of “discipline,” one that developed in an
      unintended and unwanted manner (Hayek 1979, 163). Freedom released humans from the chains of the small group to
      which they were confined in order to survive by allowing them to use their knowledge for their own purposes. But
      at the same time, it robbed them of entitlement to any other social or economic right (Hayek 1976, 102): “We have
      no right that our houses do not burn down, nor a right that our products or services find a buyer, nor that any
      particular goods or services be provided for us. Justice does not impose on our fellows a general duty to provide
      for us; and a claim to such a provision can exist only to the extent that we are maintaining an organization for
      that purpose.”
    


    
      Following Hayek, there was a clear trade-off between the existence of a liberal, spontaneous order and the
      attainment of specific moral and political objectives. He believed that in a free society, the “general good”
      could mean only the preservation of a free market that enables individuals to pursue their purposes and provide
      for their needs without intervention from authority (Hayek 1976, 1, 22). This belief formed the essence of his
      famous defense of the “rule of law.” Its sole objective consisted of securing the legal framework of the free
      society: “The aim of the rule of law is merely to prevent as much as possible, by drawing boundaries, the actions
      of different individuals from interfering with each other. . . . In the ordinary sense of purpose, law is
      therefore not a means to any purpose, but merely a condition for the successful pursuit of most purposes” (Hayek
      1973, 110, 113). This view embraces Immanuel Kant’s emphasis on the purposeless
      character of rules in opposition to Jeremy Bentham’s claim that purpose is the central feature of law (113). What
      makes peaceful existence under the “rule of law” possible is the common agreement over the means available to
      each for the attainment of personal goals, which themselves might clash. In summary, we all acquiesce to play the
      game of Catallaxy and follow the rules of free competition because, presumably, these rules increase everyone’s
      chances and protect no one in particular (3–4).
    


    
      Hayek’s description of the “rule of law,” and the place of individual freedom within it, was the target of strong
      criticism. The economist Robert Sugden remarked that Hayek’s portrayal of Catallaxy as a wealth-creating game
      begs the question, for he didn’t show how the market can be expected to benefit those who are poorly endowed or
      who do not inherit wealth (Sugden 1993, 407). Roland Kley (1994, 24) also argued that when Hayek recommended the
      free market as a purely procedural coordination mechanism, one that is capable of reconciling people’s
      conflicting individual ends while avoiding potential strife, he overlooked the fact that this mechanism decides
      among rival claims on scarce resources. In other words, the market follows the maxim “To each according to
      her/his market value.” Hayek tried to present this maxim as an unbiased instrumental view of justice, but in
      reality it is no less contentious than the conception of social justice. Its defense, like that of any
      alternative principle, must rest on a moral philosophical argument. Rules cannot simply be seen as accommodating
      us in some optimal way to the unchanging causalities of the social world, thereby making possible a functioning
      society and economy. They are not tools helping us to solve some problem given independently of how we want to
      conceive of ourselves. Even though they are means to ordering social and economic life, we want them to express
      the kind of moral beings and the type of society we believe we should be (204).
    


    
      Similar observations were made with respect to Hayek’s notion of liberty. According to the economist Ragip Ege
      (1992, 1025), Hayek reduced liberty to a mechanical question of efficiency and optimality. Yet liberty is not a
      rule of conduct like the other free market rules, and considering it from a formal point of view as equality
      before the law is insufficient. Liberty is the condition for the exercise of the rules governing the market
      order, and we need to think of it in terms of real, effective liberty. The political scientist Andrew Gamble
      (1996, 190) also claimed that by endorsing negative liberty over positive liberty, Hayek failed to address the
      problem of private power. He defined negative liberty almost wholly in terms of the liberty of property owners, but since on his own account the majority of the citizens in the market order cannot
      be property owners, and since he proposed no special measures to enable them to become so, he appeared to accept
      that there can be no manner of establishing the kind of liberal order which he favored. As noted by Ellen Paul
      (1988, 254, 259), there is a further tension in Hayek between individualism and the defense of freedom (which
      benefits individuals and their purposes) on the one hand, and on the other a holistic view that favors the
      survival of the group over the welfare of the individual. Hayek appeared to have promoted the latter,
      notwithstanding his unequivocal opposition to collectivism. In The Constitution of Liberty,
      he wrote ([1960] 1971, 32), “What is important is not what freedom I personally would like to exercise but what
      freedom some person may need in order to do things beneficial to society. This freedom we can assure to the
      unknown person only by giving it to all.”
    


    
      The idea of group selection was of particular importance as well in Hayek’s subsequent discussions of lawmaking
      (see Angner 2002, 697). In the introduction to his second, multivolume treatise on liberalism, Law, Legislation and Liberty, he declared (1973, 13), “It will be one of our chief contentions that
      most of the rules of conduct which govern our actions, and most of the institutions which arise out of this
      regularity, are adaptations to the impossibility of anyone taking conscious account of all the particular facts
      which enter into the order of society.” To Hayek, the notion of group selection provided support for the claim
      that the laws governing society are not the product of design and rational intent. They are discovered, or “found
      to prevail,” rather than created (97). He succinctly summarized this idea in the statement “Law is older than
      lawmaking” (73). It is no accident, he claimed, that we still use the same word, law, for
      the rules governing nature and society. Both kinds of rules were initially conceived as something that emanates
      from a supernatural entity and exists independently of human will. The belief that humans can alter or make laws
      is, Hayek averred, a relatively new development. It emerged in classical Greece and was not long-lived, surfacing
      again only in the late Middle Ages. The sixteenth and seventeenth centuries subsequently saw the rise of the
      infamous constructivist mindset, which completely changed the meaning of the term natural
      law into its almost exact opposite: the law of reason. This was the beginning of legal
      positivism, the doctrine according to which law is the product of legislation, and which has become the
      predominant view in modern times.
    


    
      Hayek argued that legal positivism is “simply the ideology of socialism” (Hayek 1976, 53). Its aim is to
      legitimize law enforcement in the service of particular purposes or special
      interests rather than preserve the spontaneous order, as should be the objective of the rule of law. “It is an
      ideology born out of the desire to achieve complete control over the social order, and the belief that it is in
      our power to determine deliberately in any manner we like, every aspect of this social order.” In order to free
      ourselves from the “all-pervasive influence of the intellectual presumption,” which assumes that humans have
      designed or could design the rules of the social order, “we should begin to look at the primitive or even
      pre-human beginnings of social life” (Hayek 1973, 73). Such a survey, Hayek would have us believe, reveals that
      the development of law began not within the organized community of the tribe but with the first instance of
      barter, when a savage placed some offerings at the boundary of the territory of her/his group in the expectation
      that a return gift would be made in a similar manner. Gradually a rule was born, that is, “a propensity or
      disposition to act or not to act in a certain manner, which . . . manifest[s] itself in what we call a practice or custom” (75). The law, which developed at a later point, is simply a formal and explicit
      verbal rendition of customs; it consists of purpose-independent rules that govern the conduct of individuals
      toward each other, and are intended to apply to an unknown number of further instances (86).
    


    
      Hayek made a point of distinguishing between the “grown law” described above and “made law.” The former, of which
      he gave as example the ius gentium, the merchant law, constituted the foundation of the
      spontaneous order. It is abstract in character, while “made law” is created by the commands of a ruler for a
      specific purpose. The early lawgivers, from Hammurabi to Solon (and, curiously, also Lycurgus) as well as the
      authors of the Roman Twelve Tables, belong, according to Hayek, to the tradition of “grown law.” They did not
      create new laws—they merely stated what law was and has always been. The Roman civil code, which has influenced
      so profoundly all Western law, is also mainly the product of law finding by jurists in a process resembling the
      posterior development of the English common law through the accumulated decisions of judges (Hayek 1973, 81–82).
      This historical reading of the evolution of law was to buttress the claim that only “grown law,” or its modern
      equivalent, the common law, could be deemed authentic. Hayek’s analysis thus aligned with his theory of group
      selection. In other words, the legal system, the market order, and modern civilization were all products of human
      action but not of human design. This did not mean, however, that lawmaking had no place at all in Hayek’s
      conception of the rule of law: “Although rules of just conduct, like the order of actions they make possible,
      will in the first instance be the product of spontaneous growth, their gradual
      perfection will require the deliberate effort of judges . . . who will improve the existing system by laying down
      new rules” (100).
    


    
      The common law judge, who occupies the leading role in Hayek’s philosophy of law, has in effect the task of
      extricating the spontaneous order “from the dead ends into which the gradual evolution may lead it,” for reasons
      that Hayek did not specify (Hayek 1973, 100). The common law judge may also be required to revise entire sections
      of the established system of law. S/he should nevertheless be cognizant of the fact that this system as a whole
      does not owe its structure to design. Consequently, the judge’s intervention must not extend beyond the goal of
      maintaining and improving the rules of the spontaneous order so as to make it more likely that the expectations
      of individuals will match. This view reflects Hayek’s definition of an order as “a state of affairs in which a
      multiplicity of elements of various kinds are so related to each other that we may learn from our acquaintance
      with some spatial or temporal part of the whole to form correct expectations concerning the rest, or at least
      expectations which have a good chance of proving correct” (39). In short, the common law judge, like the lawyer,
      is to be a “servant” or an “organ” of the spontaneous order (119), an “unwitting tool, a link in a chain of
      events that he does not see as a whole,” rather than a “conscious initiator” and creator of laws ex nihilo. Her
      or his mission is to apply the general principles of the law, not to question them (66). Hayek illustrated this
      idea with the help of an organic analogy:
    


    
      
        We could never produce a crystal or a complex organic compound if we had to place each individual molecule or
        atom in the appropriate place in relation to others. We must rely on the fact that in certain conditions they
        arrange themselves in a structure possessing certain characteristics. The use of these spontaneous forces,
        which in such instances is our only means of achieving the desired result, implies, then, that many features of
        the process creating the order will be beyond our control; we cannot, in other words, rely on these forces and
        at the same time make sure that particular atoms will occupy specific places in the resulting structure.
        Similarly, we can produce the conditions for the formation of an order in society, but we cannot arrange the
        manner in which its elements will arrange themselves under appropriate conditions. In this sense the task of
        the lawgiver is not to set up a particular order but merely to create conditions in which an orderly
        arrangement can establish and ever renew itself. (Hayek [1960] 1971, 141)
      

    


    
      “A socialist judge,” Hayek concluded (1973, 119–21), “would really be a contradiction in terms,” because personal
      conviction would prevent her/him from applying only the general principles that
      underlie the spontaneous order of actions. In searching to establish social justice, s/he will aim at particular
      results for particular persons or groups. But as Judge Richard Posner correctly remarked (2005, 150), the same is
      true of a capitalist judge. And the contradiction Hayek identified has nothing to do with the content of the
      judge’s policy views. It lies in the judge’s allowing those views to influence her/his decisions, a point that
      was lost on Hayek. He wanted to portray the spontaneous order, namely capitalism, as more natural than the appeal
      to social justice, since the authority that commands obedience to its laws does so only because, and so long as,
      it enforces rules presumed to exist independently of it, and resting on a diffuse opinion of what is correct
      behavior (Hayek 1973, 95). In other words, from Hayek’s perspective, tradition and group selection are the forces
      that coerce, not transient political actors (see Zywicki 2004). Similarly, for law to be admitted as legitimate,
      the principles that guide its development should come in part from outside the law, and be based on a true
      conception of how activities in a Great Society can be effectively ordered. Law should not reflect what specific
      authority wants done in a particular case (Hayek 1973, 69, 98).
    


    
      Gamble (1996, 144) compared this conception of law to a genetic code, which represents the stored-up wisdom
      accumulated over many generations on how best to regulate a market order. Hayek’s view indeed denies any
      substantial role to human agency in directing cultural evolution through lawmaking. Under the cloak of custom,
      his view of the law reserves solely to economic reasoning (of Hayek’s kind) the privilege to guide legislation.
      Recalling his earlier lecture, “Economics and Knowledge,” he confessed in the introduction to the first volume of
      Law, Legislation and Liberty, “The insight into the significance of our institutional
      ignorance in the economic sphere, and into the methods by which we have learnt to overcome this obstacle, was in
      fact the starting point for those ideas which in the present book are systematically applied to a much wider
      field” (Hayek 1973, 13). Even within currents of thought considered sympathetic to Hayek’s political views, such
      as the Law and Economics movement, this reluctance to allow human reason an active role in cultural evolution was
      strongly criticized.
    


    
      According to one of the main proponents of this movement, the above-mentioned Judge Posner, Hayek assigned judges
      too restricted a role within the legal system. His aversion to planning was at times so powerful that he came
      close to denying that legislatures have any business legislating. Though Hayek acknowledged that new situations
      in which established rules are inadequate would constantly arise, requiring the formulation of new rules,
      he believed that regulation is the task of custom, while the judges’ role remains a
      passive one (Posner 2005, 149–50; for a different view, see Ambrosino 2014). In fact, he argued that judges
      should be prohibited from engaging in a “balancing of the particular interests affected [by the rules] in the
      light of their importance,” or from concerning themselves “with the effects of [the rules’] applications in
      particular instances.” Neither the judges, nor the parties involved, need to know anything about the nature of
      the resulting overall order or about any interest of society (Hayek 1976, 119, 121). Instead, Posner advocated in
      his Economic Analysis of Law (1973), and in the many books and articles that followed, the
      application of economic calculations to the legal practice as a method for finding out the individual and social
      consequences of rules and judgments. He maintained that rules should be assessed, and adjudication dispensed,
      according to economic efficiency following a comparison of costs and benefits.
    


    
      Posner’s appeal to rational intervention clashes with Hayek’s faith in the naturally beneficial outcomes of
      “grown law,” and led him to condemn Hayek for being insufficiently critical of the limitations of custom as the
      basis for a normative order. In Posner’s eyes, Hayek put too much weight on cultural evolution, though its
      directionless character cannot be assumed to produce desirable results. To support this claim, Posner mentioned
      instances where customs that arise spontaneously, such as price-cutting between competing firms, may support
      activities that undermine the operation of the free market and are harmful to society as a whole. Naturally,
      antitrust law cannot be based on such a custom, for its specific aim is to forbid it (Posner 2005, 151–52). He
      maintained that Hayek equally ignored problems that arise from the fact that custom, being “acephalous” (there is
      no “custom-giver” analogous to a legislature, which is a lawgiver), tends to change very slowly. If economic and
      social practices are changing rapidly, custom will often fail to keep up, becoming a drag on progress. “Customs
      may in short be vestigial and dysfunctional,” Posner concluded (162); but on the crucial questions of when law
      should reject custom, or which customs should have the backing of the law, Hayek casts no light.
    


    
      This unfavorable evaluation echoes earlier remarks about Hayek’s analysis of legislation. Jeremy Shearmur argued
      that within Hayek’s theory, there appears to be no obvious way in which one may distinguish between a judgment
      that a rule is wrong and someone simply breaking it because it is in her or his advantage to do so. And yet
      Hayek’s theory of evolution necessitates the existence of independent critical thinkers who can launch certain
      developments against the moral pressure exercised by their communities (Shearmur
      1996, 84, 108). Similarly, Stefan Voigt claimed that Hayek provided no explanation of who is supposed to have the
      knowledge to decide that the market has arrived at an impasse, or that escaping from such an impasse in an
      evolutionary way will take too much time, especially since individuals diagnosing market failures are in danger
      of being blamed for the “pretence of knowledge” (Voigt 1992, 470; see also Witt 1994, 186). Voigt further pointed
      to a fundamental contradiction in Hayek’s conception of legislation. To Hayek, legislation was the last step in a
      lengthy evolutionary process, whereby rules to which the actors have already adhered due to tradition, practices,
      or morals are confirmed in writing. But Hayek emphasized that the act of verbally articulating some area of human
      coordination is not only extremely difficult—since it is almost impossible to consider all aspects and ideas
      connected to an abstract rule, this act also undermines the stability of these very same rules (Hayek 1973, 19,
      87). Abstract rules are naturally more robust when they are not discussed or consciously examined and put into
      question. Cultural evolution thus seems to set a trap for itself: the advanced phase that finally enables us to
      verbally articulate rules to which we have already adhered destabilizes the process of emergence of these rules,
      and should therefore be avoided in order to preserve the spontaneous order (Voigt 1992, 468–69).
    


    
      Hayek was also silent regarding the problems of externalities, free riding, and other sources of market failure.
      Such situations require intervention, since the free market cannot be counted on to prevent them (see Vanberg
      1986, 88; Sugden 1993, 400). Hayek admitted as much, but refused to allow economic or other social-scientific
      analysis a significant part in regulation. It is hard to imagine, remarked Kley (1994, 169n16), how legal
      evolution could take place as Hayek depicted it, namely through random variation and natural selection without
      foresight, rational assessment of alternatives, and collective action. Posner also pointed out that Hayek’s
      attitude seems out of tune with his own rational-theoretical effort to argue for the free market: “Paradoxically,
      in so learned a man there is a streak of anti-intellectualism in his extreme skepticism about the utility of
      conscious reason as a tool of social understanding and improvement” (Posner 2005, 164).
    


    
      The overall negative appraisal of Hayek’s philosophy of law helps explain why he has had a relatively low impact
      on practical law, even though he ranks in the top ten most influential economists of the legal academy and is
      often the subject of law review articles and books. According to a survey undertaken by M. Todd Henderson (2005,
      251, 256), Hayek’s ideas do not translate as readily to the disposition of cases and controversies as they do to the academic treatment of political questions, a factor that seriously weakens his
      overall influence. Henderson explained that although Hayek is among the most frequently cited economists by
      lawyers (ninth out of 150), he is often mentioned in order to bolster an author’s side of a normative argument
      rather than in relation to “technical” ideas used as a tool for further analysis. Since this type of reference
      depends heavily on the political context, Hayek’s influence has waned significantly since the 1980s, when the
      Cold War ended along with the era that saw the Thatcher and Reagan revolutions.
    


    
      Today, Hayek is indeed perceived by many as one of the fathers of postwar conservative revival in the United
      States (see Raeder 2010), despite his specific objection to this political label. In the postscript to The Constitution of Liberty, he claimed that unlike conservatives, he is not afraid of change, or of
      trusting uncontrolled social forces. Neither is he fond of authority and the protection of certain values and
      privileges against economic development. Defining himself a liberal, Hayek specified that he does not regard all
      change as progress. Even so, he said he firmly believes the advancement of knowledge to be one of the chief aims
      of human effort, and expects from it the gradual solution of various problems and difficulties. “I can have
      little patience,” he wrote ([1960] 1971, 349), “with those who oppose, for instance, the theory of evolution or
      what are called ‘mechanistic’ explanations of the phenomena of life simply because of certain moral consequences
      which at first seem to follow from these theories, and still less with those who regard it as irreverent or
      impious to ask certain questions at all.” Unhappy with the modern interpretation of the adjective liberal in American politics, which often denotes a disdain for inherited habits and institutions,
      and judging the term libertarian too contrived, Hayek labeled himself “an unrepentant old
      Whig.” He explained that this designation refers to Whiggism, a movement that predates liberalism in English
      thought and which, according to him, was not yet tainted by the crude and militant rationalism of the French
      Revolution (353).
    


    
      It is true that Hayek was not a staunch defender of the status quo, arguing that “grown law” is not necessarily
      “good law,” and even that “some of its rules” may be so bad as to need revision (Hayek 1973, 82). Yet it is also
      true, as Edward Feser noted (2003, 24, 46), that he described an essentially conservative process—one in which
      the basic criterion for the legitimate change of a rule is the discovery of its inconsistency with some existing,
      more fundamental rule. Change is good, in Hayek’s view, only when it is the natural consequence of the working
      out of tradition’s basic elements. It is bound to be catastrophic if it attempts to
      repudiate or drastically modify any of these elements:
    


    
      
        Although we must constantly re-examine our rules and be prepared to question every single one of them, we can
        always do so only in terms of their consistency or compatibility with the rest of the system from the angle of
        their effectiveness in contributing to the formation of the same kind of overall order of actions which all the
        other rules serve. There is thus certainly room for improvement, but we cannot redesign but only further evolve
        what we do not fully comprehend. (Hayek 1979, 167)
      


      
        An understanding of cultural evolution will indeed tend to shift the benefit of the doubt to established rules,
        and to place the burden of proof on those wishing to reform them. (Hayek 1988, 20)
      

    


    
      Hayek’s opposition to systemic reform and rational design in legislation, dubbed by Posner (2005, 152) a “parody
      of Burkean conservatism,” matched his rigid anti-interventionist stance in the domain of governance and
      collective action. In this regard, too, he was highly criticized, and justifiably so, for adopting an approach
      that was inconsistent with both the liberal values he cherished and his appeal to regulation in specific cases.
      From an evolutionary perspective, Hayek’s defense of the free market on the grounds that it is a spontaneously
      grown order reveals itself insufficient for the purpose of debunking socialism in its various forms. After all,
      social structures other than the free market can also be described as spontaneous growths, a fact which Hayek
      blatantly discounted. Furthermore, evolution does not censure radical change any more than it sanctions stasis,
      nor does this process exclude human choice and guidance.
    


    OF GOVERNANCE AND
    CHOICE


    
      Hayek objected to government intervention in the working of the spontaneous order because according to him,
      isolated commands, which require specific actions of certain individuals or groups, can never improve this order.
      In fact, they must inevitably disrupt it, because “they will refer to a part of a system of interdependent
      actions determined by information and guided by purposes known only to the several acting persons but not to the
      directing authority” (Hayek 1973, 51). According to this logic, any intervention in the free market, by aiming to
      bring about a particular result different from what would have been produced had this impersonal mechanism been
      allowed to follow undisturbed its own course, is deemed an “interference,” since it
      suspends this very mechanism. And every act of interference creates a privilege, because it secures benefits to
      some at the expense of others in a manner that cannot be justified by principles capable of general application
      (Hayek 1976, 129). The only way to make sure the government apparatus does not serve special interests is
      therefore by limiting its power to actions that comply with the “true majority view in a Great Society,” namely
      actions that guarantee an “effective external framework within which self governing orders can form” (16, 140).
      This often entails a conflict between the general rules we wish to see obeyed so that the wealth-creating game of
      Catallaxy can take place and the particular outcomes we desire (18).
    


    
      Hayek emphasized that his perception of government is very different from the common belief that a democratically
      elected group of representatives has the right to settle any particular question in whatever manner a majority
      agrees on. He lamented the modern abuse of the term democracy to justify systems that lead
      to the creation of privileges by coalitions or organized interests because of the necessity to gain votes. Hayek
      proposed to call this type of government a “demarchy” in order to differentiate it from the original meaning of
      democracy as a government of equal law for all (Hayek 1976, 2, 38–40). According to Andrew Gamble (1996, 91–92),
      the key to Hayek’s distrust of democracy lies in his belief that most of the contemporary dangers threatening
      modern civilization have come about through democratic means. This belief motivated his writing The Road to Serfdom during World War II as a warning that Western societies might encounter the same
      destiny as Nazi Germany and other totalitarian regimes if they fail to differentiate between the common good and
      majority decisions. Following Hayek’s interpretation of the “general good” as that which secures the legal
      framework of free competition, he supported democracy only so long as it produced decisions that serve the
      spontaneous order as defined by him. He refused to recognize the legitimacy of decisions reached through reasoned
      debate or extensive political participation, which aim at any social objective (Raeder 2010, 166). Hayek even
      offered a practical solution for avoiding the transformation of democratically elected governments into interest
      groups or vessels for the promotion of socialist ideals:
    


    
      
        I believe in fact that we should get a more representative sample of the true opinion of the people at large if
        we picked out by drawing lots some five hundred mature adults and let them for twenty years devote themselves
        to the task of improving the law, guided only by their conscience and the desire to be respected, than by the
        present system of auction by which every few years we entrust the power of legislation to those who promise
        their supporters the greatest special benefits. (Hayek 1979, 32)
      

    


    
      Hayek’s anti-interventionist stance and his claim that the spontaneous forces of
      the free market create a desirable order were weakened by the significant exceptions he made. In his eyes, it was
      “unquestionable” that in an advanced society the government should use its power of raising funds by taxation in
      order to provide services that for various reasons cannot be provided, or cannot be provided adequately, by the
      market. His examples included measures for fighting pollution and the provision of various collective or public
      goods (Hayek 1979, 42). He hoped that whenever methods could be found for making a service saleable, which before
      could not be restricted to those willing to pay for it, the government would desist from interference and let the
      market take over (47). Yet in a surprising and highly uncharacteristic manner, he also assigned government the
      task of guaranteeing some form of social security through minimum income:
    


    
      
        There is no reason why in a free society government should not assure to all protection against severe
        deprivation in the form of an assured minimum income, or a floor below which nobody need to descend. To enter
        into such an insurance against extreme misfortune may well be in the interest of all; or it may be felt to be a
        clear moral duty of all to assist, within the organized community, those who cannot help themselves. (Hayek
        1976, 87)
      

    


    
      This form of intervention not only resembles the welfare state Hayek so ardently argued against, it also seems
      out of tune with his theory of cultural evolution. As Voigt remarked (1992, 474), advocating minimum income in
      order to help those who cannot help themselves parallels an attempt to transfer a trait of the small group into
      the Great Society. But if in the Great Society responsibility for other, often anonymous persons does not exist,
      then nothing justifies a minimum income. Hayek’s confusing position on this subject reflected his ambivalent
      claims concerning the relationship between individual effort, merit, and value in the market order. On the one
      hand, he insisted on the importance of individuals being convinced that their well-being depends primarily on
      their own efforts and decisions. On the other hand, Hayek admitted that it is a real dilemma to what extent we
      ought to encourage in young people the belief that when they try hard enough they will succeed, rather than
      emphasize that inevitably, some unworthy people will succeed and some worthy ones will fail. The reason for this
      is inherent to the market order, for in it, value and merit are totally divorced from each other: “We do not
      necessarily admire all activities whose product we value; and in most instances where we value what we get, we
      are in no position to assess the merit of those who have provided it for us” (Hayek 1976, 74). Hayek believed
      that it would probably contribute more to human happiness if instead of trying to
      make remuneration correspond to merit, we clarified how uncertain the connection is between value and merit,
      hence the justification for minimum income (Hayek [1960] 1971, 86).
    


    
      It remains a puzzle, however, why Hayek supported this form of intervention with the self-regulating forces of
      the market. Why not let the market have the ultimate decision power? And if minimum income is admissible, why not
      secure a certain standard of living above this level? Or, alternatively, accept other measures that aim at
      guaranteeing equal opportunities to all through a redistribution of wealth? Hayek sought to defend his position
      by arguing that protection against a risk common to all is in everybody’s interest. It falls therefore within the
      government’s responsibilities, and can be considered an element that contributes to the effective functioning of
      the free market. He explained that when large numbers of individuals are tempted to leave the security of the
      small group and join the Great Society, “in which the individual no longer has specific claims on the members of
      the particular small group into which he was born,” there soon arises “great discontent and violent reaction”
      against those who first enjoyed the benefits of the free market order. In order to circumvent a situation in
      which some are left devoid of the capacity to earn a living through no fault of their own, the government should
      step in and secure a uniform minimum for all (Hayek 1979, 55).
    


    
      The argument is weak, as even Hayek’s supporters admitted. Viktor Vanberg (1986, 96) argued that Hayek’s comments
      on the role of government in the spontaneous order were merely added to rather than systematically integrated
      into his theory of cultural evolution. Their systematic incorporation would have required him to be much more
      specific about the nature, scope, and limits of evolutionary principles and their relation to, or interaction
      with, forces of organized political choice in cultural change. Independently of Hayek’s evolutionary theory, and
      long before it was developed, his principal adversary, John Maynard Keynes, questioned the soundness of Hayek’s
      reasoning on government intervention. After the publication of The Road to Serfdom in 1944,
      Keynes wrote to Hayek, confessing that morally and philosophically he was in “a deeply moved agreement” with
      virtually the whole book. But he then went on to criticize Hayek for not giving enough guidance as to where the
      line between intervention and nonintervention should be drawn, and for underestimating the practicability of the
      middle course (see Gamble 1996, 156–59).
    


    
      Until the end of his life, Hayek defended the slippery-slope argument advanced in The Road to
      Serfdom according to which no middle course is possible, and any interference
      with the spontaneous order for the benefit of particular groups is a certain path to socialism and to the total
      organization of society through central planning. Recall that according to Hayek, isolated economic interventions
      are impossible. As mentioned above, he believed that any given intervention concerns multiple aspects of the
      economy, and in order to be effective further interventions are necessary; interventions that are increasingly
      more substantial and wide-reaching in character, ultimately leading to the subjugation of all individual
      activities to the commands of the ruling authority. In the third volume of Law, Legislation and
      Liberty, Hayek affirmed (1979, 151), “There exists no third principle for the organization of the economic
      process which can be rationally chosen to achieve any desirable ends, in addition to either a functioning market
      in which nobody can conclusively determine how well-off particular groups or individuals will be, or a central
      direction where a group organized for power determines it. The two principles are irreconcilable.” Alas, this
      assertion is contradicted by historical evidence. No system anywhere, not even in the Soviet Union, has ever
      relied on central direction or markets alone (Gamble 1996, 85). And clearly the adoption of welfare measures by
      various Western societies in the second half of the twentieth century did not transform them into totalitarian
      regimes. Moreover, there is no convincing empirical proof that countries that follow the free market model more
      closely are superior in terms of social integration and cultural and economic performance to countries such as
      Germany and Japan, which succeed in combining formal and informal corporatism with a high degree of economic
      competitiveness (Roos 1994, 292).
    


    
      To counter the criticism pointed at him, Hayek retorted that the argument advanced in The Road
      to Serfdom was meant only as a warning, not as a historical prediction. He noted that the book’s introduction
      contains such caveats as “no development is inevitable” and “the danger is not immediate” (Hayek 1994, 103). Yet,
      as Gamble observed (1996, 85), Hayek never really confronted the objection that a combination of methods of
      coordination is not only possible but also necessary. Gamble noted a further paradox in Hayek’s thought: his
      analysis of spontaneously evolved orders meant to demonstrate that there was only one form of social structure
      appropriate to the modern world, but his political analysis implied that there was no guarantee that human
      societies would choose the institutions which preserve and strengthen Western civilization. Stefan Voigt (1992,
      462) also argued that Hayek’s optimism concerning cultural evolution is incompatible with his general pessimism
      about the course of development of democratic institutions. The evolutionary
      argument thus clashes with Hayek’s defense of liberal institutions.
    


    
      This tension in Hayek led David Miller (1989, 314) and Roland Kley (1994, 193) to wonder whether there is any
      need to actively intervene in the struggle between capitalism and socialism, as Hayek urged. If it should turn
      out that some version of socialism would emerge victorious from the struggle, then antisocialist activity is
      either pointless or misguided. The proper attitude to adopt is one of disinterested contemplation of the course
      of history. According to Miller, Hayek’s only way out of this contradiction between his evolutionary theory and
      his defense of capitalism was to relax the constraints he has imposed on our capacity to assess the value of
      different traditions. Yet Hayek explicitly advised us to reject socialism, even though according to his own
      analysis we are in no position to know in advance which rules are most conducive to the successful functioning of
      the market order. Recall that to him, social rules are discovered through a process of trial and error, because
      they are not the product of rational design.
    


    
      What made Hayek’s position even more questionable was his refusal to accept that the forces that threaten
      liberalism are a central feature of Western tradition, and have been an authentic part of it for the past four
      hundred years. Not only have constructivist rationalists been around for as long as Hayek’s true liberals, they
      also show no sign of being sidelined by the evolutionary process. Hayek nonetheless seemed to claim that they
      have no right to exist. According to Gamble (1996, 182), this attempt to delegitimize one side of Western
      tradition is one of the most significant ideological closures in Hayek’s work. It prevented him from seeing the
      close ties that exist between liberalism and socialism. The latter does not represent the evil power in a
      Manichean intellectual battle between good and bad; socialism might in fact be perceived as the fulfillment of
      the political project of liberalism. Kley (1994, 181, 190–91) also argued that Hayek’s evolutionary theory does
      not explain why the planning and interventionist state of the twentieth century is a mischievous political
      aberration rather than a more recent efficiency-enhancing social mutation (see also Burczak 2011). Only a
      normative orientation, Kley remarked, could give us good reason for following one code of rules rather than
      another, and free us from blindly accepting any institutional beast that cultural evolution may bring forth. But
      the main thrust of Hayek’s evolutionary theory was to claim that this normative orientation is not a matter of
      choice—it has been imposed on us by a process of group selection:
    


    
      
        It is not only in his knowledge, also in his aims and values, that man is a
        creature of civilization; in the last resort it is the relevance of these individual wishes to the perpetuation
        of the group or the species that will determine whether they will persist or change. It is, of course, a
        mistake to believe that we can draw conclusions simply because we realize that they are the product of
        evolution. But we cannot reasonably doubt that these values are created and altered by the same evolutionary
        forces that have produced our intelligence. All that we can know is that the ultimate decision about what is
        good or bad will be made not by individual human wisdom but by the decline of the groups that have adhered to
        the “wrong” beliefs. (Hayek [1960] 1971, 32)
      

    


    
      Such statements earned Hayek the accusations of moral relativism and evolutionary fatalism. Ellen Paul argued
      that his adherence to liberal principles and his obvious desire to make value judgments—for example, the free
      market is better than central direction—clashed with his evolutionary perspective on cultural development. The
      latter position does not allow drawing normative conclusions, since the only test of institutions, ideas, or
      structures is in their survival and propagation. Hayek thus seems to be caught in a dilemma: if he accepts the
      consequences of his theoretical standpoint, he is in a very weak position to contend against antiliberal and
      totalitarian regimes, because history evinces far more examples of long-lived antiliberal societies than liberal
      ones. He must also admit that revolutions, such as the Russian Revolution, happen because of forces unleashed in
      society. Refusing to include the rise of communism as part of evolution turns this concept into a vacuous term,
      to be used for rhetorical advantage and little more (Paul 1988, 259–61). Miller further observed that if moral
      norms are the products of groups competing with other groups to survive and expand, and if the future course of
      evolution is unknowable, then in holding up some value or principle to condemn another social system, one is
      presumably doing no more than parading the current prejudices of the group to which one belongs (Miller 1989,
      316).
    


    
      Hayek’s double standard with regard to the evolution of liberalism and socialism also detracted from his critique
      of constructivism. By opposing the latter, he should have opposed reform in the Soviet Union on the ground that
      it is essentially interventionist and constructivist in nature. But it seems that the construction of the Great
      Society took priority here (Hodgson 1993, 184). Hayek in fact allowed much more room for rational design when the
      aim was to open up markets to competition, as exemplified by his suggestion to denationalize money. He argued
      that a study of money, “of all things the least understood and—perhaps with sex—the object of the greatest
      unreasoning fantasy,” shows that no government that has direct control of the
      quantity of money can be trusted not to abuse it in the long run (Hayek 1988, 101). The inflationary policies
      governments tend to resort to aggravate the malady they seek to cure: they reduce unemployment temporarily at the
      price of much greater unemployment in the future (Hayek 1979, 58–59):
    


    
      
        Since I am convinced that there are now no longer any rigid rules possible which would secure a supply of money
        by government by which at the same time the legitimate demands for money are satisfied and the value of money
        kept stable, there appears to me to exist no other way of achieving this than to replace the present national
        moneys by competing different moneys offered by private enterprise, from which the public would be free to
        choose that which serves best for their transactions. (148)
      

    


    
      Hayek obviously deemed this suggested reform a legitimate measure, because it aims to extend the domain of the
      free market when in fact it is as much an appeal to rational design and constructivism as any other type of
      regulation that aims to achieve a different, or even an opposite, economic and political goal. He could have
      argued, as Norman Barry proposed (1994, 153), that the extended order is itself a kind of public good, which it
      is in no one’s interest to promote. As a result, it should be designed, and we may have to use our reason to
      construct a code that explicitly ensures its protection, since even the spontaneous development of a legal order
      through judges’ decisions does not guarantee it. Yet Hayek’s appeal to rationality was different. He focused on
      the boundaries of reason instead of its creative capacities. These boundaries, he argued (1973, 15), cannot be
      overcome through scientific advancement or accumulated knowledge. They are constitutive of reason itself as the
      product of an evolutionary process. Recall that according to Hayek, reason and tradition developed concomitantly,
      and therefore one should never assume that reason is in the higher position with respect to cultural evolution
      (see chapter 2, pp. 76–77). “Reason is merely a discipline,”
      Hayek stated (1973, 32), “an insight into the limitations of the possibilities of successful action, which often
      will tell us only what not to do. This discipline is necessary precisely because our intellect is not capable of
      grasping reality in all its complexity.”
    


    
      Viewed from this perspective, the very idea of designing a Constitution of Liberty is problematic, as Karen I.
      Vaughn commented (1984). How can we devise a system of rules to protect individual liberty when we cannot foresee
      the consequences of our schemes? Vaughn concluded that the constraints Hayek put on our reason are incompatible
      with his belief that the case for a free society must be articulated and advocated. Furthermore, it is clear from an analysis of his work that in practice, he did not rely on the long sweep of
      evolution to engender the optimal rules of a just order. For all his emphasis on tradition, his program of
      bringing about a transformation in popular political ideology was a revolutionary one. Jack Birner (2012, 271)
      made similar claims concerning Hayek’s statement that some of the abstract rules of the extended order may need
      to be changed. According to Birner, this view is more coherent with the large-scale social planning Hayek has
      always rejected than with the modest approach to social change that is respectful of spontaneously grown
      institutions. Hayek’s call for a critical examination of these abstract rules must therefore allow individuals to
      have greater knowledge than the concrete circumstances of their immediate environment.
    


    
      Victor Vanberg further commented (2014, 49–52) that far from evolving against our wishes, as Hayek purported, the
      free market has emerged because of people’s constitutional interests in enjoying the benefits of Catallaxy. This
      point was also central to Ragip Ege’s critique of Hayek, that he did not properly explain a phenomenon of
      historical rupture and juridical innovation as significant as the emergence of the free market (Ege 1992, 1008).
      It seems indeed reasonable that collective action and the state apparatus have had a major part in the rise of
      capitalist society, but Hayek refused to recognize this (Kley 1994, 87). He believed that his perception of the
      limited role of reason in cultural evolution was comparable to Karl Popper’s idea of “piecemeal engineering” (see
      chapter 1, p. 41, and Hayek 1988, 69). Modern scholars,
      however, judge otherwise. According to M. De Vlieghere (1994, 294), Hayek’s anticonstructivist position implies a
      rejection of Popper’s view, and Hayek only paid lip service to Popper in order to avoid an open dispute with him.
      Celia Lessa Kerstenetzky (2007, 34) also claimed in her analysis of both thinkers that Popper did not endorse the
      connotation of ignorance supported by Hayek, let alone its political implications.
    


    
      According to Kerstenetzky, Popper’s philosophy sets out arguments that challenge both historicism and
      evolutionism as viable accounts of the “unintended consequences” approach to the social order. In particular,
      Popper did not view the interplay between tradition and reason as restricted to reciprocal limitation in which
      reason inspects tradition while operating within its logic. Popper recognized that traditions can be invented,
      and accordingly, he allowed more room for proactive and creative efforts in the legitimate search for a better
      world. He was also concerned that the negative liberty defended by Hayek might materialize itself as inequalities
      of bargaining power between the rich and the poor, thus reducing the idea of a free market to a fiction. As a
      remedy, he advocated government intervention and, unlike Hayek, placed his faith in
      democratic institutions for the much-needed protection against economic exploitation (Popper 1971, 2:129, quoted
      in Kerstenetzky 2007, 51).
    


    
      The differences between Popper and Hayek with respect to political experimentation and the latitude accorded to
      human choice in cultural evolution reveal a contradiction in Hayek’s reasoning. He conceived of selection as
      operating on a plurality of groups but ignored the possibility that it may also be working at the level of the
      social structure itself, creating diversity in economic and social systems (Hodgson 1991, 79–80). There is
      consequently a fundamental and unresolved dilemma in Hayek’s theory of the spontaneous order: is the free market
      a particular type of order, or is it the general context within which the evolutionary selection of all orders
      takes place? If the market is the context of selection, then the origin of this framework remains unexplained,
      and Hayek is guilty of confusing the process of evolution with its results (see also the discussion in chapter 2, p. 79). But if the market is the object of selection, then
      Hayek should have accepted that supraindividual selection must involve a plurality of types of economic
      structures and systems that include both market and nonmarket forms (Hodgson 1993, 176–77). Yet, as mentioned
      before, Hayek refused any kind of mixed economy. In addition to the tensions this uncompromising position
      entails, it also seems unjustified from the point of view of Hayek’s analysis of the evolution of organizations
      within the spontaneous order. While he acknowledged that low-level organizations such as businesses and firms
      could be both natural and the products of rational design, high-level ones were deemed artificial and
      dysfunctional. Elias Khalil (1997, 313) remarked that Hayek provided no theoretical basis for making this
      distinction, blaming him for resorting to an ad hoc criterion about scale in his attack against socialism.
    


    
      In effect, Hayek was rather vague concerning the exact meaning of socialism, and arbitrarily shifted between
      maximal and minimal definitions of this term as best suited his argument (see Miller 1989, 311–12). Following the
      maximal definition, socialism is a state of affairs in which all economic activities are deliberately planned by
      a central authority that distributes wealth to different groups and people according to some concept of social
      justice. Socialism is here perceived as “a reassertion of the tribal ethics, whose gradual weakening had made an
      approach to the Great Society possible”; the values of the tribe are “not only different but often incompatible
      with the values which make possible the peaceful existence of large numbers in the Great Society” (Hayek 1976,
      133–36). Following the minimal definition, socialism refers to any planned
      modification of the free market order, however slight it may be. Miller argued that Hayek used the minimal
      definition when he claimed that all appeals to social justice are implicitly socialist, but relied on the maximal
      definition when pointing out the disastrous consequences of socialism, which allegedly amount to condemning a
      substantial part of the population to starvation and death (Hayek 1988, 27, 134). Hayek accordingly developed an
      “all-or-nothing approach” to socialism: any concession to social justice represented in his eyes a step toward
      disaster. He refused to see that while total social planning might have the consequences he described, limited
      socialist interventions of the minimal kind might actually improve people’s lives. He warned:
    


    
      
        We have not shed our heritage from the face-to-face troop, nor have these instincts either “adjusted” fully to
        our relatively new extended order or been rendered harmless by it. . . . Indeed our instincts often threaten to
        topple the whole edifice. The topic of this book [The Fatal Conceit] thus resembles, in a
        way, that of Civilization and Its Discontents, except that my conclusions differ greatly
        from Freud’s. Indeed the conflict between what men instinctively like and the learnt rules of conduct that
        enabled them to expand . . . is perhaps the major theme of the history of civilization. (17–18)
      

    


    
      Recent findings from research in neurobiology and from studies of nonhuman primates corroborate Hayek’s claims
      concerning the deep-seated nature of our prosocial instincts as well as our sense of justice and cooperative
      tendencies (see Bowles and Gintis 2006, 2011). But in so doing, they further weaken his argument and render even
      less convincing the portrayal of cultural evolution as a process of selection that favors the emergence of an
      order governed by free competition and lack of solidarity. In fact, in pointing to the biological basis for the
      quest to institute social justice, these findings seem to provide support for left-wing sociopolitical views
      rather than capitalist liberalism (see Zaluski 2009, 91–94, 109). It therefore seems that the conflict Hayek
      posited at the center of his evolutionary theory—between what humans feel to be natural emotions on the one hand
      and on the other the discipline of rules required for the preservation of the Great Society (Hayek 1976, 147)—may
      legitimately be categorized as a form of social utopia. In other words, in order to establish the Hayekian “Great
      Society,” humans would have to become fundamentally different from what they are (see Voigt 1992, 470). Or, as
      Gamble put it (1996, 82), Hayek’s doctrine is based not on what society is actually like but on what it should be
      like. And to continue this line of reasoning: not only are we humans required to
      recant a very basic attribute of our species and subdue our moral inclinations, we also have to renounce our
      capacity to influence the course of our cultural evolution.
    


    
      Yet the privilege to be active agents of our development is a fundamental feature that distinguishes the human
      species: we can alter our environment and the way selective pressures operate on us to a
      much greater extent than other living beings. We have successfully managed to decouple sexual drives from
      reproduction through the invention of contraceptive measures. Nowadays, high standards of living in developed
      countries are correlated with a preference for a small number of children. Demographic growth no longer seems to
      be the main driver of cultural evolution, if it ever was. Since we have escaped the supposed imperative to be
      fruitful and multiply without risking the collapse of our civilization, there is no reason we should be less
      successful in achieving social objectives such as a fairer distribution of wealth, if we decide this may best
      serve our interests. Indeed, a number of evolutionary thinkers tried to encourage humanity to take charge of
      cultural evolution, thus allowing people more freedom in choosing how to live.
    


    
      Vero C. Wynne-Edwards, for instance, claimed (1971, 278–79), “Man is unique in the extent to which he exercises a
      conscious choice between taking a selfish or a public-spirited action. It is part of the pattern of versatility
      and freedom to make decisions, which is such an important characteristic of our species.” And T. H. Huxley
      famously advocated adopting measures to rein in the unceasing competition that is the rule of evolution, such as
      controlling reproduction and devising a more equal distribution of wealth to make sure that the conditions
      necessary for the maintenance of social stability are met. Although Huxley acknowledged, as did Hayek, the
      limitations that follow from human ignorance and imperfect knowledge of the facts, he did not believe that these
      limitations were reason enough to abandon control to a spontaneous, unintentional order:
    


    
      
        That State action always has been more or less misdirected, and always will be so, is, I believe, perfectly
        true. But I am not aware that it is more true of the action of men in their corporate capacity than it is of
        the doings of individuals. . . . To abolish State action, because its direction is never more than
        approximately correct, appears to me to be much the same thing as abolishing the man at the wheel altogether,
        because, do what he will, the ship yaws more or less. (T. H. Huxley [1888] 2011, 229)
      

    


    
      Though equally influenced by his personal political leanings (he openly rooted for the welfare state), Huxley
      made a clear distinction between what is or has evolved and what ought to be. An
      evolutionist through and through, he fully admitted the directionless nature of the evolutionary process and
      urged us humans to take responsibility for our choices. The task was not an easy one, but it constituted the
      essence of humanness. He declared, “Fragile reed as he may be, man, as Pascal says, is a thinking reed: there
      lies within him a fund of energy, operating intelligently and so far akin to that which pervades the universe,
      that it is competent to influence and modify the cosmic process. In virtue of his intelligence, the dwarf bends
      the Titan to his will” (T. H. Huxley [1893] 2011, 83–84). Alas, Hayek’s position seems to negate this freedom,
      leaving us little choice other than to adapt ourselves to the exigencies of the spontaneous order and accept the
      price of progress as he defined it. But as our analysis showed, his evolutionary theory does not bear the weight
      of this conclusion. It lacks supportive evidence, and it contains important gaps, leaving many questions
      unanswered or only partially answered. Finally, it ignores many of the core tenets of the theory whose scientific
      authority it seems to claim, to the extent that the evolutionary line of reasoning appears to be a veneer
      covering a deeply ideological argument in favor of free market capitalism.
    

  


  
    CONCLUSION


    The Battles of Yesterday


    
      “The fact which we must face,” Hayek declared in an address to the Students’ Union of the
      London School of Economics in 1944, “is that nearly all of us come to the study of economics with very strong
      views on subjects which we do not understand. And even if we make a show of being detached and ready to learn, I
      am afraid it is almost always with a mental reservation, with an inward determination to prove that our instincts
      were right and that nothing we learn can change our basic convictions” (Hayek [1944] 1991, 40). Hayek’s
      statement, though perhaps not true of all economists, accurately describes his own career. Convinced early on of
      the superiority of the free market over other types of socioeconomic structures, he dedicated his life to
      promoting it. The theory of cultural evolution he advanced provides perhaps the clearest example of his
      resistance to question his basic convictions. Sketched along general lines in The Constitution
      of Liberty (1960), this theory bears the unmistakable mark of its birth. It was conceived within the context
      of Hayek’s defense of capitalism, to which all later developments of his evolutionary narrative were subjected.
    


    
      Hayek’s interest in evolutionary theorizing was motivated by a desire to justify a specific worldview rather than
      explain observable reality, or at the very least test the explanatory power of evolutionary logic when applied to
      social phenomena. This ideological commitment biased his analysis to the extent that his defense of the free
      market often appeared to be more a matter of faith than a well-founded position. He never truly engaged with the
      biological proposals that inspired the evolutionary principles he claimed to follow. When it suited his
      underlying political motivation, Hayek appealed to Charles Darwin’s authority,
      crediting him with introducing a new mode of scientific explanation (pattern prediction) in sciences that study
      complex phenomena, such as biology and economics. Calling on Darwin’s authority served Hayek’s purpose of
      demonstrating the futility of economic planning when specific predictions are impossible. In his eyes, short of
      omniscience, any attempt to organize or reform society was bound to result in unforeseen, harmful, and even
      catastrophic outcomes. He conveniently ignored Darwin’s comments on the tangible and significant modifications
      effectuated through selective breeding, which humans have been practicing for centuries with satisfactory
      results. Darwin, it should be noted, used these comments as proof that small, accumulated variations can produce important differences and eventually lead to the creation of new species under the
      operation of a much more potent agent of selection. It was the only bit of empirical evidence he could offer for
      his theory.
    


    
      Hayek’s knowledge of Darwin’s writings did not reach this far, and his respect for the English naturalist seemed
      to wane as work on his own theory progressed. At any rate, he did not hesitate to downplay Darwin’s achievements
      when this was more congenial to a defense of the free market. In the epilogue to the third volume of Law, Legislation and Liberty (1979) and in The Fatal Conceit (1988), Hayek
      claimed that Darwin was not the originator of the idea of evolution but simply the biologist who applied to the
      domain of living things the ideas of Bernard Mandeville and David Hume, which he received via the intermediary of
      his grandfather Erasmus. This evaluation does not do justice to Darwin and demonstrates a rather regrettable
      incomprehension of his ideas, which in turn impoverished Hayek’s analysis.
    


    
      This is not to say that Darwin’s view should be taken as the measuring rod for the validity of other evolutionary
      theories. Research continues to progress beyond his initial claims, as it should. But Darwin remains a principal
      source of reference for modern scholars for a good reason. The theory he proposed, though incomplete, advanced
      certain principles to which Darwin and his followers remained faithful. When approaching a new problem or
      difficulty, Darwin’s main goal was to gauge the robustness of these principles. This was his motivation for
      tackling the “great question” of the moral sense in humans “exclusively from the side of natural history” (C.
      Darwin [1871] 1981, 71). Why otherwise use the elements of what later came to be known as evolutionary theory to
      explain the development of morality and civilized society? If a theory claims the designation of evolutionary, as
      opposed to, say, historical, it is because it adheres to certain logic in its explanations—logic first delineated
      in Darwin’s writings.
    


    
      Hayek was rather negligent in this respect, employing evolutionary arguments to
      advance his preferred cause with little regard for the source. He completely sidestepped, for instance, the
      thorny issue of whether evolution by natural selection could account for prosocial behavior, and redefined
      morality in a way that aligned with his political position. This explained away the problem rather than tackled
      it. In fact, Hayek argued that cultural evolution involved a shift from a “collectivist” and altruistic
      small-group morality to a market morality better adapted for growth. Such a portrayal of cultural development
      aimed at delegitimizing socialist-type aspirations, deemed “atavistic yearnings” that clash with the modern way
      of life in big, anonymous societies. In this manner, Hayek hoped to demonstrate that capitalism is the natural
      outcome of a process of evolutionary selection that led to modernity, while opposing views constitute a hindrance
      to progress. But his interpretation of evolution betrays a very narrow understanding of the theory he purported
      to use, and of the differences between biological and cultural evolution. Though Hayek decried the gene-centered
      view heralded by advocates of the nascent science of sociobiology, he fell into the reductionist trap himself by
      making growth and reproductive success the main ethical values as well as the drivers and goals of cultural
      evolution.
    


    
      Hayek’s avowed wish to accord culture a place apart rather than treat it as an annex of biology was thus foiled
      by his conflation of evolution with growth and growth with progress. This mode of thinking also made him confuse
      the evolutionary process with its results. Hayek described cultural evolution as a spontaneous process of
      expansion, and argued that this process leads to the emergence of a spontaneous order that favors expansion.
      Spontaneous growth/expansion characterized both the process of selection and its (beneficial) product. This
      circular reasoning amalgamated the descriptive and normative aspects of his theory. Hayek decreed that modern
      civilization relies on the existence of the free market, and then proceeded to provide an evolutionary account of
      its coming into being. He seemed to disregard the open-ended nature of evolution, and refused to admit that
      social structures other than the free market could also be described as spontaneous growths, or that human agency
      could play a substantial role in social development.
    


    
      In order to support his particular point of view, Hayek evoked the idea of group selection, but he divested this
      notion from the original meaning attributed to it by the thinkers he quoted, Alexander M. Carr-Saunders and Vero
      C. Wynne-Edwards. They argued that selection favors limited reproduction. For Hayek the opposite was true.
      Cultural group selection was, from his perspective, the evolutionary corollary of
      Mandeville’s Fable of the Bees and Adam Smith’s political economy, or at any rate Hayek’s
      interpretation of the latter. If Mandeville’s and Smith’s objective was to show that self-regarding motivations
      such as profit making could lead to desirable social outcomes without the need for deliberate human guidance, he
      wanted to demonstrate that groups and societies that allow their members to enjoy the benefits of free economic
      competition have outperformed and outnumbered those who did not, and will continue to do so in the future.
      Details of how group selection specifically operated or why the selective forces pushing toward expansion should
      have been stronger than the altruistic and egalitarian drives of bygone days were scant. Perhaps lack of time and
      energy prevented Hayek from fully developing his claims. But even the few historical propositions he did make
      were far from convincing, lacked support, and could easily be challenged by counterevidence. Hayek, it would
      appear, attempted to shoehorn the past into his theoretical needs. Equally troubling: he seemed obtuse to the
      challenges and threats lying ahead.
    


    
      Within his own political camp, Judge Richard Posner remarked (2005, 162), “Hayek must be understood as a man of
      his time, battling contemporary enemies—socialism in its various guises—with apt and powerful weapons, defeating
      them thoroughly, and earning in consequence an honored place in the history of political and economic thought,
      but failing to set forth principles or methods that could be used to solve the problems of the next stage, the
      postsocialist stage.” Though I do not share Posner’s evaluation in its entirety—Hayek most definitely did not
      defeat socialism with the help of evolutionary arguments—I agree that his philosophy seems trapped in the battles
      of yesterday. His ideological commitment was such that it blinded him to problems intimately related to the
      growth gospel he so ardently preached. He brushed aside Thomas Malthus’s theory of population as irrelevant to
      modern times, and disregarded the claims of the ecologist Garrett Hardin (1968, 1243) concerning the
      impossibility of infinite growth in a finite world. Hayek also paid no attention to Wynne-Edwards’s warning
      (1959, 437) that in a system of unbridled capitalism, humans are in grave danger of impairing and even destroying
      the resources on which they rely.
    


    
      Today there is talk of an Anthropocene, a new geological epoch starting around the time of the Industrial
      Revolution and characterized by the predominantly negative impact of human activities on the Earth’s ecosystems.
      Environmental concerns dominate our contemporary agenda, as do social problems related to the increasing gap
      between the rich and the poor. Uncontrolled growth on a global scale seems to be the source of these
      problems more than a possible panacea for them. In this context, Hayek’s message
      appears both off the mark and obsolete. It merits our attention mainly because it forces us to rethink the
      theoretical basis for some of the core tenets of free market capitalism, as advanced by one of its major
      spokespersons, and to continue the search for a genuine connection between the evolutionary perspective and
      claims about human nature and culture.
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    Notes


    





Chapter One


    
      
        1. F. A. Hayek His Life and
        Thought, interview with John O’Sullivan, May 5, 1985 (78 min.; Films for the Humanities Inc., https://mises.org/library/hayek-his-life-and-thought; accessed October 4, 2017). The details of
        Hayek’s family background are well known and have also been recounted by Hayek himself. His memories provide
        the main source material for this section. For further analyses, see Leube 1984; Ebenstein 2001, 2003; Caldwell
        2004a.
      


      
        2. Hayek also mentioned a work by the Dutch
        biologist and geneticist Hugo De Vries, but did not specify its title.
      


      
        3. Caldwell (2006) argued that neither Popper nor
        Hayek had much of an influence on the other in terms of their ideas about how to do social science. And to the
        extent that any influence exists, it is mostly in terms of the language in which each came to express his
        ideas.
      


      
        4. Italics are in the original (and in all other
        quotations unless otherwise indicated).
      

    


    





Chapter Two


    
      
        1. Caldwell (1997, 1874) noted that “Scientism
        and the Study of Society,” which constitutes the first part of The Counter-Revolution of
        Science, is Hayek’s only work cited in The Sensory Order (see also Caldwell 2004a,
        252n6).
      


      
        2. For details on Hayek’s unfinished essay
        “Within Systems and About Systems” and a summary of the reading materials for the 1952–53 seminar at the
        University of Chicago, see Caldwell 2000.
      


      
        3. Popper dedicated a collection of his own
        papers to Hayek: Conjectures and Refutations: The Growth of Scientific Knowledge (1962).
      


      
        4. On the origins and use of Hayek’s concept of
        “emergence,” see Lewis 2012, 2016.
      

    


    





Chapter Three


    
      
        1. On the question of the chronology of the
        development of Hayek’s theory, in particular the debate on whether his theory of cultural group selection was
        only a late addition to his work, see Hodgson 1993; Caldwell 2000, 2001; and Stone 2010.
      


      
        2. On the egalitarian origins of human
        sociality, see Boehm 1999.
      

    


    





Chapter Four


    
      1. Hardin’s interpretation of the commons as a
      kind of no-man’s land instead of a common pool resource collectively governed by its users was strongly
      criticized, most notably by the Nobel Laureate Eleanor Ostrom (1990) and subsequent scholarship.
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