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FOREWORD TO FOURTH EDITION

Mises contribution was very simple, yet at the same time extremely
profound. He pointed out that the whole economy is the result of what
individuals do. Individuals act, choose, cooperate, compete, and trade
with one another. In this way Mises explained how complex market
phenomena devel op. Mises did not simply describe economic phenom-
ena— prices, wages, interest rates, money, monopoly and even the trade
cycle — he explained them as the outcomes of countless conscious,
purposive actions, choices, and preferences of individuals, each of whom
was trying as best as he or she could under the circumstances to attain
various wants and ends and to avoid undesired consequences. Hence the
title Mises chose for his economic treatise, Human Action. Thus also, in
Mises' view, Adam Smith’'s “invisible hand” was explainable on the
basis of logic and utilitarian principles as the outcome of the countless
actions of individuals.

Sprinkled throughout Mises' scholarly and erudite explanations of mar-
ket operations are many colorful descriptions of economic phenomena. For
instance, on the difference between economic and political power: “A
"chocolateking’ has no power over the consumers, his patrons. He provides
them with chocolate of the best quality and at the cheapest price. He does
not rule the consumers, he serves them. The consumers ... are free to stop
patronizing his shops. He loses his 'kingdom’ if the consumers prefer to
spend their pennies elsewhere.” (p. 272) On why people trade: “The inhab-
itants of the Swiss Jura prefer to manufacture watches instead of growing
wheat. Watchmaking isfor them the cheapest way to acquire wheat. On the
other hand thegrowing of wheat isthe cheapest way for the Canadian farmer
to acquire watches.” (p. 395) For Mises a priceis aratio arrived at on the
market by the competitive bids of consumersfor money on the one hand and
some particular good or service on the other. A government may issue
decrees, but “ A government can no more determine prices than agoose can
lay hen'seggs.” (p. 397)

InMises' view, theinequality of men wasthe beginning of peaceful
interpersonal social cooperation and the source of all the advantages
it brings: “The liberal champions of equality under the law were fully
aware of the fact that men are born unequal and that it is precisely
their inequality that generates social cooperation and civilization. Equal-
ity under the law was in their opinion not designed to correct the
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inexorable facts of the universe and to make natural inequality disappear.
It was, on the contrary, the device to secure for the whole of mankind the
maximum of benefitsit can derive fromiit. . . . Equality under thelaw isin
their eyes good because it best serves the interests of all. It leavesit to the
voters to decide who should hold public office and to the consumers to
decide who should direct production activities.” (pp. 841-842)

Mises 1949 comments on Social Security and government debt read as
if they had been written yesterday: “Paul in the year 1940 saves by paying
one hundred dollars to the national social security institution. He receives
in exchange a claim which is virtually an unconditional government IOU.
If the government spends the hundred dollars for current expenditures, no
additional capital comesinto existence, and no increase in the productivity
of labor results. The government’s 10U is a check drawn upon the future
taxpayer. In 1970 a certain Peter may have to fulfill the government’s
promise although he himself does not derive any benefit from the fact that.
Paul in 1940 saved one hundred dollars.... The trumpery argument that the
public debt is no burden because 'we owe it to ourselves' is delusive. The
Pauls of 1940 do not owe it to themselves. It isthe Peters of 1970 who owe
it to the Pauls of 1940.... The statesmen of 1940 solve their problems by
shifting them to the statesmen of 1970. On that date the statesmen of 1940
will be either dead or elder statesmen glorying in their wonderful achieve-
ment, social security.” (pp. 847- 848)

Inthe" ForewordtotheThird Edition” of Human Action Misesmentioned
the Italian and Spanish trandations of this book. Since then it has been
translated by Tao-Ping Hsiainto Chinese (1976/7), by Raoul Audouin into
French (1985), by Donald Stewart, Jr., into Portugese (1990), and by Toshio
Murata into Japanese (1991). Its German-language precursor,
National okonomie (1940) has also been republished (1980).

The publishers of this new edition of Human Action havetried to correct
the typos that inevitably creep into amost any book, especially one of this
size. They havea soincluded acompletely new index, which they hope will
help make theideasin this book more readily accessible to readers.

Bettina Bien Greaves
Irvington-on-Hudson, New York
February 1996
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FOREWORD TO THE THIRD EDITION

T GIVES me great satisfaction to see this book, handsomely printed by
adistinguished publishing house, appear in its third revised edition.
Two terminological remarks may bein order.

First, | employ theterm “liberal” in the sense attached to it every-where
in the nineteenth century and still today in the countries of continental
Europe. This usage is imperative because there is simply no other term
available to signify the great political and intellectual movement that sub-
stituted free enterprise and the market economy for the precapitalistic
methods of production; constitutional representative government for the
absolutismof kingsor oligarchies; and freedom of all individualsfor slavery,
serfdom, and other forms of bondage.

Secondly, in the last decades the meaning of the term “psychology” has
been more and more restricted to the field of experimental psychology, a
disciplinethat resortsto the research methods of the natural sciences. Onthe
other hand, it has become usual to dismissthose studiesthat previously had
been called psychological as “literary psychology” and as an unscientific
way of reasoning. Whenever referenceismadeto“ psychology” ineconomic
studies, one hasin mind precisely this literary psychology, and therefore it
seems advisable to introduce a special term for it. | suggested in my book
Theory and History (New Haven, 1957, pp. 264-274) theterm “thymol ogy,”
and | used this term also in my recently published essay The Ultimate
Foundation of Economic Science (Princeton, 1962). However, my suggestion
was not meant to beretroactive and to alter the use of the term * psychology” in
books previoudy published, and so | continueinthisnew editionto usetheterm
“psychology” inthe sameway | used it in the first edition.

Two tranglations of thefirst edition of Human Action have come out: an
Italian trandation by Mr. Tuilio Bagiotti, Professor at the Universita
Bocconi in Milano, under the title L’ Azione Umana, Trattato di economia,
published by the Unione Tipografico-Editrice Torinese in 1959; and a
Spanish-language translation by Mr. Joaguin Reig Albiol under thetitleLa
Accion Humana (Tratado de Econo mia), published in two volumes by
Fundacion Ignacio Villalongain Vaencia (Spain) in 1960.

| feel indebted to many good friendsfor hel p and advicein the preparation
of this book.
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First of al I want to remember two deceased scholars, Paul Mantoux and
William E. Rappard, who by giving me the opportunity of teaching at the
famous Graduate Institute of International Studiesin Geneva, Switzerland,
provided me with the time and the incentive to start work upon along-pro-
jected plan.

| want to express my thanksfor very valuable and hel pful suggestionsto
Mr. Arthur Goddard, Mr. Percy Greaves, Doctor Henry Hazlitt, Professor
Israel M. Kirzner, Mr. Leonard E. Read, Mr. Joaguin Reig Albiot and Doctor
George Reisman.

But most of al | want to thank my wife for her steady encouragement
and help.

Lubwic voN Mises
New York
March, 1966

viii



CONTENTS

Introduction

1 Economicsand Praxeology .............c.ccoviiinn...
2 The Epistemological Problem of a General Theory

of HumanAction ............ ... ... ... ... ..
3 Economic Theory and the Practice of Human Action .
4 RESUME ...

PART ONE HUMAN ACTION

Chapter I. Acting Man

1 Purposeful Actionand Animal Reaction................
2 The Prerequisites of Human Action ...................

On Happiness

On Instincts and Impulses
3 HumanActionasan UltimateGiven ..................
4 Rationality and Irrationality; Subjectivism and Objectivity

of Praxeologicad Research .........................
5 Causdity asaRequirement of Action..................
6 TheAlterEQO ...... ..o

On the Servicesableness of Instincts

The Absolute End
Vegetative Man

Chapter 1. The Epistemological Problems of the

Sciences of Human Action

1 Praxeology andHistory .......... ...,

2 TheForma and Aprioristic Character of Praxeology . . . . ..
The Alleged Logical Heterogeneity of Primitive Man

3 TheAPrioriandRedity ............................

4 The Principle of Methodological Individualism ..........
| and We

5 The Principle of Methodological Singularism ...........



6 TheIndividual and Changing Features of Human Action ..

7 The Scope and the Specific Method of History ..........

8 Conceptionand Understanding . ......................
Natural History and Human History

9 Onldea TYPES .« ovivi i

10 The Procedure of Economics .......................

11 The Limitations on Praxeological Concepts .............

Chapter 111. Economics and the Revolt Against Reason

1 TheRevolt AgainstReason ...,
The Logical Aspect of Polylogism ....................
The Praxeological Aspect of Polylogism ...............
Racia Polylogism .......... ... .o,
Polylogismand Understanding . ......................
TheCaseforReason .......... ... ...

OOk, wWN

Chapter IV. A First Analysis of the Category of Action

1 EndsandMeEans. . ......oiii i
2 TheScaeofVaue .......... ...
3 TheScaAeof Needs ...,
4 ActionasanExchange ..............ccoiiiiiiiiian.

Chapter V. Time

1 TimeasaPraxeologica Factor .......................
2 Past,Present,andFuture ............ ... ... ...
3 TheEconomizationof Time .........................
4 The Temporal Relation Between Actions ... ............

Chaptr V1. Uncertainty

1 Uncertainty and Acting ............ccoovviiinanonn..
The Meaning of Probability .........................
ClassProbability ........ ...
CaseProbability ........ ... i
Numerical Evaluation of Case Probability ..............
Betting, Gambling, and PlayingGames ................
Praxeological Prediction ............................

~No o~ WN

Chapter VII. Action Within the World

1 ThelLaw of Marginal Utility .........................
2 TheLawof Returns............. ... ..



3 HumanlLaborasaMeans ........................... 131
Immediately Gratifying Labor and Mediately Gratifying Labor
The Crestive Genius

4 Production .......... .. 140

PART TWO ACTION WITHIN THE FRAMEWORK OF SOCIETY

Chapter VI1I1. Human Society

1 HumanCooperation...........oouiiiiiiiinenennn .. 143
2 A Critique of the Holistic and Metaphysical View
Of SOCIELY ..ottt 145

Praxeology and Liberalism
Liberalism and Religion

3 TheDivisonofLabor ............ ... ... ..., 157

4 TheRicardian Law of Association .................... 159
Current Errors Concerning the Law of Association

5 TheEffectsof theDivisionof Labor .................. 164

6 Thelndividual WithinSociety ....................... 165
The Fable of the Mystic Communion

TTheGreat SOCIEY . .. 169

8 The Instinct of Aggression and Destruction .............. 170

Current Misinterpretations of Modern Natural Science,
Epecially of Darwinism

Chapter IX. The Role of Ideas

1 HUmanReasoN .. ... 177

2 WorldViewandldeology ............ccoovviiiiann. 178
The Fight Against Error

3 Might oo 187
Traditionalism as an Ideology

4 Meliorismandtheldeaof Progress.................... 191

Chapter X. Exchange Within Society

1 Autistic Exchange and Interpersona Exchange .......... 194
2 Contractual Bonds and HegemonicBonds .............. 195
3 Caculative Action ...t 198

PART THREE ECONOMIC CALCULATION

Chapter X1. Valuation Without Calculation
1 TheGradationoftheMeans ............ ... ..o .. 200

Xi



2 The Barter-Fiction of the Elementary Theory of Vaue

The Theory of Value and Socialism
3 The Problem of Economic Calculation .................
4 Economic CalculationandtheMarket .................

Chapter X1I. The Sphere of Economic Calculation

1 The Character of Monetary Entries . .. .................
2 TheLimits of Economic Calculation ..................
3 The Changeahility of Prices .........................
4 Stabilization ........ .
5 TheRoot of the Stabilizationldea. ....................

Chapter X111. Monetary Calculation asaTool of

Action

1 Monetary Calculation asaMethod of Thinking .........
2 Economic Calculation and the Scienceof Human . .......

PART FOUR CATALLATICSOR ECONOMICSOF THE
MARKET SOCIETY

Chapter X1V. The Scope and Method of Catallactics

1 TheDelimitation of CatalacticProblems ..............
The Denial of Economics
The Method of Imaginary Constructions . ..............
The Pure Market Economy ..........................
The Maximization of Profits
The AutisticEconomy . ......... ...
The State of Rest and the Evenly Rotating Econorny . . . . ..
The Stationary Economy .. ...
The Integration of Catallactic Functions. .................
The Entrepreneurial Function in the Stationary Economy

w N

~No onh

Chapter XV. The Market

1 The Characteristics of the Market Economy .............
2 Capital GoodsandCapital ...,
3 Capitalism ...

4 The Sovereignty of theConsumers . ...................
The Metaphorical Employment of the Terminology of
Political Rule

Xii



Competition . ...t

Freedom ... ... ..

Inequality of WedlthandIncome......................

Entrepreneuria ProfitandLoss.......................

Entrepreneuria Profitsand Lossesin a Progressing

Economy ...
The Moral Condemnation of Profit

Some Observations on the Underconsumption Bogey
and on the Purchasing Power Argument

10 Promoters, Managers, Technicians, and Bureaucrats . . . . ..
11 TheSdectiveProcess . .......coiiiiiiii e
12 Thelndividual andtheMarket .......................
13 BusinessPropaganda ...,
14 The“Volkswirtschaft” ........... ...,

Chapter XVI. Prices

1 ThePricingProcess . ........ccvviiiiiiiiiinn...
2 Vauationand Appraisement ........... ... .o oL
3 The Pricesof the Goods of Higher Orders ..............
A Limitation on the Pricing of Factors of Production
CoSt ACCOUNEING v vttt ettt n
Logical Catallactics Versus Mathematical Catallactics . . ..
6 Monopoly Prices ...t
The Mathematical Treatment of the Theory of
Monopoly Prices
7 GoodWill ..
8 Monopolyof Demand ........... ... ..o,
9 Consumption as Affected by Monopoly Prices ..........
10 Price Discrimination onthe Part of theSeller ...........
11 Price Discrimination on the Part of theBuyer ...........
12 TheConnexity of Prices ... ..
13 PricesandIncome ........... ... i
14 PricesandProduction .............. ... ... ...,
15 The Chimeraof Nonmarket Prices ...................

Chapter XVII. Indirect Exchange

1 Mediaof ExchangeandMoney .. .....................
2 Observations on Some Widespread Errors . .............
3 Demand for Money and Supply of Money ..............

The Epistemological Import of Carl Menger’'s Theory
of the Origin of Money

4 The Determination of the Purchasing Power of Money .. ..

©O© 00N O

[S2 >N

Xiii



5 The Problem of Hume and Mill and the Driving
Forceof Money ........ ...
6 Cash-Induced and Goods-Induced Changesin
PurchasingPower ........... ... .. i,
Inflation and Deflation; Inflationism and Deflationism
7 Monetary Cdlculation and Changes in Purchasing
Power ..
8 The Anticipation of Expected Changesin Purchasing
Power ...
9 TheSpecificVaueof Money ........................
10 The Import of theMoney Relation....................
11 TheMoney-Substitutes ................ ...
12 The Limitation on the Issuance of Fiduciary Media ... ...
Observations on the Discussions Concerning Free Banking
13 The Size and Composition of Cash Holdings . ..........
14 Baancesof Payments .............c.ccoviiiiiiaaann.
15 Interlocal ExchangeRates . ............ ..o,
16 Interest Rates and the Money Relation ................
17 Secondary Mediaof Exchange ......................
18 Thelnflationist View of History . ....................
19 TheGoldStandard . ...,
International Monetary Cooperation

Chapter XVII1. Action in the Passing of Time

1 Perspectiveinthe Valuation of TimePeriods............

2 Time Preference as an Essential Requisite of Action ... ...
Observations on the Evolution of
the Time-Preference Theory

3 Capital Goods ........oii
4 Period of Production, Waiting Time, and Period of
Provision ........ ...
Prolongation of the Period of Provision Beyond
the Expected Duration of the Actor’sLife
Some Applications of the Time-Preference Theory
5 The Convertibility of Capital Goods .. .................
6 TheInfluence of the Past Upon Action.................
7 Accumulation, Maintenance and Consumption of
Capital ..o
8 TheMobility of thelnvestor .........................
9 Money and Capital; Savingand Investment .............

Xiv



Chapter X1X. Interest

1 ThePhenomenonof Interest .........................
2 Originary Interest .. ...t
3 TheHeightof InterestRates .........................
4 Originary Interest in the Changing Economy . ...........
5 TheComputationof Interest .........................

Chapter XX. Interest, Credit Expansion and the Trade Cycle

1 TheProblems.......... ... ... .. . . i,
2 The Entrepreneurial Component in the Gross Market
Rateof Interest . ........... i i
3 The Price Premium as a Component of the Gross
Market Rateof Interest ............. ... ... ... .....
TheLoanMarket ......... ... ... ... ... ...
5 The Effects of Changes in the Money Relation Upon
Originary Interest . . ...t
6 The Gross Market Rate of Interest as Affected by
Inflationand Credit Expansion .......................
The Alleged Absence of Depressions Under
Totalitarian Management
7 The Gross Market Rate of Interest as Affected by
Deflation and Credit Contraction .....................
The Difference Between Credit Expansion
and Simple Inflation
8 TheMonetary of Circulation Credit Theory of the
TradeCycle ...
9 The Market Economy as Affected by the Recurrence
oftheTradeCycle ......... ..o
The Role Played by Unemployed Factors of
Production in the First Stages of aBoom
The Fallacies of the Nonmonetary Explanations
of the Trade Cycle

N

Chapter XX1. Work and Wages
1 Introversive Labor and ExtroversivelLabor .............
2 Joyand Tediumof Labor ...........................
3 Wages ...
4 CaallacticUnemployment ....................ooun..
5 GrossWage Ratesand Net WageRates . ...............

XV

538



6 WagesandSubsistence ...,
A Comparison Between the Historical Explanation
of Wage Ratesand the Regression Theorem
7 The Supply of Labor as Affected by the Disutility
of Labor ....... ..
Remarks About the Popular Interpretation
of the “Industrial Revolution”
8 Wage Rates as Affected by the Vicissitudes of the
Market . ...
9 ThelLaborMarket .......... ... ... ...,
The Work of Animalsand of Slaves

Chapter XX1I. The Nonhuman Original Factors of Production

1 General Observations Concerning the Theory of Rent . . . . .
2 TheTimeFactor in Land Utilization ..................

3 ThcSubmarginalLand .............................
4 ThelLandasStandingRoom .........................

5 ThePricesof Land . ..........c.uuiiiin..
The Myth of the Soil

Chapter XXII1. The Data of the Market

1 TheTheoryandtheData................. ...,
TheRoleof Power ....... ... ... i,
The Historical Role of War and Conquest ..............
Real ManasaDatum .................ccciiiiiiinn..
ThePeriod of Adjustment . ..........................

The Limits of Property Rights and the Problems of

External Costs and External Economies . ...............
The External Economies of Intellectual Creation
Privileges and Quasi-privileges

o OB~ WN

Chapter XX1V. Harmony and Conflict of Interests
1 The Ultimate Source of Profit and Loss onthe Market .. ..

2 TheLimitationof Offspring .........................
3 TheHarmony of the “Rightly Understood” Interests .. .. ..
4 PrivateProperty .. ...
5 TheConflictsof OurAge ... ..

Xvi

664



PART FIVE SOCIAL COOPERATION WITHOUT A MARKET

Chapter XXV. The Imaginary Construction of a

Socialist Society
1 TheHistorical Origin of the Sociadistldea ..............
2 TheSocidistDoctrine ...,
3 The Praxeologica Character of Socialism ..............

Chapter XXVI. The Impossibility of Economic
Calculation Under Socialism

TheProblem ........ ... .. . . . .
Past Failuresto ConceivetheProblem .................
Recent Suggestions for Socialist Economic Calculation . ..
TridandError ....... ... ...
TheQuasi-market ......... ... ...
The Differential Equations of Mathematical Economics . . .

OO~ WN PP

PART SIX THE HAMPERED MARKET ECONOMY

Chapter XXVII. The Government and the Market

1 Theldeaof aThirdSystem ..........................
2 Thelntervention ........... ...,
3 The Ddimitation of Governmenta Functions ...........
4 Righteousness as the Ultimate Standard of the

Individual’SACLIONS . ... oo it
TheMeaning of LaissezFaire . .......................

Direct Government Interference with Consumption . . . . . ..
Corruption

o a1

Chapter XXVIII. Interference by Taxation

1 TheNeutral TaxX . ...t
2 TheTota Tax ...t
3 Fisca and Nonfiscal Objectivesof Taxation ............
4 The Three Classes of Tax Interventionism ..............

Chapter XXI1X. Restriction of Production

1 TheNatureof Restriction ............ ..o ..
2 ThePriceof Restriction . ...,



3 RedtrictionasaPrivelege ............ ... . 748
4 Restriction asan Economic System ................... 755

Chapter XXX. Interference with the Structure of Prices

1 The Government and the Autonomy of the Market . ...... 758
2 The Market's Reaction to Government Interference ... ... 762
Observations on the Causes of the Decline
of Ancient Civilizatiom
3 MinimumWageRates. ..., 769

Chapter XXXI. Currency and Credit Manipulation

1 The GovernmentandtheCurrency .................... 780
2 The Interventionist Aspect of Legal Tender Legislation .... 783
3 The Evalution of Modern Methods of Currency

Manipulaiton ............ i 786
4 The Objectives of Currency Devaluation................ 789
5 CreditExpansion ...t 793

The Chimera of Contracyclical Policies
6 Foreign Exchange Control and Bilateral Exchange
Agreements . ... 800

Chapter XXXI1. Confiscation and Redistribution

1 The Philosophy of Confiscation ...................... 804
2 LandReform ... .. 805
3 Confiscatory Taxation . .........coovviiiiineen. .. 806

Confiscatory Taxation and Risk Taking

Chapter XXXII11. Syndicalism and Corporativism

1 TheSyndicdistidea .............. ... ... 812
2 TheFalaciesof Syndicalism ........................ 813
3 Syndicalist Elementsin Popular Policies ............... 815
4 Guild Socidism and Corporativism ................... 816

Chapter XXXIV. The Economics of War

1 TotaWar ... 821
2 WarandtheMarket Economy ....................... 825
3 WarandAutarky ... 828
4 TheFutilityof War ......... ... ... i, 831

xviii



Chapter XXXV. The Welfare Principle Versusthe

Market Principle
1 The Case Against the Market Economy ................ 833
2 POVEITY .. 835
dnequality ... ..o 840
4 INSECUNTY . ottt 851
5 Socia Justice ... 853

Chapter XXXVI. The Crisis of Interventionism

1 TheHarvest of Interventionism....................... 855
2 TheExhaustion of theReserveFund .................. 855
3 TheEndof Interventionism............ .. ... ... .. .... 858

PART SEVEN THE PLACE OF ECONOMICSIN SOCIETY

Chapter XXXV11. The Nondescript Character of Economics

1 The Singularity of Economics........................ 862
2 Economicsand PublicOpinion ....................... 863
3 Thelllusionof theOld Liberals ...................... 864

Chapter XXXVI1I. The Place of Economicsin Learning

1 TheStudy of Economics . ..., 867
2 EconomicsasaProfession ................oiia... 869
3 ForecastingasaProfession .......................... 870
4 Economicsand theUniversities ...................... 872
5 General Educationand Economics .................... 876
6 EconomicsandtheCitizen .......................... 878
7 Economicsand Freedom. ... 879

Chapter XXXIX. Economics and the Essential
Problems of Human Existence

1 ScienceandLife .......... ... ... ... il 881
2 Economicsand Judgmentsof Value ................... 882
3 Economic Cognition and Human Action ............... 885

XiX






INTRODUCTION

1. Economics and Praxeology

E CONoOMICsIstheyoungest of all sciences. Inthelast two hundred years,
it is true, many new sciences have emerged from the disciplines
familiar to the ancient Greeks. However, what happened here was merely
that parts of knowledge which had already found their placein the complex
of the old system of learning now became autonomous. The field of study
was more nicely subdivided and treated with new methods; hitherto unno-
ticed provinces were discovered in it, and people began to see things from
aspects different from those of their precursors. The field itself was not
expanded. But economics opened to human science a domain previously
inaccessible and never thought of. The discovery of a regularity in the
sequence and i nterdependence of market phenomenawent beyond thelimits
of the traditional system of learning. It conveyed knowledge which could
beregarded neither aslogic, mathematics, psychology, physics, nor biology.
Philosophers had long since been eager to ascertain the ends which God
or Naturewastryingtorealizeinthe course of human history. They searched
for the law of mankind's destiny and evolution. But even those thinkers
whoseinquiry wasfreefrom any theological tendency failed utterly inthese
endeavors because they were committed to afaulty method. They dealt with
humanity as a whole or with other holistic concepts like nation, race, or
church. They set up quite arbitrarily the ends to which the behavior of such
wholesisboundtolead. But they could not satisfactorily answer thequestion
regarding what factors compelled the various acting individuals to behave
insuch away that the goal aimed at by thewhole’ sinexorable evolution was
attained. They had recourse to desperate shifts: miraculous interference of
the Deity either by revelation or by the del egation of God-sent prophets and
consecrated leaders, preestablished harmony, predestination, or the opera-
tion of amystic and fabulous “world soul” or “ national soul.” Others spoke
of a“cunning of nature” which implanted in man impulses driving him
unwittingly along precisely the path Nature wanted him to take.



2 HUMAN ACTION

Other philosophers were more realistic. They did not try to guess the
designs of Nature or God. They looked at human things from the view-
point of government. They wereintent upon establishing rulesof political
action, atechnique, as it were, of government and statesmanship. Spec-
ulative minds drew ambitious plans for a thorough reform and recon-
struction of society. The more modest were satisfied with a collection
and systematization of the dataof historical experience. But al werefully
convinced that there wasin the course of social eventsno such regularity
and invariance of phenomena as had already been found in the operation
of human reasoning and in the sequence of natural phenomena. They did
not search for the laws of social cooperation because they thought that
man could organize society as he pleased. If social conditions did not
fulfill the wishes of the reformers, if their utopias proved unrealizable,
the fault was seen in the moral failure of man. Social problems were
considered ethical problems. What was needed in order to construct the
ideal society, they thought, were good princesand virtuouscitizens. With
righteous men any utopia might be realized.

Thediscovery of theinescapable interdependence of market phenomena
overthrew this opinion. Bewildered, people had to face a new view of
society. They learned with stupefaction that there is another aspect from
which human action might be viewed than that of good and bad, of fair and
unfair, of just and unjust. In the course of social events there prevails a
regularity of phenomenato which man must adjust his actions if he wishes
to succeed. It isfutile to approach socia facts with the attitude of a censor
who approves or disapproves from the point of view of quite arbitrary
standards and subjective judgments of value. One must study the laws of
human action and social cooperation as the physicist studies the laws of
nature. Human action and social cooperation seen as the object of ascience
of given relations, no longer as a normative discipline of things that ought
to be—this was a revolution of tremendous consequences for knowledge
and philosophy aswell asfor socia action.

For morethan ahundred years, however, the effects of thisradical change
in the methods of reasoning were greatly restricted because people believed
that they referred only to anarrow segment of thetotal field of human action,
namely, to market phenomena. The classical economists met in the pursuit
of their investigations an obstacle which they failed to remove, the apparent
antinomy of value. Their theory of value was defective, and forced them to
regtrict the scope of their science. Until the late nineteenth century politicd
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economy remained a science of the “economic” aspects of human action, a
theory of wealth and selfishness. It dealt with human action only to the
extent that it is actuated by what was —very unsatisfactorily—described
as the profit motive, and it asserted that there isin addition other human
action whose treatment is the task of other disciplines. The transforma-
tion of thought which the classical economists had initiated was brought
to its consummation only by modern subjectivist economics, which
converted the theory of market prices into a general theory of human
choice.

For along time men failed to realize that the transition from the classical
theory of value to the subjective theory of value was much more than the
substitution of a more satisfactory theory of market exchange for a less
satisfactory one. The genera theory of choice and preference goes far
beyond the horizon which encompassed the scope of economic problemsas
circumscribed by the economists from Cantillon, Hume, and Adam Smith
down to John Stuart Mill. It is much more than merely a theory of the
“economicside” of human endeavorsand of man’ sstriving for commodities
and an improvement in his material well-being. It is the science of every
kind of human action. Choosing determinesall human decisions. In making
his choice man chooses not only between various material things and
services. All human values are offered for option. All ends and all means,
both material and ideal issues, the sublime and the base, the noble and the
ignoble, areranged in asingle row and subjected to a decision which picks
out one thing and sets aside another. Nothing that men aim at or want to
avoid remains outside of this arrangement into a unique scale of gradation
and preference. The modern theory of value widens the scientific horizon
and enlarges the field of economic studies. Out of the political economy of
the classical school emerges the general theory of human action, praxeol ogy.1
The economic or catalactic problems2 are embedded in a more general
science, and can no longer be severed from this connection. No treatment
of economic problems proper can avoid starting from acts of choice;
economics becomes a part, although the hitherto best elaborated part, of a
more universal science, praxeology.

1. Theterm praxeology wasfirst usedin 1890 by Espinas. Cf. hisarticleLes
Originesdelatechnologies,” Revue Philosophique, XVthyear, XXX, 114-115,
and his book published in Parisin 1897, with the sametitle.

2. The term Catallactics or the Science of Exchanges was first used by
Whately. Cf. his book Introductory Lectures on Political Economy (London,
1831), p. 6.
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2. The Epistemological Problem of a
Genera Theory of Human Action

Inthe new science everything seemed to be problematic. It wasastranger
in the traditional system of knowledge; people were perplexed and did not
know how to classify it and to assign it its proper place. But on the other
hand they were convinced that the inclusion of economicsin the catal ogue
of knowledge did not require a rearrangement or expansion of the total
scheme. They considered their catal ogue system complete. If economicsdid
not fitinto it, the fault could only rest with the unsatisfactory treatment that
the economists applied to their problems.

It isacomplete misunderstanding of the meaning of the debates concern-
ing the essence, scope, and logical character of economicsto dismiss them
as the scholastic quibbling of pedantic professors. It is a widespread mis-
conception that while pedants squandered useless talk about the most
appropriate method of procedure, economicsitself, indifferent to theseidle
disputes, went quietly on its way. In the Methodenstreit between the Aus-
trian economists and the Prussian Historical School, the self-styled “intel-
lectual bodyguard of the House of Hohenzollern,” and in the discussions
between the school of John Bates Clark and American Institutionalismmuch
more was at stake than the question of what kind of procedure was the most
fruitful one. The real issue was the epistemological foundations of the
science of human action and itslogical legitimacy. Starting from an episte-
mological system to which praxeological thinking was strange and from a
logic which acknowledged as scientific—besides |ogic and mathematics—
only the empirical natural sciences and history, many authors tried to deny
thevalue and useful ness of economictheory. Historicism aimed at replacing
it by economic history; positivism recommended the substitution of an
illusory social science which should adopt the logical structure and pattern
of Newtonian mechanics. Both these schoolsagreed in aradical rejection of
al the achievements of economic thought. It wasimpossible for the econo-
mists to keep silent in the face of all these attacks.

Theradicalism of thiswholesale condemnation of economicswasvery soon
surpassed by a still more universd nihilism. From time immemorid men in
thinking, spesking, and acting had taken the uniformity and immutability of the
logical structure of the human mind as an unquestionable fact. All scientific
inquiry was based on this assumption. In the discussions about the epistemo-
logical character of economics, writers, for the first time in human history,
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denied this proposition too. Marxism asserts that a man’ s thinking is deter-
mined by his class affiliation. Every social class hasalogic of itsown. The
product of thought cannot be anything else than an “ideological disguise’
of the selfish class interests of the thinker. It is the task of a“sociology of
knowledge” to unmask philosophies and scientific theories and to expose
their “ideological” emptiness. Economics is a “bourgeois’ makeshift, the
economists are “sycophants’ of capital. Only the classless society of the
socialist utopiawill substitute truth for “ideological” lies.

Thispolylogism waslater taught in various other formsalso. Historicism
asserts that the logical structure of human thought and action is liable to
changeinthecourseof historical evolution. Racial polylogismassigntoeach
race alogic of itsown. Finally thereisirrationalism, contending that reason
as such is not fit to elucidate the irrational forces that determine human
behavior.

Such doctrines go far beyond the limits of economics. They question not
only economics and praxeology but all other human knowledge and human
reasoning in general. They refer to mathematics and physics as well as to
economics. It seems therefore that the task of refuting them does not fall to
any single branch of knowledge but to epistemology and philosophy. This
furnishes apparent justification for the attitude of those economists who
quietly continuetheir studieswithout bothering about epistemol ogical prob-
lems and the objections raised by polylogism and irrationalism. The physi-
cist doesnot mind if someone stigmati zeshistheoriesasbourgeois, Western
or Jewish; in the same way the economist should ignore detraction and
slander. He should let the dogs bark and pay no heed to their yelping. It is
seemly for him to remember Spinoza' s dictum: Sane sicut lux se ipsam et
tenebras manifestat, sic veritas normasui et fals est.

However, the situation is not quite the same with regard to economics as
itiswith mathematicsand thenatural sciences. Polylogismandirrationalism
attack praxeology and economics. Although they formul ate their statements
in ageneral way to refer to all branches of knowledge, it is the sciences of
human action that they really havein view. They say that itisanillusion to
believe that scientific research can achieve results valid for people of all
eras, races, and social classes, and they take pleasurein disparaging certain
physical and biological theories asbourgeoisor Western, But if the solution
of practical problems requires the application of these stigmatized doc-
trines, they forget their criticism. The technology of Soviet Russia
utilizes without scruple all the results of bourgeois physics, chemistry,
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and biology just asif they werevalid for all classes. The Nazi engineersand
physiciansdid not disdain to utilize the theories, discoveries, and inventions
of peopleof “inferior” racesand nations. The behavior of peopleof al races,
nations, religions, linguistic groups, and social classes clearly proves that
they do not endorse the doctrines of polylogism and irrationalism as far as
logic, mathematics, and the natural sciences are concerned.

Butitisquitedifferent with praxeology and economics. Themain motive
for the development of the doctrines of polylogism, historicism, and irratio-
nalism was to provide a justification for disregarding the teachings of
economicsin the determination of economic policies. Thesociaists, racists,
nationalists, and etatistsfailed in their endeavorsto refute the theories of the
economists and to demonstrate the correctness of their own spurious doc-
trines. It was precisely this frustration that prompted them to negate the
logical and epistemol ogical principlesupon which al human reasoning both
in mundane activities and in scientific research isfounded.

It isnot permissible to dispose of these objections merely on the ground
of the political motives which inspired them. No scientist is entitled to
assume beforehand that a disapprobation of his theories must be unfounded
because hiscriticsareimbued by passion and party bias. Heisboundtoreply
to every censure without any regard to its underlying motives or its back-
ground. It is no less impermissible to keep silent in the face of the often
asserted opinion that the theorems of economics are valid only under
hypothetical assumptions never realized in life and that they are therefore
useless for the mental grasp of redlity. It is strange that some schools seem
to approve of this opinion and nonetheless quietly proceed to draw their
curves and to formulate their equations. They do not bother about the
meaning of their reasoning and about its reference to the world of redl life
and action.

Thisis, of course, an untenable attitude. Thefirst task of every scientific
inquiry is the exhaustive description and definition of all conditions and
assumptionsunder whichitsvariousstatementsclaimvalidity. Itisamistake
to set up physics as amodel and pattern for economic research. But those
committed to this fallacy should have learned one thing at least: that no
physicist ever believed that the clarification of some of the assumptionsand
conditions of physical theorems is outside the scope of physical research.
The main question that economics is bound to answer is what the relation
of its statementsisto the reality of human action whose mental grasp isthe
objective of economic studies.
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It therefore devolves upon economicsto deal thoroughly with the asser-
tion that its teachings are valid only for the capitaistic system of the
shortlived and already vanished liberal period of Western civilization. It is
incumbent upon no branch of learning other than economics to examine all
the objections raised from various points of view against the usefulness of
the statements of economic theory for the elucidation of the problems of
human action. The system of economic thought must be built up in such a
way that it is proof against any criticism on the part of irrationalism,
historicism, panphysicalism, behaviorism, and all varieties of polylogism.
It is an intolerable state of affairs that while new arguments are daily
advanced to demonstrate the absurdity and futility of the endeavors of
economics, the economists pretend to ignore al this.

It is no longer enough to deal with the economic problems within the
traditional framework. It isnecessary to build thetheory of catallacticsupon the
solid foundation of ageneral theory of human action, praxeology. This proce-
durewill not only secure it againgt many fallacious criticisms but clarify many
problemshitherto not even adequately seen, till lesssatisfactorily solved. There
is, egpecially, the fundamental problem of economic calculation.

3. Economic Theory and the Practice of Human Action

It iscustomary for many peopl e to blame economicsfor being backward.
Now it is quite obvious that our economic theory is not perfect. Thereisno
suchthing as perfectionin human knowledge, nor for that matter in any other
human achievement. Omniscience is denied to man. The most elaborate
theory that seems to satisfy completely our thirst for knowledge may one
day be amended or supplanted by a new theory. Science does not give us
absolute and final certainty. It only gives us assurance within the limits of
our mental abilitiesand theprevailing state of scientific thought. A scientific
systemisbut one station in an endlessly progressing search for knowledge.
Itisnecessarily affected by theinsufficiency inherent in every human effort.
But to acknowledge these facts does not mean that present-day economics
is backward. It merely means that economicsis aliving thing—and to live
implies both imperfection and change.

The reproach of an alleged backwardness is raised against economics
from two different points of view.

There are on the one hand some naturalists and physicists who censure
economics for not being a natural science and not applying the methods
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and procedures of the laboratory. It is one of the tasks of this treatise to
explode the fallacy of such ideas. In these introductory remarks it may
be enough to say a few words about their psychological background. It
is common with narrow-minded people to reflect upon every respect in
which other people differ from themselves. The camel in the fable takes
exception to all other animals for not having a hump, and the Ruritanian
criticizesthe Laputanian for not being a Ruritanian. Theresearch worker
in the laboratory considers it as the sole worthy home of inquiry, and
differential equations asthe only sound method of expressing the results
of scientific thought. He is simply incapable of seeing the epistemol og-
ical problems of human action. For him economics cannot be anything
but a kind of mechanics.

Then there are people who assert that something must be wrong with the
social sciences because social conditions are unsatisfactory. The natural
sciences have achieved amazing results in the last two or three hundred
years, and the practical utilization of these results has succeeded in improv-
ing the general standard of living to an unprecedented extent. But, say these
critics, the social sciences have utterly failed in the task of rendering social
conditions more satisfactory. They have not stamped out misery and starva-
tion, economic crises and unemployment, war and tyranny. They are sterile
and have contributed nothing to the promotion of happiness and human
welfare.

These grumblers do not realize that the tremendous progress of techno-
logical methods of production and the resulting increase in wealth and
welfarewerefeasible only through the pursuit of thoseliberal policieswhich
were the practical application of the teachings of economics. It was the
ideas of the classical economists that removed the checks imposed by
age-old laws, customs, and prejudices upon technol ogical improvement
and freed the genius of reformers and innovators from the straitjackets
of the guilds, government tutelage, and social pressure of various kinds.
It wasthey that reduced the prestige of conquerors and expropriatorsand
demonstrated the social benefits derived from business activity. None of
the great modern inventions would have been put to use if the mentality
of the precapitalistic era had not been thoroughly demolished by the
economists. What is commonly called the “industrial revolution” was an
offspring of the ideological revolution brought about by the doctrines of
the economists. The economists exploded the old tenets: that it is unfair
and unjust to outdo a competitor by producing better and cheaper goods;
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that it is iniquitous to deviate from the traditional methods of production;
that machines are an evil because they bring about unemployment; that it is
one of the tasks of civil government to prevent efficient businessmen from
getting rich and to protect the less efficient against the competition of the
more efficient; that to restrict the freedom of entrepreneurs by government
compulsion or by coercion on the part of other social powersisan appropri-
ate means to promote a nation’ s well-being. British political economy and
French Physiocracy were the pacemakers of modern capitalism. It is they
that made possible the progress of the applied natural sciences that has
heaped benefits upon the masses.

What iswrong with our age is precisely the widespread ignorance of the
role which these policies of economic freedom played in the technological
evolution of the last two hundred years. People fell prey to the fallacy that
the improvement of the methods of production was contemporaneous with
thepolicy of laissez faire only by accident. Deluded by Marxian myths, they
consider modern industrialism an outcome of the operation of mysterious
“productive forces’ that do not depend in any way on ideological factors.
Classical economics, they believe, was not afactor in the rise of capitalism,
but rather its product, its “ideological superstructure,” i.e., a doctrine de-
signed to defend the unfair claims of the capitalistic exploiters. Hence the
abolition of capitalism and the substitution of socialist totalitarianism for a
market economy and free enterprise would not impair the further progress
of technology. It would, on the contrary, promote technological improve-
ment by removing the obstacles which the selfish interests of the capitalists
placeinitsway.

The characteristic feature of this age of destructive wars and social
disintegration is the revolt against economics. Thomas Carlyle branded
economics a “dismal science,” and Karl Marx stigmatized the economists
as"the sycophants of the bourgeoisie.” Quacks—praising their patent med-
icines and short cuts to an earthly paradise—take pleasure in scorning
economicsas* orthodox” and “reactionary.” Demagogues pride themselves
onwhat they call their victoriesover economics. The*“practical” man boasts
of his contempt for economics and his ignorance of the teachings of
“armchair” economists. Theeconomic policiesof thelast decadeshave been
the outcome of a mentality that scoffs at any variety of sound economic
theory and glorifies the spurious doctrines of its detractors. What is called
“orthodox” economicsisin most countries barred from the universitiesand
isvirtualy unknown to the leading statesmen, politicians, and writers. The
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blame for the unsatisfactory state of economic affairs can certainly not be
placed upon a science which both rulers and masses despise and ignore.

It must be emphasized that the destiny of modern civilization as devel-
oped by thewhite peoplesin thelast two hundred yearsisinseparably linked
with the fate of economic science. This civilization was able to spring into
existence because the peoples were dominated by ideas which were the
application of the teachings of economics to the problems of economic
policy. It will and must perish if the nations continue to pursue the course
which they entered upon under the spell of doctrines rejecting economic
thinking.

Itistruethat economicsisatheoretical scienceand assuch abstainsfrom
any judgment of value. It isnot itstask to tell people what ends they should
aim at. It isa science of the means to be applied for the attainment of ends
chosen, not, to be sure, ascience of the choosing of ends. Ultimate decisions,
thevaluationsand the choosing of ends, are beyond the scope of any science.
Science never tells a man how he should act; it merely shows how a man
must act if he wants to attain definite ends.

It seems to many people that thisis very little indeed and that a science
limited to the investigation of theis and unable to express ajudgment value
about the highest and ultimate ends is of no importance for life and action.
Thistoo isamistake. However, the exposure of this mistakeis not atask of
these introductory remarks. It is one of the ends of the treatise itself.

Résumé
It was necessary to make these preliminary remarks in order to explain
why this treatise places economic problems within the broad frame of a
general theory of human action. At the present stage both of economic
thinking and of political discussions concerning the fundamental issues of
social organization, it is no longer feasible to isolate the treatment of

catallactic problems proper. These problemsare only asegment of ageneral
science of human action and must be dealt with as such.



Part One

Human Action

I.ACTING MAN

1. Purposeful Action and Animal Reaction

H UMAN action is purposeful behavior. Or we may say: Action iswill
put into operation and transformed into an agency, isaiming at ends
and goals, isthe ego’ s meaningful response to stimuli and to the conditions
of its environment, is a person’s conscious adjustment to the state of the
universethat determineshislife. Such paraphrasesmay clarify thedefinition
given and prevent possible misinterpretations. But the definition itself is
adequate and does not heed complement of commentary.

Consciousor purposeful behavior isin sharp contrast to unconscious behav-
ior,i.e, thereflexesand theinvoluntary responsesof thebody’ scellsand nerves
togtimuli. Peoplearesometimesprepared to believethat theboundariesbetween
conscious behavior and the involuntary reaction of the forces operating within
man’'s body are more or less indefinite. This is correct only as far as it is
sometimes not easy to establish whether concrete behavior isto be consdered
voluntary or involuntary. But the di stincti on between consci ousnessand uncon-
siousnessis nonetheless sharp and can be clearly determined.

The unconscious behavior of thebodily organsand cellsisfor the acting ego
no lessadatum than any other fact of theexternd world. Acting man must take
into account al that goes on within hisown body aswell as other data, e.g., the
westher or the attitudes of his neighbors. Thereiis, of course, a margin within
which purposeful behavior has the power to neutralize the working of bodily
factors. Itisfeasiblewithin certain limitsto get the body under control. Man can
sometimes succeed through the power of his will in overcoming sickness, in
compensating for the innate or acquired insufficiency of his physical congtitu-
tion, or in suppressing reflexes. Asfar asthisispossble, thefield of purposeful
action is extended. If a man abstains from controlling the involuntary reaction
of cells and nerve centers, dthough he would be in a position to do so, his
behavior isfrom our point of view purposeful.

The field of our science is human action, not the psychological events
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which resultin an action. It is precisely thiswhich distinguishes the general
theory of human action, praxeology, from psychology. The theme of psy-
chology is the internal events that result or can result in a definite action.
The theme of praxeology is action as such. This aso settles the relation of
praxeology to the psychoanalytical concept of the subconscious. Psycho-
analysistoois psychology and does not investigate action but theforcesand
factors that impel a man toward a definite action. The psychoanalytical
subconsciousisapsychologica and not a praxeological category. Whether
an action stems from clear deliberation, or from forgotten memories and
suppressed desireswhich from submerged regions, asit were, direct thewill,
does not influence the nature of the action. The murderer whom a subcon-
scious urge (the Id) drivestoward his crime and the neurotic whose aberrant
behavior seemsto be simply meaninglessto an untrained observer both act;
they like anybody else are aiming at certain ends. It is the merit of psycho-
analysis that it has demonstrated that even the behavior of neurotics and
psychopaths is meaningful, that they too act and aim at ends, although we
who consider ourselvesnormal and sane call thereasoning determining their
choice of ends nonsensical and the means they choose for the attainment of
these ends contrary to purpose.

The term “unconscious’ as used by praxeology and the terms “ subcon-
scious’ and “unconscious’ as applied by psychoanalysis belong to two
different systems of thought and research. Praxeology no less than other
branches of knowledge owes much to psychoanalysis. The more necessary
is it then to become aware of the line which separates praxeology from
psychoanalysis.

Action is not simply giving preference. Man also shows preference in
situations in which things and events are unavoidable or are believed to be
so. Thusaman may prefer sunshineto rain and may wish that the sun would
dispel the clouds. He who only wishes and hopes does not interfere actively
with the course of eventsand with the shaping of hisown destiny. But acting
man chooses, determines, and tries to reach an end. Of two things both of
which he cannot have together he selects one and gives up the other. Action
therefore always involves both taking and renunciation.

To express wishes and hopes and to announce planned action may be
forms of action in so far as they aim in themselves at the realization of a
certain purpose. But they must not be confused with the actions to which
they refer. They arenot identical with the actions they announce, recom-
mend, or reject. Action is a real thing. What countsis a man’s total



ACTING MAN 13

behavior, and not histalk about planned but not realized acts. On the other
hand action must be clearly distinguished from the application of labor.
Action meansthe employment of meansfor the attainment of ends. Asarule
one of the means employed isthe acting man’slabor. But thisis not always
the case. Under special conditionsaword isall that isneeded. Hewho gives
orders or interdictions may act without any expenditure of labor. To talk or
not to talk, to smile or to remain serious, may be action. To consume and to
enjoy are no less action than to abstain from accessible consumption and
enjoyment.

Praxeology consequently does not distinguish between “ active” or ener-
geticand*“ passive” or indolent man. Thevigorousmanindustriously striving
for the improvement of his condition acts neither more nor less than the
lethargic man who sluggishly takes things as they come. For to do nothing
and to be idle are aso action, they too determine the course of events.
Wherever the conditions for human interference are present, man acts no
matter whether he interferes or refrains from interfering. He who endures
what he could change acts no less than he who interferes in order to attain
another result. A man who abstains from influencing the operation of
physiological and instinctive factors which he could influence also acts.
Action is not only doing but no less omitting to do what possibly could be
done.

We may say that action is the manifestation of a man’'s will. But this
would not add anything to our knowledge. For the term will means nothing
el sethan man’ sfaculty to choose between different statesof affairs, to prefer
one, to set aside the other, and to behave according to the decision madein
aiming at the chosen state and forsaking the other.

2. The Prerequisites of Human Action

Wecall contentment or satisfaction that state of ahuman being which does
not and cannot result in any action. Acting man is eager to subgtitute a more
satisfactory state of affairsfor aless satisfactory. His mind imagines conditions
which suit him better, and his action aims at bringing about this desired state.
The incentive that impels a man to act is dways some uneasiness® A man
perfectly content with the state of his affairswould have noincentiveto change
things. Hewould have neither wishes nor desires; hewould be perfectly happy.

1. Cf.Lock, AnEssay Concer ning Human Under standing, ed. Fraser (Oxford,
1894), 1, 331-333; Leibniz, Nouveaux essais sur |’ entendement humain, ed.
Fammarion, p. 119.
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He would not act; he would ssimply live free from care.

But to make a man act, uneasiness and the image of a more satisfactory
state alone are not sufficient. A third condition is required: the expectation
that purposeful behavior has the power to remove or at least to aleviate the
felt uneasiness. In the absence of this condition no action is feasible. Man
must yield to the inevitable. He must submit to destiny.

These are the general conditions of human action. Man isthe being that
lives under these conditions. Heis not only homo sapiens, but no less homo
agens. Beings of human descent who either from birth or from acquired
defects are unchangeably unfit for any action (in the strict sense of the term
and not merely in the legal sense) are practically not human. Although the
statutes and biology consider them to be men, they lack the essential feature
of humanity. The newborn child too is not an acting being. It has not yet
gone the whole way from conception to the full development of its human
qualities. But at the end of this evolution it becomes an acting being.

On Happiness

In colloquia speech we call a man “happy” who has succeeded in
attaining hisends. A more adequate description of his state would bethat he
ishappier than hewasbefore. Thereishowever novalid objectionto ausage
that defines human action as the striving for happiness.

But we mugt avoid current misunderstandings. The ultimate goal of human
actionisalwaysthe satisfaction of the acting man’ sdesire. Thereisno standard
of greater or lesser satisfaction other than individua judgments of value,
different for various people and for the same people a various times. What
makesamanfeel uneasy and lessuneasy isestablished by him from the standard
of his own will and judgment, from his personal and subjective valuation.
Nobody isin apostion to decree what should make afellow man happier.

To establish thisfact doesnot refer in any way to the antitheses of egoism
and altruism, of materialismandidealism, of individualismand collectivism,
of atheism and religion. There are people whose only aimisto improve the
condition of their own ego. There are other people with whom awareness of
thetroubles of their fellow men causes as much uneasiness as or even more
uneasiness than their own wants. There are people who desire nothing else
than the satisfaction of their appetites for sexual intercourse, food, drinks,
fine homes, and other material things. But other men care more for the
satisfactions commonly called “higher” and “ideal.” There are individuals
eager to adjugt their actionsto therequirementsof socid cooperation; thereare,
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on the other hand, refractory people who defy the rules of social life. There
are people for whom the ultimate goa of the earthly pilgrimage is the
preparation for alife of bliss. There are other people who do not believein
the teachings of any religion and do not allow their actionsto beinfluenced
by them.

Praxeology isindifferent tothe ultimate goals of action. Itsfindingsarevalid
for dl kinds of action irrespective of the endsaimed at. It isascience of means,
not of ends. It applies the term happiness in a purdy formad sense. In the
praxeological terminology the proposition: man's unique aim is to atan
happiness, is tautological. It does not imply any statement about the date of
affairs from which man expects happiness.

Theideathat theincentive of human activity isdways some uneas nessand
itsam awaysto remove such unessiness asfar aspossible, that is, to make the
acting men feel happier, is the essence of the teachings of Eudaemonism and
Hedonism. Epicurean arapaéiaisthat state of perfect happinessand contentment
a which al human activity aimswithout ever wholly attainingit. In theface of
the grandeur of this cognition it is of little avail only that many representatives
of thisphilosophy failed to recognizethe purely formal character of the notions
pain and pleasureand gavethemamateria and carna meaning. Thetheol ogical,
mystical, and other schools of a heteronomous ethic did not shake the core of
Epicureanism because they could not raise any other objection than its neglect
of the*higher” and“nobler” pleasures. Itistruethat thewritingsof many earlier
champions of Eudaemonism, Hedonism, and Utilitarianism arein some points
open to misinterpretation. But the language of modern philosophers and till
more that of the modern economists is S0 precise and straightforward that no
misinterpretation can possibly occur.

On Ingtincts and Impul ses

Onedoesnot further the comprehension of thefundamentd problem of human
action by the methods of ingtinct-sociology. This school classfies the various
concrete gods of human action and assgns to each class a specid indinct asits
motive. Man appearsasabeing driven by variousinnateinginctsand digpositions.
Itisassumed that thisexplanetion demolishesoncefor dl the odiousteachings of
economicsand utilitarian ethics. However, Feuerbach has dready justly observed
that every inginct isan ingtinct to happi ness.2 Themethod of ingti nct-psychology
andinginct-sociology consigtsinan arhitrary classification of theimmediategods
of action and in ahypostasis of each. Whereas praxeol ogy says that the goal

2. Cf. Feuerbach, Sammtliche Werke, ed. Bolin and Jod! (Stuttgart, 1907), X,
231.
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of an action isto remove acertain uneasiness, inginct-psychology saysitisthe
satisfaction of an indinctive urge.

Many championsof theingtinct school are convinced that they have proved thet
action is not determined by reason, but sems from the profound depths of innate
forces, impulses, ingtincts and dispogitions which are not open to any rationa
ducidation. They are certain they have succeeded in exposing the shalowness of
rationdism and disparage economics as “ atissue of false conclusonsdravn from
fdsepsychologicd assumptions"3 Y et rationdism, praxeol ogy, and economicsdo
not dedl with the ultimate springs and goa s of action, but with the means gpplied
for the attainment of anend sought. However unfathomablethe depthsmay befrom
which an impulse or indinct emerges, the means which man chooses for its
satifaction are determined by arationd consideration of expenseand success?

He who acts under an emotiond impulse dso acts. What distinguishes an
emotional action from other actionsisthevauation of input and output. Emotions
disarrange va uations. Inflamed with passion, man seesthegoal asmore desirable
and the price he has to pay for it as less burdensome than he would in cool
ddliberation. Men have never doubted thet evenin the state of emotion meansand
ends are pondered and that it is possble to influence the outcome of this
ddiberation by rendering more cogtly the yielding to the passionate impulse. To
punish crimind offenses committed in a tate of emotional excitement or intoxi-
cationmoremildly than other offensesistantamount toencouraging such excesses.
The threet of severe retdiaion does not fail to deter even people driven by
seemingly irresistible passon.

We interpret anima behavior on the assumption that the animal yields to the
impulse which prevails a the moment. As we observe that the animd feeds,
cohahits, and attacksother anima sor men, wespesk of itsingtinctsof nourishment,
of reproduction, and of aggresson. We assume that such ingincts are innate and
peremptorily ask for satisfaction.

But is different with man. Man is not a being who cannot help yielding
totheimpulsethat most urgently asksfor satisfaction. Manisabeing capable
of subduing his instincts, emotions, and impulses; he can rationalize his
behavior. He renounces the satisfaction of a burning impulse in order to
satisfy other desires. He is not a puppet of his appetites. A man does not
ravish every female that stirs his senses; he does not devour every piece of
food that entices him; he does not knock down every fellow he would like

3. Cf. William McDougall, An Introduction to Social Psychology (14th ed.
Boston, 1921), p. 11.

4. Cf.Mises, Epistemological Problems of Economics, trans. by G. Reisman
(New York, 1960), pp. 52 ff.
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tokill. He arranges his wishes and desires into a scale, he chooses; in short,
he acts. What distinguishes man from beastsis precisely that he adjusts his
behavior deliberatively. Manisthebeing that hasinhibitions, that can master
his impulses and desires, that has the power to suppress instinctive desires
and impul ses.

It may happen that an impulse emerges with such vehemence that no
disadvantage which its satisfaction may cause appears great enough to
prevent the individual from satisfying it. In this case too there is choosing.
Man decidesin favor of yielding to the desire concerned.”

3. Human Action as an Ultimate Given

Sincetimeimmemorial men have been eager to know the prime mover, the
cause of al being and of dl change, the ultimate substance from which
everything stems and which is the cause of itself. Scienceismore modest. It is
aware of the limits of the human mind and of the human search for knowledge.
It aimsat tracing back every phenomenon to its cause. But it realizesthat these
endeavors must necessarily strike againgt insurmountable walls. There are
phenomena which cannot be analyzed and traced back to other phenomena.
They arethe ultimate given. The progress of scientific research may succeedin
demonstrating that something previoudy considered as an ultimate given can
be reduced to components. But there will always be some irreducible and
unanalyzable phenomena, some ultimate given.

Monism teaches that there is but one ultimate substance, dualism that
there are two, pluralism that there are many. There is no point quarreling
about these problems. Such metaphysical disputes are interminable. The
present state of our knowledge does not provide the means to solve them
with an answer which every reasonable man must consider satisfactory.

Materialist monism contends that human thoughts and volitions are the
product of the operation of bodily organs, the cells of the brain and the nerves.
Human thought, will, and action are soldly brought about by material processes
which one day will be completely explained by the methods of physica and
chemicad inquiry. Thistoo isametaphysica hypothess, although it supporters
condder it as an unshakable and undeniable scientific truth.

Various doctrines have been advanced to explain the relation between

5. In such cases a great role is played by the circumstances that the two
satisfactions concerned—that expected from yielding to the impulse and that
expected from the avoidance of its undesirable conseguences—are not
simultaneous. Cf. below, pp. 479-490.
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mind and body. They are mere surmises without any reference to observed
facts. All that can be said with certainty is that there are relations between
mental and physiological processes. With regard to the nature and operation
of this connection we know little if anything.

Concrete value judgments and definite human actions are not open to
further analysis. We may fairly assume or believe that they are absolutely
dependent upon and conditioned by their causes. But as long as we do not
know how external facts—physical and physiol ogical—produce in ahuman
mind definite thoughts and valitions resulting in concrete acts, we have to
face an insurmountable methodological dualism. In the present state of our
knowledge the fundamental statements of positivism, monism and
panphysicaism are mere metaphysical postulates devoid of any scientific
foundation and both meaningless and useless for scientific research. Reason
and experience show us two separate realms: the external world of physical,
chemical, and physiological phenomena and the internal world of thought,
feding, valuation, and purposeful action. No bridge connects—as far aswe
can seetoday—these two spheres. I dentical externa eventsresult sometimes
in different human responses, and different external events produce some-
times the same human response. We do not know why.

Intheface of this state of affairs we cannot hel p withhol ding judgment
on the essential statements of monism and materialism. We may or may
not believe that the natural sciences will succeed one day in explaining
the production of definite ideas, judgments of value, and actions in the
same way in which they explain the production of achemica compound
as the necessary and unavoidable outcome of a certain combination of
elements. | n the meantimewe are bound to acquiesce in amethodol ogical
dualism.

Human action is one of the agencies bringing about change. It is an
element of cosmic activity and becoming. Thereforeit isalegitimate object
of scientific investigation. As—at least under present conditions—it cannot
be traced back to its causes, it must be considered as an ultimate given and
must be studied as such.

It istrue that the changes brought about by human action are but trifling
when compared with the effects of the operation of the great cosmic forces.
From the point of view of eternity and the infinite universemanisan infinites-
imal speck. But for man human action and its vicissitudes are the real thing.
Action isthe essence of his nature and exigence, hismeans of preserving hislife
and raisng himself above the level of animds and plants. However perishable
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and evanescent all human efforts may be, for man and for human science
they are of primary importance.

4. Rationality and Irrationality; Subjectivism and Objectivity
of Praxeological Research

Human action is necessarily always rational. The term “rational action” is
therefore pleonastic and must be rej ected as such. When applied to the ultimate
endsof action, thetermsrationa andirrational are ingppropriate and meaning-
less. The ultimate end of action isdways the satisfaction of some desiresof the
acting man. Sincenobody isin aposition to substitute his own valuejudgments
for those of the acting individud, it isvain to pass judgment on other peopl€'s
aims and valitions. No man is qudified to declare what would make another
man happier or less discontented. The critic either tells uswhat he believeshe
would aim &t if he were in the place of his felow; or, in dictatorial arrogance
blithely disposing of hisfellow’'s will and aspirations, declares what condition
of this other man would better suit himsdlf, the critic.

Itisusua to call anactionirrationd if it aims, at the expense of “material”
and tangible advantages, at the attainment of “idea” or “higher” satisfactions.
In this sense people say, for instance—sometimes with gpproval, sometimes
with disapproval—that a man who sacrifices life, heslth, or wedlth to the
attainment of “higher” goods—likefiddlity to hisreligious, philosophical, and
political convictions or the freedom and flowering of hisnation—is motivated
by irrationad considerations. However, the gtriving after these higher ends is
neither more nor lessrationa or irrationd than that after other human ends. It
isamistake to assume that the desire to procure the bare necessities of life and
healthismorerationd, natural, or judtified than the striving after other goods or
amenities. It istruethat the appetite for food and warmth iscommonto menand
other mammal sand that asaruleaman who lacksfood and shelter concentrates
his efforts upon the satisfaction of these urgent needs and does not care much
for other things. The impulse to live, to preserve one's own life, and to teke
advantage of every opportunity of strengthening one'svital forcesis a prima
feature of life, present in every living being. However, to yield to thisimpulse
is not—for man—an inevitable necessity.

Whiledl other animas are unconditiondly driven by the impulseto preserve
their own lives and by theimpulse of proliferation, man has the power to master
even these impulses. He can control both his sexud desiresand hiswill tolive.
Hecangiveup hislifewhen the conditionsunder which alonehecould preserve
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it seem intolerable. Man is capable of dying for a cause or of committing
suicide. To liveisfor man the outcome of achoice, of ajudgment of value.

It is the same with the desire to live in affluence. The very existence of
ascetics and of men who renounce material gainsfor the sake of clinging to
their convictionsand of preserving their dignity and self-respect isevidence
that the striving after more tangible amenitiesis not inevitable but rather the
result of achoice. Of course, the immense mgjority prefer life to death and
wealth to poverty.

Itisarbitrary to consider only the satisfaction of the body’ s physiological
needsas" natural” andtherefore*rational” and everything elseas” artificial”
andtherefore“irrational.” Itisthecharacteristic feature of human naturethat
man seeks not only food, shelter, and cohabitation like al other animals, but
that he aims also at other kinds of satisfaction. Man has specifically human
desires and needs which we may call “higher” than those which he hasin
common with the other mammals.®

When applied to the means chosen for the attainment of ends, the terms
rational and irrational imply ajudgment about the expediency and adequacy
of the procedure employed. Thecritic approvesor disapprovesof themethod
from the point of view of whether or not it is best suited to attain theend in
guestion. It is a fact that human reason is not infalible and that man very
often errsin selecting and applying means. An action unsuited to the end
sought falls short of expectation. It is contrary to purpose, but it isrational,
i.e., the outcome of a reasonable—although faulty—deliberation and an
attempt—although an ineffectual attempt—to attain a definite goal. The
doctorswho ahundred yearsago employed certain methodsfor thetreatment
of cancer which our contemporary doctors reject were—from the point of
view of present-day pathology—badly instructed and therefore inefficient.
But they did not act irrationally; they did their best. It is probable that in a
hundred years more doctors will have more efficient methods at hand for
the treatment of this disease. They will be more efficient but not more
rational than our physicians.

The opposite of actionisnot irrational behavior, but areactive response
to stimuli on the part of the bodily organs and instincts which cannot be
controlled by the volition of the person concerned. To the same stimulus
man can under certain conditions respond both by reactive response and by
action. If aman absorbs a poison, the organs react by setting up their forces

6. On the errorsinvolved in the iron law of wages see below, pp. 603 f.; on
the misunderstanding of the Malthusian theory see below, pp. 667-672.
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of antidotal defense; in addition, action may interfere by applying counter-
poison.

With regard to the problem involved in the antithesis, rational and
irrational, there is no difference between the natural sciences and the social
sciences. Science alwaysisand must berational. It isthe endeavor to attain
amental grasp of the phenomena of the universe by a systematic arrange-
ment of the whole body of available knowledge. However, as has been
pointed out above, the analysis of objects into their constituent elements
must sooner or later necessarily reach a point beyond which it cannot go.
The human mind is not even capable of conceiving akind of knowledge not
limited by an ultimate given inaccessible to further analysis and reduction.
The scientific method that carries the mind up to this point is entirely
rational. The ultimate given may be called an irrational fact.

It is fashionable nowadays to find fault with the socid sciences for being
purely rational. The most popular objection raised against economicsisthat it
neglects the irrationdlity of life and redlity and tries to pressinto dry rationd
schemes and bloodless abgtractions the infinite variety of phenomena. No
censurecould bemoreabsurd. Likeevery branch of knowledge economicsgoes
asfar asit can be carried by rational methods. Then it stops by establishing the
fact that it isfaced with an ultimate given, i.e., aphenomenon which cannot—at
least in the present gtate of our knowledge—be further anal yzed.7

The teachings of praxeology and economics are valid for every human
action without regard to its underlying motives, causes, and goas. The
ultimatejudgments of value and the ultimate ends of human action aregiven
for any kind of scientific inquiry; they are not open to any further analysis.
Praxeol ogy deal swith thewaysand means chosen for the attainment of such
ultimate ends. Its object is means, not ends.

In this sense we speak of the subjectivism of the generd science of human
action. It takes the ultimate ends chosen by acting man as data, it is entirdy
neutral with regard to them, and it refrains from passing any value judgments.
The only standard which it applies is whether or not the means chosen are fit
for the atainment of the ends aimed at. If Eudaemonism says happiness, if
Utilitarianism and economics say utility, we must interpret these termsin a
subjectivigtic way asthat which acting man amsat becauseitisdesrablein his
eyes. It is in this formalism that the progress of the modern meaning of
Eudaemonism, Hedonism, and Utilitarianism cons sts as opposed to the ol der

7. We shall seelater (pp. 49-58) how the empirical social sciences deal with
the ultimate given.
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material meaning and the progress of the modern subjectivistic theory of
value as opposed to the objectivistic theory of value as expounded by
classical political economy. At the sametimeit isin this subjectivism that
the objectivity of our science lies. Because it is subjectivistic and takes the
value judgments of acting man as ultimate data not open to any further
critical examination, it isitself above all strife of parties and factions, it is
indifferent to the conflicts of all schoolsof dogmatism and ethical doctrines,
it is free from valuations and preconceived ideas and judgments, it is
universally valid and absolutely and plainly human.

5. Causality as a Requirement of Action

Man isin a position to act because he has the ability to discover causal
relations which determine change and becoming in the universe. Acting
requires and presupposesthe category of causality. Only amanwho seesthe
world in the light of causality isfitted to act. In this sense we may say that
causality isacategory of action. The category means and ends presupposes
the category cause and effect. In aworld without causality and regularity of
phenomenathere would be no field for human reasoning and human action.
Such aworld would be a chaos in which man would be at alossto find any
orientation and guidance. Man is not even capable of imagining the condi-
tions of such a chaotic universe.

Whereman doesnot seeany causal relation, he cannot act. Thisstatement
is not reversible. Even when he knows the causal relation involved, man
cannot act if heisnot in aposition to influence the cause.

The archetype of causality research was: where and how must | interferein
order to divert the course of events from the way it would go in the absence of
my interference in adirection which better suits my wishes? In this sense man
raises the question: who or what is e the bottom of things? He searches for the
regularity andthelaw,” becausehewantstointerfere. Only later wasthissearch
moreextensively interpreted by metaphysicsasasearch after the ultimate cause
of being and existence. Centuries were needed to bring these exaggerated and
extravagant ideas back again to the more modest question of where one must
interfere or should one be able to interferein order to attain thisor that end.

The treatment accorded to the problem of causality in the last decades
has been, due to a confusion brought about by some eminent physicists,
rather unsatisfactory. Wemay hopethat thisunpleasant chapter inthehistory
of philosophy will be awarning to future philosophers.
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There are changes whose causes are, at least for the present time,
unknown to us. Sometimes we succeed in acquiring a partial knowledge so
that we are able to say: in 70 per cent of all cases A results in B, in the
remaining casesin C, or evenin D, E, F, and so on. In order to substitute for
this fragmentary information more precise information it would be neces-
sary to break up A intoitselements. Aslong asthisisnot achieved, we must
acquiesce in what is called a statistical law. But this does not affect the
praxeological meaning of causality. Total or partial ignorancein someareas
does not demolish the category of causality.

The philosophica, epistemologicd, and metaphysical problemsof causality
and of imperfect induction are beyond the scope of praxeology. Wemust smply
edtablish the fact that in order to act, man must know the causa relationship
between events, processes, or states of affairs. And only asfar ashe knowsthis
relationship, can his action attain the ends sought. We are fully aware that in
asserting thiswearemoving in acircle. For the evidencethat we have correctly
perceived a causal relation is provided only by the fact that action guided by
this knowledge results in the expected outcome. But we cannot avoid this
vicious circular evidence precisely because causdity is a category of action.
And because it is such a category, praxeology cannot help bestowing some
attention on this fundamenta problem of philosophy.

6. The Alter Ego

If we are prepared to take the term causality in its broadest sense,
teleology can be called avariety of causal inquiry. Final causes are first of
all causes. The cause of an event is seen as an action or quasi-action aiming
at someend.

Both primitive man and the infant, in a naive anthropomorphic attitude,
congider it quite plausible that every change and event is the outcome of the
action of a being acting in the same way as they themselves do. They believe
that animds, plants, mountains, rivers, and fountains, even stonesand cdegtid
bodies, are, like themselves, feding, willing, and acting beings. Only at alater
stage of cultura development does man renounce these animigtic ideas and
substitute the mechanistic world view for them. Mechani calism provesto be so
satisfactory aprincipleof conduct that peopl efinally believeit capableof solving
dl the problems of thought and scientific research. Materialism and panphysica-
ism proclaim mechanicaliam asthe essenceof al knowledge and theexperimenta
and mathematical methodsof the naturd sciencesasthe sole scientific mode of
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thinking. All changesareto be comprehended asmotions subject to thelaws
of mechanics.

The champions of mechanicalism do not bother about the still unsolved
problems of the logical and epistemological basis of the principles of
causality and imperfect induction. In their eyes these principles are sound
because they work. The fact that experiments in the laboratory bring about
the results predicted by the theories and that machines in the factories run
in the way predicted by technology proves, they say, the soundness of the
methodsand findingsof modernnatural science. Granted that science cannot
give us truth—and who knows what truth really means?—at any rate it is
certain that it works in leading us to success.

But it is precisely when we accept this pragmatic point of view that the
emptiness of the panphysicalist dogma becomes manifest. Science, as has
been pointed out above, has not succeeded in solving the problems of the
mind-body relations. The panphysicalists certainly cannot contend that the
procedures they recommend have ever worked in the field of interhuman
relations and of the social sciences. But it is beyond doubt that the principle
according to which an Ego deal swith every human being asif the other were
athinking and acting being like himself has evidenced its usefulness both
in mundane life and in scientific research. It cannot be denied that it works.

It is beyond doubt that the practice of considering fellow men as beings
who think and act as |, the Ego, do has turned out well; on the other hand
the prospect seems hopeless of getting a similar pragmatic verification for
the postul ate requiring them to be treated in the same manner as the objects
of the natural sciences. The epistemological problemsraised by the compre-
hension of other people’s behavior are no less intricate than those of
causality and incomplete induction. It may be admitted that it isimpossible
to provide conclusive evidencefor the propositionsthat my logicisthelogic
of al other people and by all means absolutely the only human logic and
that the categoriesof my action arethe categoriesof all other people’ saction
and by al means absolutely the categories of all human action. However,
the pragmatist must remember that these propositionswork both in practice
andin science, and the positivist must not overlook thefact that inaddressing
hisfellow men he presupposes—tacitly and implicitly— theintersubjective
validity of |ogic and thereby thereality of therealm of thealter Ego’ sthought
and action, of his eminent human character.®

8. Cf. Alfred Schiitz, Der sinnhafte Aufbau der sozialen Welt (Vinna, 1932),
p. 18.
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Thinking and acting are the specific human features of man. They are
peculiar toall human beings. They are, beyond membershipinthezoological
species homo sapiens, the characteristic mark of man as man. It is not the
scope of praxeology to investigate the relation of thinking and acting. For
praxeology it isenough to establish the fact that there is only one logic that
isintelligible to the human mind, and that there is only one mode of action
which ishuman and comprehensible to the human mind. Whether there are
or can be somewhere other beings—superhuman or subhuman—who think
and act in adifferent way, is beyond the reach of the human mind. We must
restrict our endeavors to the study of human action.

This human action which is inextricably linked with human thought is
conditioned by logica necessity. Itisimposs blefor thehumanmindtoconceive
logical relations at variance with the logicd sructure of our mind. It is
impossible for the human mind to conceive amode of action whose categories
would differ from the categories which determine our own actions.

There are for man only two principles available for a mental grasp of
reality, namely, those of teleology and causality. What cannot be brought
under either of these categoriesis absolutely hidden to the human mind. An
event not open to an interpretation by one of these two principlesisfor man
inconceivable and mysterious. Change can be conceived as the outcome
either of the operation of mechanistic causality or of purposeful behavior;
for the human mind thereisno third way availabl et istrue, ashasaready
been mentioned, that teleology can be viewed as a variety of causality. But
the establishment of this fact does not annul the essential differences
between the two categories.

The panmechanistic world view is committed to a methodological mo-
nism; it acknowledges only mechanistic causality because it attributes to it
aloneany cognitivevalue or at least ahigher cognitive value than teleology.
Thisisametaphysical superstition. Both principles of cognition—causality
and tel eol ogy—are, owing to the limitations of human reason, imperfect and
do not convey ultimate knowledge. Causality leads to aregressusin infini-
tumwhich reason can never exhaust. Teleology isfound wanting as soon as
the question is raised of what moves the prime mover. Either method stops
short at an ultimate given which cannot be analyzed and interpreted. Rea-
soning and scientific inquiry can never bring full ease of mind, apodictic
certainty, and perfect cognition of all things. He who seeks this must

9. Cr. Karel Englis, Begrundung der Teleologie als Form des empirischen
Erkennens (Briinn, 1930), pp. 15 ff.
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apply to faith and try to quiet his conscience by embracing a creed or a
metaphysical doctrine.

If wedo not transcend the real m of reason and experience, we cannot help
acknowledging that our fellow men act. Weare not freeto disregard thisfact
for the sake of a fashionable prepossession and an arbitrary opinion. Daily
experience proves not only that the sole suitable method for studying the
conditions of our nonhuman environment is provided by the category of
causality; it proves no less convincingly that our fellow men are acting
beingsaswe ourselves are. For the comprehension of action thereisbut one
scheme of interpretation and analysis available, namely, that provided by
the cognition and analysis of our own purposeful behavior.

The problem of the study and analysis of other peopl€e’'s action isin no
way connected with the problem of the existence of asoul or of animmortal
soul. Asfar asthe objections of empiricism, behaviorism, and positivismare
directed against any variety of the soul-theory, they are of no avail for our
problem. The question we haveto deal withiswhether it ispossibleto grasp
human action intellectually if one refuses to comprehend it as meaningful
and purposeful behavior aiming at the attainment of definite ends. Behav-
iorism and positivism want to apply the methods of the empirical natural
sciences to the reality of human action. They interpret it as a response to
stimuli. But these stimuli themselves are not open to description by the
methods of the natural sciences. Every attempt to describe them must refer
to the meaning which acting men attach to them. We may call the offering
of acommodity for salea*stimulus.” But what is essential in such an offer
and distinguishesit from other offers cannot be described without entering
into the meaning which the acting parties attribute to the situation. No
dialectical artifice can spirit away the fact that man is driven by the aim to
attain certain ends. It isthis purposeful behavior—viz., action—that is the
subject matter of our science. We cannot approach our subject if we
disregard the meaning which acting man attaches to the situation, i.e., the
given state of affairs, and to his own behavior with regard to this situation.

It is not appropriate for the physicist to search for final causes because
thereis no indication that the events which are the subject matter of physics
areto be interpreted as the outcome of actions of abeing, aiming at endsin
a human way. Nor is it appropriate for the praxeologist to disregard the
operation of the acting being’ s volition and intention; they are undoubtedly
givenfacts. If hewereto disregardit, hewould ceaseto study human action.
Very often—Dbut not always—the events concerned can beinvestigated both
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from the point of view of praxeology and from that of the natural sciences.
But he who deals with the discharging of a firearm from the physical and
chemical point of view isnot a praxeologist. He neglects the very problems
which the science of purposeful human behavior aimsto clarify.

On the Serviceableness of |nstincts

The proof of the fact that only two avenues of approach are availablefor
human research, causality or teleology, is provided by the problems raised
in reference to the serviceableness of ingtincts. There are types of behavior
which on the one hand cannot be thoroughly interpreted with the causal
methods of the natural sciences, but on the other hand cannot be considered
as purposeful human action. In order to grasp such behavior we are forced
to resort to a makeshift. We assign to it the character of a quasi-action; we
speak of serviceableinstincts.

We observe two things: first the inherent tendency of aliving organism
to respond to a stimulus according to a regular pattern, and second the
favorable effects of thiskind of behavior for the strengthening or preserva-
tion of the organism’ svital forces. If wewerein aposition to interpret such
behavior asthe outcome of purposeful aiming at certain ends, wewould call
it actionand deal withit accordingtothetel eol ogical methodsof praxeology.
But aswefound no trace of aconscious mind behind this behavior, we suppose
that an unknown factor—we call it ingtinct—wasingrumental . We say that the
ingtinct directsquasi-purposeful animal behavior and unconscious but nonethe-
less serviceabl e responses of human musclesand nerves. Y e, the merefact thet
we hypostatize the unexplained element of this behavior as aforce and call it
ingtinct does not enlarge our knowledge. We must never forget that this word
inginct is nothing but a landmark to indicate a point beyond which we are
unable, up to the present at least, to carry our scientific scrutiny.

Biology has succeeded in discovering a “natural,” i.e., mechanistic,
explanation for many processeswhich in earlier days were attributed to the
operation of instincts. Nonethel essmany othershaveremai ned which cannot
beinterpreted as mechanical or chemical responsesto mechanical or chem-
ica stimuli. Animals display attitudes which cannot be comprehended
otherwise than through the assumption that adirecting factor was operative.

Theam of behavioriam to Sudy human action from without with the methods
of animd psychology isillusory. Asfar as anima behavior goes beyond mere
physologica processeslike breathing and metabolism, it can only beinvestigated
with the aid of the meaning-concepts devel oped by praxeology. The behaviorist



28 HUMAN ACTION

gpproaches the object of hisinvestigationswith the human notions of purpose and
success. He unwittingly gpplies to the subject matter of his studies the human
concepts of servicesbleness and perniciousness. He deceives himsef in excluding
dl verbd referenceto consciousnessand aiming a ends. In fact his mind searches
everywhere for ends and measures every dtitude with the yardstick of a garbled
notion of servicegbleness. The science of human behavio—as far as it is not
physology—cannat abandon reference to meaning and purpose. It cannot learn
anythingfrom animal psychology and the observetion of the unconsciousreactions
of newborninfants Itis onthecontrary, anima psychology andinfant psychology
which cannot renounce the aid afforded by the science of human action. Without
praxeologica categories we would be a alossto conceive and to undersand the
behavior both of animalsand of infants.

The observation of the ingtinctive behavior of animals fills man with
astonishment and rai ses questions which nobody can answer satisfactorily.
Y et the fact that animals and even plants react in a quasi-purposeful way is
neither more nor less miraculous than that man thinks and acts, that in the
inorganic universe those functiona correspondences prevail which physics
describes, and that in the organic universe biological processes occur. All this
ismiraculousin the sense that it is an ultimate given for our searching mind.

Such an ultimate given is also what we call animal instinct. Like the
concepts of motion, force, life, and consciousness, the concept of instinct
too is merely a term to signify an ultimate given. To be sure, it neither
“explains’ anything nor indicates a cause or an ultimate cause.1©

The Absolute End

In order to avoid any possible misinterpretation of the praxeological
categories it seems expedient to emphasize atruism.

Praxeology, like the historical sciences of human action, deals with
purposeful human action. If it mentions ends, what it hasin view isthe ends
at which acting men aim. If it speaks of meaning, it refers to the meaning
which acting men attach to their actions.

Praxeology and history are manifestations of the human mind and as such
are conditioned by the intellectual abilities of mortal men. Praxeology and
history do not pretend to know anything about the intenti ons of an absoluteand
objective mind, about an objective meaning inherent in the course of eventsand
of historical evolution, and about the plans which God or Nature or Weltgeist

10."Lavie est une cause premiere qui hous échappe comme toutes |es causes

premiéres et dont la science expérimentale n’a pas a se préoccuper.” Claude
Bernard, Law Science expérimentale (Paris, 1878), p. 137.
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or Manifest Destiny istrying to realize in directing the universe and human
affairs. They have nothing in common with what is called philosophy of
history. They do not, like the works of Hegel, Comte, Marx, and a host of
other writers, claim to reveal information about the true, objective, and
absolute meaning of life and history.11

Vegetative Man

Some philosophies advise men to seek asthe ultimate end of conduct the
complete renunciation of any action. They look upon life asan absolute evil
full of pain, suffering, and anguish, and apodictically deny that any purpose-
ful human effort can render it tolerable. Happiness can be attained only by
complete extinction of consciousness, volition, and life. The only way
toward bliss and salvation is to become perfectly passive, indifferent, and
inert likethe plants. The sovereign good isthe abandonment of thinking and
acting.

Such is the essence of the teachings of various Indian philosophies,
especialy of Buddhism, and of Schopenhauer. Praxeology does not com-
ment upon them. It is neutral with regard to all judgments of value and the
choice of ultimate ends. Its task is not to approve or to disapprove, but to
describe what is.

The subject matter of praxeology is human action. It deals with acting
man, not with man transformed into a plant and reduced to a merely
vegetative existence.

11.0n the philosophy of history, cf. Mises, Theory and History (New Haven,
1957), pp. 159. ff.



1. THE EPISTEMOL OGICAL PROBLEMS OF
THE SCIENCES OF HUMAN ACTION

1. Praxeology and History

THERE aretwo main branches of the sciences of human action: praxeol-
ogy and history. History isthe collection and systematic arrangement
of all the data of experience concerning human action. It deals with the
concrete content of human action. It studies all human endeavors in their
infinite multiplicity and variety and all individual actions with all their
accidental, special, and particular implications. It scrutinizes the ideas
guiding acting men and the outcome of the actions performed. It embraces
every aspect of human activities. It is on the one hand general history and
on the other hand the history of various narrower fields. Thereisthe history
of political and military action, of ideas and philosophy, of economic
activities, of technology, of literature, art, and science, of religion, of moresand
customs, and of many other realms of human life. There is ethnology and
anthropology, asfar asthey are not a part of biology, and there is psychology
as far as it is neither physiology nor epistemology nor philosophy. There is
linguistics asfar asit isneither logic nor the physiology of speech.l

The subject matter of all historical sciencesisthe past. They cannot teach
usanything whichwould bevalidfor all human actions, that is, for thefuture
too. The study of history makes a man wise and judicious. But it does not

1. Economic history, descriptive economics, and economic statistics are, of
course, history. The term sociology is used in two different meanings.
Descriptive sociology deals with those historical phenomena of human action
which are not viewed in descriptive economics; it overlaps to some extent the
field claimed by ethnology and anthropology. General sociology, on the other
hand, approaches historical experience from a more nearly universal point of
view than that of the other branchesof history. History proper, for instance, deals
with people or with acertain geographical area. Max Weber in hismain treatise
(Wirtschaft und Gesellschaft [TUbingen, 1922], pp. 513-600) deals with the
town in general, i.e., with the whole historical experience concerning towns
without any limitation to historical periods, geographical areas, or individual
peoples, nations, races, and civilizations.
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by itself provide any knowledge and skill which could be utilized for
handling concrete tasks.

The natural sciences too deal with past events. Every experience is an
experience of something passed away; there is no experience of future
happenings. But the experience to which the natural sciences owe al their
successisthe experience of the experiment in which theindividual elements
of change can be observed in isolation. The facts amassed in this way can
be used for induction, a peculiar procedure of inference which has given
pragmatic evidenceof itsexpediency, although its satisfactory epistemol og-
ical characterization is still an unsolved problem.

The experience with which the sciences of human action haveto deal is
aways an experience of complex phenomena. No laboratory experiments
can be performed with regard to human action. We are never in a position
to observe the change in one element only, all other conditions of the event
remaining unchanged. Historical experience as an experience of complex
phenomena does not provide us with factsin the sense in which the natural
sciences employ this term to signify isolated events tested in experiments.
The information conveyed by historical experience cannot be used as
building material for the construction of theoriesand the prediction of future
events. Every historical experienceisopen to variousinterpretations, andis
infact interpreted in different ways.

The postulates of positivism and kindred schools of metaphysics are
therefore illusory. It isimpossible to reform the sciences of human action
according to the pattern of physics and the other natural sciences. Thereis
no means to establish an a posteriori theory of human conduct and social
events. History can neither prove nor disprove any general statement in the
manner in which the natural sciences accept or reject a hypothesis on the
ground of laboratory experiments. Neither experimental verification nor
experimental falsification of ageneral proposition ispossibleinitsfield.

Complex phenomena in the production of which various causal chains
are interlaced cannot test any theory. Such phenomena, on the contrary,
become intelligible only through an interpretation in terms of theories
previously developed from other sources. In the case of natural phenomena
the interpretation of an event must not be at variance with the theories
satisfactorily verified by experiments. In the case of historical events there
isho suchrestriction. Commentatorswould befreetoresort to quitearbitrary
explanations. Where there is something to explain, the human mind has
never been at aloss to invent ad hoc some imaginary theories, lacking any
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logicd justification.

In the field of human history a limitation similar to that which the experi-
mentally tested theories enjoin upon the attempts to interpret and elucidate
individual physica, chemicd, and physiological eventsis provided by praxe-
ology. Praxeology is atheoreticd and systematic, not ahistoricd, science. Its
scopeishuman action assuch, irrespective of all environmental, accidentd, and
individual circumstances of the concreteacts. Itscognition ispurely formal and
generd without reference to the materid content and the particular features of
the actud case. It ams at knowledge valid for dl instances in which the
conditions exactly correspond to those implied in its assumptions and infer-
ences. Its satements and propostions are not derived from experience. They
are, like those of logic and mathematics, a priori. They are not subject to
verification or falsification on the ground of experience and facts. They areboth
logically and temporally antecedent to any comprehension of higtorical facts.
They areanecessary requirement of any intellectua grasp of historicd ev ents.
Without them we should not be ableto seein the course of eventsanything else
than kaleidoscopic change and chaotic muddle.

2. The Formal and Aprioristic Character of Praxeology

A fashionable tendency in contemporary philosophy is to deny the
existence of any apriori knowledge. All human knowledge, it is contended,
is derived from experience. This attitude can easily be understood as an
excessive reaction against the extravagances of theology and a spurious
philosophy of history and of nature. M etaphysi cians were eager to discover
by intuition moral precepts, the meaning of historical evolution, the proper-
ties of soul and matter, and the laws governing physical, chemical, and
physiological events. Their volatile speculations manifested a blithe disregard
for matter-of-fact knowledge. They were convinced that, without reference to
experience, reason could explain dl thingsand answer al questions.

The modern natural sciences owe their success to the method of obser-
vation and experiment. There is no doubt that empiricism and pragmatism
areright asfar asthey merely describethe proceduresof the natural sciences.
But it is no less certain that they are entirely wrong in their endeavors to
reject any kind of apriori knowledge and to characterizelogic, mathematics,
and praxeology either as empirical and experimental disciplines or as mere
tautol ogies.

With regard to praxeology the errors of the philosophers are dueto their
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complete ignorance of economics® and very often to their shockingly
insufficient knowledge of history. In the eyes of the philosopher the treat-
ment of philosophical issuesisasublime and noblevocation which must not
be put upon the low level of other gainful employments. The professor
resentsthefact that hederivesanincomefrom philosophizing; heisoffended
by the thought that he earns money like the artisan and the farm hand.
Monetary matters are mean things, and the philosopher investigating the
eminent problems of truth and absolute eternal values should not soil his
mind by paying attention to problems of economics.

The problem of whether there are or whether there are not a priori
elements of thought—i.e., necessary and ineluctable intellectual conditions
of thinking, anterior to any actual instance of conception and experience—
must not be confused with the genetic problem of how man acquired his
characteristically human mental ability. Man is descended from nonhuman
ancestorswho lacked this ability. These ancestors were endowed with some
potentiality which in the course of ages of evolution converted them into
reasonable beings. This transformation was achieved by the influence of a
changing cosmic environment operating upon succeeding generations.
Hence the empiricist concludesthat the fundamental principles of reasoning
are an outcome of experience and represent an adaptation of man to the
conditions of his environment.

Thisidealeads, when consistently followed, to thefurther conclusionthat
there were between our prehuman ancestors and homo sapiens various
intermediate stages. There were beings which, although not yet equipped
with the human faculty of reason, were endowed with some rudimentary
elements of ratiocination. Theirswasnot yet alogical mind, but aprel ogical
(or rather imperfectly logical) mind. Their desultory and defective logical
functions evolved step by step from the prelogical state toward the logical
state. Reason, intellect, and logic are historical phenomena. There is a
history of logic as there is a history of technology. Nothing suggests that
logicasweknow itisthelast and final stage of intellectual evolution. Human
logicisahistorical phase between prehuman nonlogic on the one hand and

2. Hardly any philosopher had a more universal familiarity with various
branches of contemporary knowledge than Bergson. Y et acasual remark in his
last great book clearly proves that Bergson was completely ignorant of the
fundamental theorem of the modern theory of value and exchange. Speaking of
exchange he remarks “I’ on ne peut e pratiquer sans s étre demandé si les deux
objets échangés sont bien de méme valeur, ¢’ est-&-die échangeables contre un
méme troisiéme.” (Les Deux Sources de law morale et de la religion [Paris,
1932], p. 68.)
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superhuman logic on the other hand. Reason and mind, the human beings
most efficacious equipment in their struggle for survival, are embedded in
the continuous flow of zoological events. They are neither eternal nor
unchangeable. They aretransitory.

Furthermore, there is no doubt that every human being repeats in his
persona evolution not only the physiological metamorphosisfromasimple
cell into a highly complicated mammal organism but no less the spiritual
metamorphosisfrom apurely vegetative and animal existenceinto areason-
able mind. This transformation is not completed in the prenatal life of the
embryo, but only later when the newborn child step by step awakens to
human consciousness. Thus every man in his early youth, starting from the
depths of darkness, proceeds through various states of the mind’s logical
structure.

Thenthereisthe case of theanimals. We arefully aware of the unbridge-
able gulf separating our reason from the reactive processes of their brains
and nerves. But at the same time we divine that forces are desperately
struggling in them toward thelight of comprehension. They arelike prison-
ersanxiousto break out from the doom of eternal darkness and inescapable
automatism. We feel with them because we ourselves are in a similar
position: pressing in vain against thelimitation of our intellectual apparatus,
striving unavailingly after unattainable perfect cognition.

But the problem of theapriori isof adifferent character. It doesnot deal with
the problem of how consciousness and reason have emerged. It refers to the
esentid and necessary character of thelogica structure of the human mind.

The fundamental logical relations are not subject to proof or disproof.
Every attempt to prove them must presupposetheir vaidity. It isimpossible
to explain them to abeing who would not possess them on his own account.
Efforts to define them according to the rules of definition must fail. They
are primary propositions antecedent to any nominal or real definition. They
are ultimate unanalyzabl e categories. The human mind is utterly incapable
of imagining logical categories at variance with them. No matter how they
may appear to superhuman beings, they are for man inescapable and abso-
lutely necessary. They are the indispensable prerequisite of perception,
apperception, and experience.

They are no less an indispensable prerequisite of memory. There is a
tendency inthenatural sciencesto describe memory asaninstanceof amore
general phenomenon. Every living organism conservesthe effects of earlier
stimulation, and the present state of inorganic matter is shaped by the effects
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of all the influences to which it was exposed in the past. The present state
of the universe is the product of its past. We may, therefore, in a loose
metaphorical sense, say that the geological structure of our globe conserves
the memory of al earlier cosmic changes, and that a man’'s body is the
sedimentation of his ancestors' and his own destinies and vicissitudes. But
memory is something entirely different from the fact of the structural unity
and continuity of cosmic evolution. It is a phenomenon of consciousness
and as such conditioned by the logical a priori. Psychologists have been
puzzled by the fact that man does not remember anything from the time of
his existence as an embryo and as a suckling. Freud tried to explain this
absence of recollection as brought about by suppression of undesired remi-
niscences. Thetruthisthat thereisnothing to beremembered of unconscious
states. Animal automatism and unconscious responseto physiological stim-
ulations are neither for embryos and sucklings nor for adults materia for
remembrance. Only conscious states can be remembered.

The human mind is not a tabula rasa on which the external events write
their own history. It isequipped with aset of toolsfor grasping reality. Man
acquired these toals, i.e., thelogical structure of his mind, in the course of
his evolution from an amoeba to his present state. But these tools are
logically prior to any experience.

Man is not only an animal totally subject to the stimuli unavoidably
determining the circumstances of hislife. He is also an acting being. And
the category of action islogically antecedent to any concrete act.

Thefact that man does not have the creative power to imagine categories
at variance with the fundamental logical relations and with the principles of
causality and tel eol ogy enjoins upon uswhat may be called methodol ogical
apriorism.

Everybody in his daily behavior again and again bears witness to the
immutability and universality of the categories of thought and action. He
who addresses fellow men, who wants to inform and convince them, who
asksquestionsand answersother people’ squestions, can proceed inthisway
only because he can appeal to something common to all men—namely, the
logical structure of human reason. Theideathat A could at the sametime be
non-A or that to prefer A to B could at the same time be to prefer Bto Ais
simply inconceivableand absurd to ahuman mind. Wearenot inthe position
to comprehend any kind of prelogical or metalogical thinking. We cannot
think of aworld without causality and teleogy.

It does not matter for man whether or not beyond the sphere accessible
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to the human mind there are other spheres in which there is something
categorialy different from human thinking and acting. No knowledge from
such spheres penetrates to the human mind. It is idle to ask whether
things-in-themsel ves are different from what they appear to us, and whether
there are worlds which we cannot divine and ideas which we cannot
comprehend. These are problems beyond the scope of human cognition.
Human knowledge is conditioned by the structure of the human mind. If it
chooses human action as the subject matter of itsinquiries, it cannot mean
anything else than the categories of action which are proper to the human
mind and areitsprojection into the externa world of becoming and change. All
thetheorems of praxeology refer only to these categoriesof action and arevalid
only in the orbit of their operation. They do not pretend to convey any
information about never dreamed of and unimaginable worldsand reations.
Thuspraxeology ishumaninadoublesense. Itishuman becauseit claims
for its theorems, within the sphere precisely defined in the underlying
assumptions, universal validity for all human action. It is human moreover
because it deals only with human action and does not aspire to know
anything about nonhuman—whether subhuman or superhuman—action.

The Alleged Logical Heterogeneity of Primitive Man

It is ageneral fallacy to believe that the writings of Lucien Levy-Bruhl
give support to the doctrine that the logical structure of mind of primitive
man was and is categorially different from that of civilized man. On the
contrary, what Levy-Bruhl, on the basis of a careful scrutiny of the entire
ethnological material available, reports about the mental functions of prim-
itive man proves clearly that the fundamental logical relations and the
categories of thought and action play in theintellectual activities of savages
the same role they play in our own life. The content of primitive man’s
thoughts differsfrom the content of our thoughts, but the formal and logical
structure is common to both.

Itistruethat Levy-Bruhl himself maintainsthat the mentality of primitive
peoplesisessentially “mystic and prelogical” in character; primitive man’s
collectiverepresentationsareregulated by the“law of participation” and are
consequently indifferent tothelaw of contradiction. However, Levy-Bruhl’'s
distinction between prelogical and logical thinking refersto the content and
not to theform and categorial structure of thinking. For he declaresthat also
among peoples like ourselves ideas and relations between ideas governed
by the “law of participation” exist, more or lessindependently, moreor less
impaired, but yet ineradicable, side by side, with those subject to the law of
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reasoning. “The prelogical and the mystic are co-existent with the logical” 3

Levy-Bruhl rel egates the essential teachings of Christianity to the realm
of the prelogical mind.* Now, many objections can possibly be raised and
have been raised against the Christian doctrines and their interpretation by
theology. But nobody ever ventured to contend that the Christian fathersand
philosophers—among them St. Augustine and St. Thomas—had minds
whose logical structure was categorialy different from that of our contem-
poraries. The dispute between a man who believes in miracles and another
who does not refersto the content of thought, not to itslogical form. A man
who triesto demonstrate the possibility and reality of miraclesmay err. But
to unmask his error is—as the brilliant essays of Hume and Mill show—
Certainly no less logically intricate than to explode any philosophical or
economic fallacy.

Explorers and missionaries report that in Africaand Polynesiaprimitive
man stops short at his earlle;t perception of things and never reasons if he
can in any way avoid it.> European and American educators sometimes
report the same of their students. With regard to the Mossi on the Niger
Levy-Bruhl quotes a missionary’s observation: “Conversation with them
turns only upon women, food, and (in the rainy season) the crops.” 6 What
other subjectsdid many contemporariesand neighborsof Newton, Kant, and
Levy-Bruhl prefer?

The conclusion to be drawn from Levy-Bruhl’s sudiesis best expressed in
hisownwords. “Theprimitivemind, likeour own, isanxioustofind therewns
for what happens, but it does not seek these in the same direction aswe do.””

A peasant eager to get arich crop may—according to the content of his
i deas—choose various methods. He may perform some magical rites, he may
embark upon a pilgrimage, he may offer a candle to the image of his patron
saint, or he may employ more and better fertilizer. But whatever he does, it is
alwaysaction, i.e., the employment of meansfor the attainment of ends. Magic
isinabroader senseavariety of technology. Exorcismisadeiberate purposeful
action based on a world view which most of our contemporaries condemn as
supergtitious and therefore asinappropriate. But the concept of action does not
imply that the action is guided by a correct theory and atechnology promising
success and thet it attains the end aimed at. 1t only impliesthat the performer of
the action believes that the means applied will produce the desired effect.

3. Lévy-Bruhl, How Natives Think, trans. by L.A. Clare (New Y ork, 1932),
. 386.
p4. Ibid., p. 377.
5. Lévy-Bruhl, Primitive Mentality, trans. by L.A. Clare (New Y ork, 1923),
pp. 27-29.

6. Ibid., p. 27.
7. 1bid., p. 437.
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No facts provided by ethnology or history contradict the assertion that
thelogical structure of mind is uniform with all men of all races, ages, and
countries.

3. The A Priori and Reality

Aprioristic reasoning is purely conceptual and deductive. It cannot pro-
duce anything else but tautologies and analytic judgments. All its im-
plications are logically derived from the premises and were already con-
tained in them. Hence, according to a popular objection, it cannot add
anything to our knowledge.

All geometrical theorems are dready implied in the axioms. The concept of
arectangular triangle aready implies the theorem of Pythagoras. Thistheorem
isatautology, itsdeduction resultsin an analytic judgment. Nonethel essnobody
would contend that geometry in general and the theorem of Pythagoras in
particular do not enlarge our knowledge. Cognition from purely deductive
reasoning is aso creative and opens for our mind access to previously barred
spheres. The significant task of apriorigtic reasoning ison the one hand to bring
into relief al that isimplied in the categories, concepts, and premises and, on
the other hand, to show what they do not imply. It is its vocation to render
manifest and obvious what was hidden and unknown before®

In the concept of money all the theorems of monetary theory are already
implied. The quantity theory does not add to our knowledge anything which
isnot virtually contained in the concept of money. It transforms, develops,
and unfolds; it only analyzes and is therefore tautological like the theorem
of Pythagorasinrelationto the concept of therectangular triangle. However,
nobody would deny the cognitive value of the quantity theory. To a mind
not enlightened by economic reasoning it remains unknown. A long line of
abortive attempts to solve the problems concerned shows that it was cer-
tainly not easy to attain the present state of knowledge.

Itisnot adeficiency of the system of apriorigtic sciencethat it doesnot convey
tousfull cognition of redlity. Itsconceptsand theoremsaremental toolsopening
theapproachtoacompletegrasp of redity; they are, tobesure, notinthemselves
dready the totality of factua knowledge about dl things. Theory and the

8. Cf.thebrilliant statementsof Ernst Cassirer, Philosophieder symbolischen
Formen (Berlin, 1925), 11, 78.

9. Science, says Meyerson is “I’ acte per lequel nous ramenons al’identique
ce qui nous a, tout d abord, paru n’étre pas tel.” (De L' Explication dans dles
sciences [Paris, 1927], p. 154). Cf. also Morris R. Cohen, A Preface to Logic
(New York, 1944), pp. 11-14.
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comprehension of living and changing reality are not in opposition to one
another. Without theory, the general aprioristic science of human action,
there is no comprehension of the reality of human action.

The relation between reason and experience has long been one of the
fundamental philosophical problems. Likeall other problems of the critique
of knowledge, philosophers have approached it only with reference to the
natural sciences. They have ignored the sciences of human action. Their
contributions have been useless for praxeology.

It is customary in the treatment of the epistemological problems of
economics to adopt one of the solutions suggested for the natural sciences.
Some authors recommend Poincaré s conventionalism. They regard the
premises of economic reasoning as a matter of linguistic or postulational
convention.** Others prefer to acquiesce in ideas advanced by Einstein.
Einstein raises the question: “How can mathematics, a product of human
reason that does not depend on any experience, so exquisitely fit the objects
of reality?lshuman reason ableto discover, unaided by experience through
pure reasoning the features of real things?’ And hisanswer is: “ Asfar asthe
theorems of mathematics refer to reality, they are not certain, and asfar as
they are certain, they do not refer to reality.” 12

However, the sciences of human action differ radicdly from the natura
sciences. All authors eager to congtruct an epistemological system of the sciences
of human action according to the pattern of the naturd scienceserr lamentably.

Thereal thingwhichisthesubject matter of praxeology, humanaction, stems
from the same source as human reasoning. Action and reason are congeneric
and homogeneous, they may even be called two different aspects of the same
thing. That reason has the power to make clear through pure ratiocination the
esentid featuresof action isaconsegquence of thefact that actionisan offshoot
of reason. Thetheoremsattained by correct praxeol ogica reasoning arenot only
perfectly certain and incontestable, like the correct mathematical theorems.
They refer, moreover, with the full rigidity of their apodictic certainty and
incontestability totheredlity of action asit gopearsinlifeand history. Praxeol-
ogy conveys exact and precise knowledge of red things.

The starting point of praxeology is not a choice of axiomsand adecision
about methodsof procedure, but refl ection about the essence of action. There
is no action in which the praxeological categories do not appear fully and

10. Henri Poincaré, La Science et |” hypothése (Paris, 1918), p. 69.

11. Felix Kaufmann, Methodol ogy of the Social Sciences (London, 1944), pp.
46-47.

12. Albert Eistein, Geometrie und Erfahrung (Berlin, 1923), p. 3.
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perfectly. Thereis no mode of action thinkablein which means and ends or
costs and proceeds cannot be clearly distinguished and precisely separated.
There is nothing which only approximately or incompletely fits the eco-
nomic category of an exchange. There are only exchange and nonexchange;
and with regard to any exchange all the genera theorems concerning
exchangesarevalidintheir full rigidity andwith all theirimplications. There
are no transitions from exchange to nonexchange or from direct exchange
toindirect exchange. No experience can ever be had which would contradict
these statements.

Such an experience would be impossible in thefirst place for the reason
that all experience concerning human action is conditioned by the praxeo-
logical categories and becomes possible only through their application. If
we had not in our mind the schemes provided by praxeologica reasoning,
weshould never beinapositionto discern and to grasp any action. Wewould
perceive motions, but neither buying nor selling, nor prices, wage rates,
interest rates, and so on. It isonly through the utilization of the praxeol ogical
scheme that we become able to have an experience concerning an act of
buying and selling, but then independently of the fact of whether or not our
senses concomitantly perceive any motions of men and of nonhuman
elements of the external world. Unaided by praxeological knowledge we
would never learn anything about media of exchange. If we approach coins
without such preexisting knowledge, wewould seeinthem only round plates
of metal, nothing more. Experience concerning money requires familiarity
with the praxeological category medium of exchange.

Experience concerning human action differsfromthat concerning natural
phenomena in that it requires and presupposes praxeological knowledge.
This is why the methods of the natural sciences are inappropriate for the
study of praxeology, economics and history.

In asserting theapriori character of praxeology weare not drafting aplan
for a future new science different from the traditional sciences of human
action. We do not maintain that the theoretical science of human action
should be aprioristic, but that it is and always has been so. Every attempt to
reflect upon the problems raised by human action is necessarily bound to
aprioristic reasoning. It does not make any differencein thisregard whether
the men discussing a problem are theorists aiming at pure knowledge only
or statesmen, politicians, and regul ar citizenseager to comprehend occurring
changesand to discover what kind of public policy or private conduct would
best suittheir owninterests. Peoplemay begin arguing about thesignificance
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of any concrete experience, but the debate inevitably turns away from the
accidental and environmental features of the event concerned to an analysis
of fundamental principles, and imperceptibly abandons any referenceto the
factual happenings which evoked the argument. The history of the natural
sciencesisarecord of theories and hypotheses discarded because they were
disproved by experience. Remember for instance the fallacies of older
mechanicsdisproved by Galileo or thefate of the phlogistontheory. No such
case is recorded by the history of economics. The champions of logically
incompatible theories claim the same events as the proof that their point of
view has been tested by experience. The truth is that the experience of a
complex phenomenon—and there is no other experience in the realm of
human action—can awaysbeinterpreted onthe ground of variousantithetic
theories. Whether theinterpretation is considered satisfactory or unsatisfac-
tory depends on the appreciation of the theories in question established
beforehand on the ground of aprioristic reasoni ng.13

History cannot teach us any general rule, principle, or law. Thereis no
means to abstract from a historical experience a posteriori any theories or
theorems concerning human conduct and policies. Thedataof history would
be nothing but a clumsy accumulation of disconnected occurrences, a heap
of confusion, if they could not be clarified, arranged, and interpreted by
systematic praxeological knowledge.

4. The Principle of Methodological Individualism

Praxeology deals with the actions of individual men. It is only in the
further course of itsinquiriesthat cognition of human cooperationisattained
and socid action istreated as a special case of the more universal category
of human action as such.

This methodologica individualism has been vehemently attacked by
various metaphysical schools and disparaged asanominaistic fallacy. The
notion of an individual, say the critics, is an empty abstraction. Real manis
necessarily always a member of a social whole. It is even impossible to
imagine the existence of aman separated from the rest of mankind and not
connected with society. Man asman isthe product of asocia evolution. His
most eminent feature, reason, could only emerge within the framework of
socia mutuality. Thereisno thinking which doesnot depend onthe concepts
and notionsof language. But speechismanifestly asocia phenomenon. Man

13. Cf. E.P. Cheyney, Law in History and Other Essays (New Y ork, 1927), p.
27.
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is always the member of a collective. Asthe whole is both logically and
temporally prior to its parts or members, the study of the individua is
posterior to the study of society. The only adegquate method for the scientific
treatment of human problemsisthe method of universalism or collectivism.

Now the controversy whether the whole or its parts are logically prior is
vain. Logically thenotionsof awholeanditspartsarecorrelative. Aslogical
concepts they are both apart from time.

No less inappropriate with regard to our problem is the reference to the
antagonism of realism and nominalism, both these terms being understood
in the meaning which medieval scholasticism attached to them. It isuncon-
tested that in the sphere of human action social entities have real existence.
Nobody ventures to deny that nations, states, municipalities, parties, reli-
giouscommunities, are real factors determining the course of human events.
Methodological individualism, far from contesting the significance of such
collective wholes, considers it as one of its main tasks to describe and to
analyze their becoming and their disappearing, their changing structures,
and their operation. And it chooses the only method fitted to solve this
problem satisfactorily.

First we must redlize that all actions are performed by individuals. A
collective operates aways through the intermediary of one or several
individuals whose actions are related to the collective as the secondary
source. It isthe meaning which the acting individuals and all those who are
touched by their action attribute to an action, that determines its character.
It is the meaning that marks one action as the action of an individual and
another action asthe action of the state or of the municipality. The hangman,
not the state, executes acriminal. It is the meaning of those concerned that
discerns in the hangman’s action an action of the state. A group of armed
men occupies aplace. It is the meaning of those concerned which imputes
thisoccupation not to the officersand soldierson the spot, but to their nation.
If we scrutinize the meaning of the various actions performed by individuals
we must necessarily learn everything about the actions of collectivewholes.
For asocial collective has no existence and reality outside of the individual
members actions. The life of a collective is lived in the actions of the
individuals constituting its body. Thereis no social collective conceivable
which is not operative in the actions of some individuas. The reality of a
socia integer consistsin its directing and releasing definite actions on the
part of individuals. Thus the way to a cognition of collective wholes is
through an analysis of theindividuals' actions.
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Asathinking and acting being man emergesfrom his prehuman existence
aready asasocial being. Theevolution of reason, language, and cooperation
is the outcome of the same process; they were inseparably and necessarily
linked together. But this process took place in individuals. It consisted in
changesin the behavior of individuals. Thereisno other substancein which
it occurred than theindividuals. Thereisno substratum of society other than
the actions of individuals.

That there are nations, states, and churches, that there is social coopera-
tion under the division of labor, becomes discernible only in the actions of
certain individuals. Nobody ever perceived a nation without perceiving its
members. In thissense one may say that asocial collective comesinto being
through the actions of individuals. That does not mean that the individual is
temporally antecedent. It merely means that definite actions of individuals
constitute the collective.

There is no need to argue whether a collective is the sum resulting from
the addition of its elements or more, whether it is a being suigeneris, and
whether it is reasonable or not to speak of itswill, plans, aims, and actions
andto attributetoit adistinct “soul.” Such pedantictalk isidle. A collective
wholeisaparticular aspect of the actions of variousindividualsand as such
aread thing determining the course of events.

It isillusory to believe that it is possible to visualize collective wholes.
They are never visible; their cognition is always the outcome of the under-
standing of the meaning which acting men attributeto their acts. We can see
acrowd, i.e., amultitude of people. Whether this crowd isamere gathering
or amass (in the sense in which thisterm is used in contemporary psychol-
ogy) or an organized body or any other kind of socia entity is a question
which can only be answered by understanding the meaning which they
themsel vesattach to their presence. And thismeaning isalwaysthemeaning
of individuals. Not our senses, but understanding, a mental process, makes
us recoghize social entities.

Those who want to start the study of human action from the collective
units encounter an insurmountable obstacle in the fact that an individual at
the same time can belong and—with the exception of the most primitive
tribesmen—redly belongs to various collective entities. The problems
raised by the multiplicity of coexisting social units and their mutual antag-
onisms can be solved only by methodol ogical individualism.'*

14. See below, pp. 145-153, the critique of the collectivist theory of society.
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| and We

The Ego is the unity of the acting being. It is unquestionably given and
cannot be dissolved or conjured away by any reasoning or quibbling.

The We is aways the result of a summing up which puts together two or
more Egos. If somebody says |, no further questioning is necessary in order to
establish the meaning. The sameisvalid with regard to the Thou and, provided
the person in view is precisaly indicated, with regard to the He. But if aman
says We, further information is needed to denote who the Egos are who are
comprised in thisWe. It is dways single individuals who say We; even if they
say it in chorus, it yet remains an utterance of sngleindividuals.

The We cannot act otherwi se than each of them acting on his own behalf.
They can either all act together in accord, or one of them may act for them
all. Inthe latter case the cooperation of the others consistsin their bringing
about the situation which makes one man’s action effective for them too.
Only in this sense does the officer of a socia entity act for the whole; the
individual members of the collective body either cause or alow a single
man’ s action to concern them too.

The endeavors of psychology to dissolve the Ego and to unmask it asan
illusion are idle. The praxeologica Ego is beyond any doubts. No matter
what aman was and what he may become later, in the very act of choosing
and acting he isan Ego.

From the plurais logicus (and from the merely ceremonia pluralis
maj estaticus) we must distinguish the pluralis gloriosus. If a Canadian who
never tried skating says, “We are the world’ sforemost ice hockey players,”
or if an Italian boor proudly contends, “We are the world’s most eminent
painters,” nobody is fooled. But with reference to political and economic
problems the pluralis gloriosus evolves into the plurais imperialis and as
such playsasignificant rolein paving theway for the acceptance of doctrines
determining international economic policies.

5. The Principle of Methodological Singularism

No less than from the action of an individual praxeology begins its
investigations from the individual action. It does not deal in vague terms
with human action in general, but with concrete action which adefinite man
has performed at adefinite date and at adefinite place. But, of course, it does
not concern itself with the accidental and environmental features of this
action and with what distinguishes it from al other actions, but only with
what is necessary and universd in its performance.

The philosophy of universalism has from time immemorial blocked
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accessto a satisfactory grasp of praxeological problems, and contemporary
universalists are utterly incapable of finding an approach to them. Univer-
salism, collectivism, and conceptual realism seeonly wholesand universals.
They speculateabout mankind, nations, states, classes, about virtueandvice,
right and wrong, about entire classes of wants and of commodities. They
ask, for instance: Why isthevalueof “gold” higher thanthat of “iron”? Thus
they never find solutions, but antinomies and paradoxes only. The best-
known instance is the value-paradox which frustrated even the work of the
classical economists.

Praxeology asks. What happensin acting? What doesit mean to say that
an individual then and there, today and here, at any time and at any place,
acts? What results if he chooses one thing and rejects another?

The act of choosing is always a decision among various opportunities
opentothechoosingindividual. Man never choosesbetweenvirtueandvice,
but only between two modes of action which we call from an adopted point
of view virtuousor vicious. A man never chooses between“gold” and“iron”
ingeneral, but alwaysonly between adefinite quantity of gold and adefinite
quantity of iron. Every single action is strictly limited in its immediate
consequences. If we want to reach correct conclusions, we must first of all
look at these limitations.

Human lifeis an unceasing sequence of single actions. But the single
action is by no means isolated. It isalink in a chain of actions which
together form an action on a higher level aiming at a more distant end.
Every action has two aspects. It is on the one hand apartial action in the
framework of a further-stretching action, the performance of a fraction
of the aims set by amore far-reaching action. It ison the other hand itsel f
awholewith regard to the actions aimed at by the performance of itsown
parts.

It depends upon the scope of the project on which acting man isintent at
the instant whether the more far-reaching action or a partial action directed
to a more immediate end only is thrown into relief. There is no need for
praxeology to raise questions of the type of those raised by
Gestaltpsychol ogie. Theroad to the performanceof great thingsmust always
|ead through the performance of partial tasks. A cathedral issomething other
than aheap of stonesjoined together. But theonly procedurefor constructing
a cathedral is to lay one stone upon another. For the architect the whole
project is the main thing. For the mason it is the single wall, and for the
bricklayer the single stones. What counts for praxeology isthe fact that the
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only method to achieve greater tasksisto build from the foundations step
by step, part by part.

6. The Individual and Changing Features
of Human Action

The content of human action, i.e., theendsaimed at and the means chosen
and applied for the attainment of these ends, is determined by the personal
qualities of every acting man. Individual man is the product of along line
of zoological evolution which has shaped his physiological inheritance. He
is born the offspring and the heir of his ancestors, and the precipitate and
sediment of all that hisforefathers experienced are hisbiol ogical patrimony.
When heisborn, hedoes not enter theworld in general assuch, but adefinite
environment. The innate and inherited biological qualities and all that life
hasworked upon him makeamanwhat heisat any instant of hispilgrimage.
They are hisfateand destiny. Hiswill isnot “free” in themetaphysical sense
of this term. It is determined by his background and all the influences to
which he himself and his ancestors were exposed.

Inheritance and environment direct aman’ sactions. They suggest to him
both the ends and the means. He lives not simply as man in abstracto; he
livesas a son of hisfamily, hisrace, his people, and his age; as a citizen of
his country; as a member of a definite socia group; as a practitioner of a
certain vocation; as a follower of definite religious, metaphysical, philo-
sophical, and political idess; as a partisan in many feuds and controversies.
Hedoesnot himself create hisideasand standards of value; heborrowsthem
from other people. Hisideology iswhat his environment enjoins upon him.
Only very few men have the gift of thinking new and original ideas and of
changing the traditional body of creeds and doctrines.

Common man does not specul ate about the great problems. With regard
tothem herelies upon other people’ sauthority, he behavesas* every decent
fellow must behave,” he is like a sheep in the herd. It is precisely this
intellectual inertia that characterizes a man as a common man. Yet the
common man does choose. He chooses to adopt traditional patterns or
patternsadopted by other people because heis convinced that thisprocedure
is best fitted to achieve his own welfare. And he is ready to change his
ideology and consequently his mode of action whenever he becomes con-
vinced that thiswould better serve his own interests.

Most of a man's daily behavior is simple routine. He performs certain
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actswithout paying specia attention to them. He does many things because
he wastrained in his childhood to do them, because other people behavein
the same way, and because it is customary in his environment. He acquires
habits, he devel ops automatic reactions. But heindulgesin these habitsonly
because he welcomes their effects. As soon as he discoversthat the pursuit
of the habitual way may hinder the attainment of ends considered as more
desirable, he changes his attitude. A man brought up in an areain which the
water is clean acquires the habit of heedlessly drinking, washing, and
bathing. When hemovesto aplaceinwhichthewater ispolluted by morbific
germs, he will devote the most careful attention to procedures about which
he never bothered before. He will watch himself permanently in order not
to hurt himself by indulging unthinkingly in his traditional routine and his
automatic reactions. Thefact that an actionisin theregular course of affairs
performed spontaneoudly, as it were, does not mean that it is not due to a
consciousvolition and to adeliberate choice. Indulgencein aroutine which
possibly could be changed is action.

Praxeol ogy isnot concerned with the changing content of acting, but with
its pure form and its categorial structure. The study of the accidental and
environmental features of human action isthe task of history.

7. The Scope and the Specific Method of History

The study of all the data of experience concerning human action is the
scope of history. The historian collects and criticaly sifts all available
documents. On the ground of this evidence he approaches his genuine task.

It has been asserted that the task of history isto show how eventsactually
happened, without imposing presuppositions and values (wertfrei, i.e., neu-
tral with regard to all value judgments). The historian’s report should be a
faithful image of the past, an intellectual photograph, as it were, giving a
complete and unbiased description of al facts. It should reproduce before
our intellectual eye the past with all itsfeatures.

Now, areal reproduction of the past would require a duplication not
humanly possible. History is not an intellectual reproduction, but a
condensed representation of the past in conceptual terms. The historian
does not simply let the events speak for themselves. He arranges them
from the aspect of the ideas underlying the formation of the general
notions he uses in their presentation. He does not report facts as they
happened, but only relevant facts. He does not approach the documents
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without presuppositions, but equipped with the whol e apparatus of hisage's
scientific knowledge, that is, with all the teachings of contemporary logic,
mathematics, praxeology, and natural science.

It is obvious that the historian must not be biased by any prejudices and
party tenets. Those writers who consider historical events as an arsena of
weapons for the conduct of their party feuds are not historians but propa-
gandists and apologists. They are not eager to acquire knowledge but to
justify the program of their parties. They are fighting for the dogmas of a
metaphysical, religious, national, political or social doctrine. They usurp the
nameof history for their writingsasablindin order to deceivethecredul ous.
A historian must first of al aim at cognition. He must free himself from any
partiality. He must in this sense be neutral with regard to any value judg-
ments.

This postulate of Wertfreiheit can easily be satisfied in the field of the
aprioristic science-logic, mathematics, and praxeology-and in the field of
the experimental natural sciences. Itislogically not difficult to draw asharp
line between a scientific, unbiased treatment of these disciplines and a
treatment distorted by superstition, preconceived ideas, and passion. It is
much moredifficult to comply with therequirement of valuational neutrality
in history. For the subject matter of history, the concrete accidental and
environmental content of human action, is value judgments and their pro-
jectionintothereality of change. At every step of hisactivitiesthe historian
is concerned with value judgments. The value judgments of the men whose
actions he reports are the substratum of hisinvestigations.

It has been asserted that the historian himself cannot avoid judgments of
value. No historian—not even the naive chronicler or newspaper reporter-
—registers al facts as they happen. He must discriminate, he must select
some events which he deems worthy of being registered and pass over in
silenceother events. Thischoice, itissaid, impliesinitself avaluejudgment.
It is necessarily conditioned by the historian’s world view and thus not
impartial but an outcome of preconceived ideas. History can never be
anything el se than distortion of facts; it can never bereally scientific, that is
neutral with regard to values and intent only upon discovering truth.

There s, of course, no doubt that the discretion which the selection of
facts places in the hands of the historian can be abused. It can and does
happen that the historian’s choice is guided by party bias. However, the
problemsinvolved are much moreintricate than this popul ar doctrinewould
haveusbelieve. Their solution must be sought on the ground of amuch more
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thorough scrutiny of the methods of history.

In dealing with a historical problem the historian makes use of all the
knowledge provided by logic, mathematics, the natural sciences, and espe-
cialy by praxeology. However, the mental tools of these nonhistorical
disciplines do not sufficefor histask. They areindispensable auxiliariesfor
him, but inthemsel vesthey do not makeit possibleto answer those questions
he has to deal with.

The course of history is determined by the actions of individuals and by
the effects of these actions. The actions are determined by the value judg-
mentsof theactingindividuals, i.e., theendswhich they were eager to attain,
and by the means which they applied for the attainment of these ends. The
choice of the means is an outcome of the whole body of technological
knowledge of the acting individuals. It is in many instances possible to
appreciate the effects of the means applied from the point of view of
praxeology or of the natural sciences. But there remain agreat many things
for the elucidation of which no such help isavailable.

The specifictask of history for whichit usesaspecific method isthe study
of thesevaluejudgmentsand of the effectsof theactionsasfar asthey cannot
be analyzed by the teachings of all other branches of knowledge. The
historian’s genuine problem is always to interpret things as they happened.
But he cannot solve this problem on the ground of the theorems provided by
al other sciences alone. There always remains at the bottom of each of his
problems something which resists analysis at the hand of these teachings of
other sciences. It istheseindividual and unique characteristics of each event
which are studied by the understanding.

The uniqueness or individuality which remains at the bottom of every
historical fact, when all the means for its interpretation provided by logic,
mathematics, praxeology, and the natural sciences have been exhausted, is
an ultimate datum. But whereas the natural sciences cannot say anything
about their ultimate data than that they are such, history can try to makeits
ultimate data intelligible. Although it isimpossible to reduce them to their
causes—they would not be ultimate dataif such areduction were possible-
—the historian can understand them because he is himself a human being.
In the philosophy of Bergson this understanding is called an intuition, viz.,
“la sympathie par laguelle on se transporte a I'interieur d’un objet pour
coincider avec ce qu'il a d’unique et par conseguent d'inexprimable.” 15
German epistemology calls this act das spezifische Verstehen der

15. Henri Bergson, La Penseé et le mouvant (4th ed. Paris, 1934), p. 205.
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Geisteswissenschaften or simply Verstehen. It is the method which al
historians and all other people always apply in commenting upon human
events of the past and in forecasting future events. The discovery and the
delimitation of understanding was one of the most important contributions
of modern epistemology. Itis, to be sure, neither aproject for anew science
which does not yet exist and is to be founded nor the recommendation of a
new method of procedure for any of the already existing sciences.

The understanding must not be confused with approval, be it only
conditional and circumstantial. The historian, the ethnologist, and the psy-
chologist sometimes register actions which are for their feelings simply
repulsive and disgusting; they understand them only as actions, i.e, in
establishing the underlying aims and the technological and praxeological
methods applied for their execution. To understand an individual case does
not mean to justify or to excuseit.

Neither must understanding be confused with the act of aesthetic enjoyment of
aphenomenon. Empathy (Einflihlung) and understanding aretworadicaly differ-
ent attitudes. It is a different thing, on the one hand, to understand awork of art
historically, to determineits place, its meaning, and its importance in the flux of
events, and, on the other hand, to gppreciate it emotionaly asawork of art. One
can look at a cathedra with the eyes of ahigtorian. But one can look at the same
cathedrd dther as an enthusastic admirer or as an unaffected and indifferent
sghtseer. The same individuas are cgpable of both modes of reaction, of the
aethetic appreciation and of the scientific gragp of understanding.

The understanding establishes the fact that an individual or a group of
individuals have engaged in a definite action emanating from definite value
judgments and choices and aiming at definite ends, and that they have
appliedfor the attainment of these ends definite means suggested by definite
technological, therapeutical, and praxeological doctrines. It furthermore
tries to appreciate the effects and the intensity of the effects brought about
by an action; it tries to assign to every action its relevance, i.e., its bearing
upon the course of events.

The scope of understanding is the mental grasp of phenomena which
cannot be totally elucidated by logic, mathematics, praxeology, and the
natural sciences to the extent that they cannot be cleared up by all these
sciences. It must never contradict the teachings of these other branches of
knowledge.16 The real corporeal existence of the devil is attested by innu-

16.Cf. Ch. V. Langloisand Ch. Seignobos, Introductionto the Sudy of History,
trans. by G.G. Berry (London, 1925), pp. 205-208.
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merable historical documents which are rather reliablein all other regards.
Many tribunals in due process of law have on the basis of the testimony of
witnesses and the confessions of defendants established the fact that the
devil had carnal intercourse with witches. However, no appeal to under-
standing could justify ahistorian’s attempt to maintain that the devil really
existed and interfered with human events otherwisethan in the visions of an
excited human brain.

While this is generally admitted with regard to the natural sciences,
there are some historians who adopt another attitude with regard to
economic theory. They try to oppose to the theorems of economics an
appeal to documents allegedly proving things incompatible with these
theorems. They do not realize that complex phenomenacan neither prove
nor disprove any theorem and therefore cannot bear witness against any
statement of atheory. Economic history is possible only becausethereis
an economic theory capable of throwing light upon economic actions. If
therewere no economic theory, reports concerning economic factswoul d
be nothing more than a collection of unconnected data open to any
arbitrary interpretation.

8. Conception and Understanding

The task of the sciences of human action is the comprehension of the
meaning and relevance of human action. They apply for this purpose two
different epistemological procedures: conception and understanding. Con-
ceptionisthemental tool of praxeol ogy; understanding isthe specific mental
tool of history.

The cognition of praxeology is conceptual cognition. It refersto what is
necessary in human action. It is cognition of universals and categories.

The cognition of history refersto what is unique and individual in each
event or class of events. It analyzes first each object of its studies with the
aid of the mental tools provided by al other sciences. Having achieved this
preliminary work, it faces its own specific problem; the elucidation of the
unique and individual features of the case by means of the understanding.

As was mentioned above, it has been asserted that history can never be
scientific because historical understanding depends on the historian’s sub-
jective value judgments. Understanding, it is maintained, is only a euphe-
mistictermfor arbitrariness. Thewritingsof historiansareawaysone-sided
and partial; they do not report the facts; they distort them.
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Itis, of course, afact that we have historical books written from various
points of view. There are histories of the Reformation written from the
Catholic point of view and otherswritten from the Protestant point of view.
There are “proletarian” histories and “bourgeois’ histories, Tory historians
and Whig historians; every nation, party, and linguistic group has its own
historians and its own ideas about history.

But the problem which these differences of interpretation offer must not
be confused with the intentional distortion of facts by propagandists and
apologists parading as historians. Those facts which can be established in
an unguestionable way on the ground of the source material available must
be established asthe preliminary work of the historian. Thisisnot afield for
understanding. Itisatask to beaccomplished by the employment of thetools
provided by all nonhistorical sciences. The phenomena are gathered by
cautious critical observation of the records available. Asfar asthe theories
of the nonhistorical sciences on which the historian grounds his critical
examination of the sources are reasonably reliable and certain, there cannot
be any arbitrary disagreement with regard to the establishment of the
phenomena as such. What a historian assertsis either correct or contrary to
fact, is either proved or disproved by the documents available, or vague
because the sources do not provide us with sufficient information. The
experts may disagree, but only on the ground of areasonable interpretation
of the evidence available. The discussion does not allow any arbitrary
Statements.

However, the historians very often do not agree with regard to the
teachings of the nonhistorical sciences. Then, of course, disagreement with
regard to the critical examination of the records and to the conclusionsto be
drawn from them can ensue. An unbridgeable conflict arises. But its cause
is not an arbitrariness with regard to the concrete historical phenomenon. It
stems from an undecided issue referring to the nonhistorical sciences.

An ancient Chinese historian could report that the emperor’s sin brought
about a catastrophic drought and that rain fell again when the ruler had atoned
for his sn. No modern historian would accept such a report. The underlying
meteorological doctrineis contrary to uncontested fundamentals of contempo-
rary natural science. But nosuch unanimity existsinregardto many theological,
biological, and economic issues. Accordingly historians disagree.

A supporter of the racial doctrine of Nordic-Aryanism will disregard as
fabulous and simply unbelievable any report concerning intellectual and
moral achievementsof “inferior” races. Hewill treat such reportsinthesame
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way inwhich all modern historians deal with the above-mentioned Chinese
report. No agreement with regard to any phenomenon of the history of
Christianity can be attained between people for whom the gospels are Holy
Writ and people in whose eyes they are human documents. Catholic and
Protestant historians disagree about many questions of fact because they
start from different theological ideas. A Mercantilist or Neo-Mercantilist
must necessarily be at variance with an economist. An account of German
monetary history in the years 1914 to 1923 is conditioned by the author’s
monetary doctrines. The facts of the French Revolution are presented in a
quite different manner by those who believe in the sacred rights of the
anointed king and those who hold other views.

The historians disagree on such issues not in their capacity as histori-
ans, but in their application of the nonhistorical sciences to the subject
matter of history. They disagree asagnostic doctors disagreein regard to
the miracles of Lourdes with the members of the medical committee for
the collection of evidence concerning these miracles. Only those who
believe that facts write their own story into the tabula rasa of the human
mind blame the historians for such differences of opinion. They fail to
realize that history can never be studi ed without presuppositions, and that
dissension with regard to the presuppositions, i.e., the whole content of
the nonhistorical branches of knowledge, must determine the establish-
ment of historical facts.

These presuppositions also determine the historian’s decision con-
cerning the choice of facts to be mentioned and those to be omitted as
irrelevant. In searching for the causes of a cow’s not giving milk a
modern veterinarian will disregard entirely all reports concerning a
witch’sevil eye; hisview would have been different three hundred years
ago. In the same way the historian selects from the indefinite multitude
of eventsthat preceded the fact heis dealing with those which could have
contributed to its emergence—or have delayed it —and neglects those
which, according to his grasp of the nonhistorical sciences, could not
have influenced it.

Changesin theteachings of the nonhistorical sciencesconsequently must
involve arewriting of history. Every generation must treat anew the same
historical problems because they appear to it in a different light. The
theological world view of older timesled to atreatment of history other than
the theorems of modern natural science. Subjective economics produces
historical works very different from those based on mercantilist doctrines.
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Asfar as divergences in the books of historians stem from these disagree-
ments, they are not an outcome of alleged vagueness and precariousnessin
historical studies. They are, on the contrary, the result of the lack of
unanimity in the realm of those other sciences which are popularly called
certain and exact.

To avoid any possible misunderstanding it is expedient to emphasize
some further points. The divergences referred to above must not be con-
fused:

1. With purposeful ill-intentioned distortion of facts.

2. With attemptsto justify or to condemn any actionsfromalegal or moral
point of view.

3. With the merely incidenta insertion of remarks expressing value
judgments in a strictly objective representation of the state of affairs. A
treati se on bacteriology does not lose its objectivity if the author, accepting
thehuman viewpoint, considersthe preservation of humanlifeasan ultimate
end and, applying this standard, labels effective methods of fighting germs
good and fruitless methods bad. A germ writing such abook would reverse
these judgments, but the material content of its book would not differ from
that of the human bacteriologist. In the same way a European historian
dealing with the Mongol invasions of the thirteenth century may speak of
“favorable” and “unfavorable” events because hetakesthe standpoint of the
European defenders of Western civilization. But thisapproval of oneparty’s
standard of value need not necessarily interfere with the material content of
his study. It may—from the viewpoint of contemporary knowledge—be
absolutely objective. A Mongolian historian could endorseit completely but
for such casual remarks.

4. With arepresentation of one party’s action in diplomatic or military
antagonisms. Theclash of conflicting groupscan bedealt withfromthepoint
of view of the ideas, matives, and aims which impelled either side’s acts.
For afull comprehension of what happened it is necessary to take account
of what wasdoneon both sides. The outcomewastheresult of theinteraction
of both parties. But in order to understand their actions the historian must
try to see things as they appeared to the acting men at the critical time, not
only as we wee them now from the point of view of our present-day
knowledge. A history of Lincoln’ spolicy intheweeksand monthspreceding
the outbreak of the Civil War isof courseincomplete. But no historical study
is complete. Regardless of whether the historian sympathizes with the
Unionists or with the Confederates or whether he is absolutely neutral, he
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can deal in an objective way with Lincoln’s policy in the spring of 1861.
Such an investigation is an indispensable preliminary to answering the
broader question of how the Civil War broke out.

Now finally, having settled these problems, it is possible to attack the
genuine question: |s there any subjective element in historical understand-
ing, and, if so, in what manner does it determine the result of historical
studies?

As far as the task of understanding is to establish the facts that people
were motivated by definite value judgments and aimed at definite means,
there cannot be any disagreement among true historians, i.e., peopleintent
upon cognition of past events. There may be uncertainty because of the
insufficient information provided by the sources available. But this has
nothing to do with understanding. It refers to the preliminary work to be
achieved by the historian.

But understanding has asecond task to fulfill. It must apprai se the effects
and the intensity of the effects brought about by an action; it must deal with
the relevance of each motive and each action.

Here we are faced with one of the main differences between physics and
chemistry on the one hand and the sciences of human action on the other. In
the realm of physical and chemical events there exist (or, at least, it is
generally assumed that there exist) constant rel ations between magnitudes,
and man is capable of discovering these constants with areasonabl e degree
of precision by meansof |aboratory experiments. No such constant relations
existinthefield of human action outside of physical and chemical technol-
ogy and therapeutics. For some time economists believed that they had
discovered such aconstant relation in the effects of changesin the quantity
of money upon commodity prices. It was asserted that arise or fal in the
guantity of money in circulation must result in proportional changes of
commodity prices. Modern economics has clearly and irrefutably exposed
the fallaciousness of this statement.” Those economists who want to sub-
stitute “ quantitative economics’ for what they call “ qualitative economics’
are utterly mistaken. There are, in the field of economics, no constant
relations, and consequently no measurement is possible. If a statistician
determines that arise of 10 per cent in the supply of potatoesin Atlantis at
adefinite time was followed by afall of 8 per cent in the price, he does not
establish anything about what happened or may happen with achangeinthe
supply of potatoes in another country or at another time. He has not

17. See below, pp. 412-414.
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“measured” the “elasticity of demand” of potatoes. He has established a
unique and individual historical fact. No intelligent man can doubt that the
behavior of men with regard to potatoes, and every other commaodity is
variable. Different individual s value the samethingsin adifferent way, and
valuations change with the same individual s with changing conditions. 18

Outsideof thefield of economic history nobody ever ventured to maintain
that constant relations prevail in human history. Itisafact that in the armed
conflicts fought in the past between Europeans and backward peoples of
other races, one European soldier was usually a match for several native
fighters. But nobody was ever foolish enough to “measure” the magnitude
of European superiority.

The impracticability of measurement is not due to the lack of technical
methodsfor the establishment of measure. Itisdueto the absence of constant
relations. If it were only caused by technical insufficiency, at least an
approximate estimation would be possible in some cases. But the main fact
isthat there are no constant relations. Economicsis not, asignorant positiv-
ists repeat again and again, backward because it is not “ quantitative.” It is
not quantitative and does not measure because there are no constants.
Statistical figuresreferring to economic events are historical data. They tell
uswhat happened in a nonrepeatable historical case. Physical events can be
interpreted on the ground of our knowledge concerning constant relations
established by experiments. Historical events are not open to such an
interpretation.

The historian can enumerate all the factors which cooperated in bringing
about aknown effect and all the factorswhich worked against them and may
have resulted in delaying and mitigating the final outcome. But he cannot
coordinate, except by understanding, the various causative factors in a
quantitative way to the effects produced. He cannot, except by understand-
ing, assign to each of nfactorsitsrolein producing the effect P. Understand-
ing is in the realm of history the equivalent, as it were, of quantitative
analysis and measurement.

Technology can tell us how thick asteel plate must be in order not to be
pierced by abullet fired at a distance of 300 yards from a Winchester rifle.
It can thus answer the question why a man who took shelter behind a steel
plate of aknown thickness was hurt or not hurt by ashot fired. History isat
aloss to explain with the same assurance why there was arisein the price
of milk of 10 per cent or why President Roosevelt defeated Governor Dewey

18. Cf. below, p. 351.
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in the election of 1944 or why France was from 1870 to 1940 under a
republican constitution. Such problems do not allow any treatment other
than that of understanding.

To every historical factor understanding tries to assign its relevance. In
the exercise of understanding there is no room for arbitrariness and capri-
ciousness. Thefreedom of the historianislimited by hisendeavor to provide
asatisfactory explanation of reality. His guiding star must be the search for
truth. But there necessarily entersinto understanding an element of subjec-
tivity. The understanding of the historian is alwaystinged with the marks of
his personality. It reflects the mind of its author.

Theapriori sciences-logic, mathemeatics, and praxeology—aim at aknowl-
edge unconditionally valid for all beings endowed with the logical structure of
the human mind. The natural sciences aim at a cognition valid for al those
beings which are not only endowed with the faculty of human reason but with
human senses. The uniformity of human|ogic and sensation bestowsupon these
branches of knowledge the character of universal validity. Such at leest isthe
principle guiding the study of the physicists. Only in recent years have they
begun to see the limits of their endeavors and, abandoning the excessive
pretensions of older physicigt, discovered the “uncertainty principle.” They
reglize today that there are unobservables whose unobservability isamatter of
epistemnological pri nciple.19

Higtoricd understanding can never produceresultswhich must be accepted by
dl men. Two historians who fully agree with regard to the teachings of the
nonhistorica sciences and with regard to the establishment of the facts asfar as
they can be established without recourse to the understanding of relevance, may
disagree in their understanding of the relevance of these facts. They may fully
agreein establishing that the factors a, b, and ¢ worked together in producing the
effect P; nonethd essthey can widely disagree with regard to the rlevance of the
respectivecontributionsof a, b, and ctothefind outcome. Asfar asundersanding
amsat assigningitsrelevancetoeachfactor, itisopentotheinfluenceof subjective
judgments. Of course, these are not judgments of vaue, they do not express
preferences of the historian. They are judgments of rel evance?’

19. Cf. A. Eddington, The Philosophy of Physical Science (New Y ork, 1939),
. 28-48.
pI020. Asthisisnot adissertation on general epistemology, but theindispensiable
foundation of a treatise of economics, there is no need to stress the analogies
between the understanding of historical relevance and the tasks to be
accomplished by adiagnosing physician. Theepistemol ogy of biology isoutside
of the scope of our inquiries.
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Historians may disagree for various reasons. They may hold different
views with regard to the teachings of the nonhistorical sciences; they may
basetheir reasoning on amore or less complete familiarity with the records;
they may differ in the understanding of the motives and aims of the acting
men and of the means applied by them. All these differences are open to a
settlement by “objective” reasoning; it is possible to reach a universal
agreement with regard to them. But asfar as historians disagree with regard
to judgments of relevanceit isimpossible to find a solution which al sane
men must accept.

The intellectual methods of science do not differ in kind from those
applied by the common man in his daily mundane reasoning. The scientist
uses the same tools which the layman uses; he merely uses them more
skillfully and cautiously. Understanding is not a privilege of the historians.
It is everybody’s business. In observing the conditions of his environment
everybody isahistorian. Everybody uses understanding in dealing with the
uncertainty of future events to which he must adjust his own actions. The
digtinctive reasoning of the speculator is an understanding of the relevance of
thevarious factors determining future events. And—Ilet usemphasizeit even a
thisearly point of our investigations—action necessarily alwaysaims at future
and therefore uncertain conditions and thus is always speculation. Acting man
looks, asit were, with the eyes of a historian into the future.

Natural History and Human History

Cosmogony, geology, and the history of biological changesare historical
disciplinesasthey deal with uniqueeventsof thepast. However, they operate
exclusively with the epistemological methods of the natural sciences and
have no need for understanding. They must sometimestake recourseto only
approximate estimates of magnitudes. But such estimates are not judgments
of relevance. They are a less perfect method of determining quantitative
relations than is“exact” measurement. They must not be confused with the
state of affairsin the field of human action which is characterized by the
absence of constant relations.

If we speak of history, what we havein mindisonly the history of human
action, whose specific mental tool is understanding.

The assertion that modern natural science owes al its achievements to
the experimental method is sometimes assailed by referring to astronomy.
Now, modern astronomy is essentially an application of the physical laws,
experimentally discovered ontheearth, tothecelestial bodies. Inearlier days
astronomy was mainly based on the assumption that the movements of the
celestial bodies would not change their course. Copernicus and Kepler
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simply tried to guessin what kind of curve the earth moves around the sun.
Asthe circle was considered the “most perfect” curve, Copernicus chose it
for histheory. Later, by similar guesswork, Kepler substituted theellipsefor
thecircle. Only since Newton’ sdiscoverieshasastronomy becomeanatural
sciencein the strict sense.

9. On Idea Types

History deals with unique and unrepeatabl e events, with theirreversible
flux of human affairs. A historical event cannot be described without
referenceto the personsinvolved and to the place and date of itsoccurrence.
As far as a happening can be narrated without such areference, it isnot a
historical event but afact of the natural sciences. The report that Professor
X on February 20, 1945, performed a certain experiment in his laboratory
isan account of ahistorical event. The physicist believesthat heisright in
abstracting from the person of the experimenter and the date and place of
the experiment. He relates only those circumstances which, in his opinion,
are relevant for the production of the result achieved and, when repeated,
will produce the sameresult again. He transforms the historical event into a
fact of the empirical natural sciences. He disregards the active interference
of the experimenter and tries to imagine him as an indifferent observer and
relater of unadulterated reality. It is not the task of praxeology to deal with
the epistemological issues of this philosophy.

Although unique and unrepeatable, historical events have one common
feature: they are human action. History comprehends them as human ac-
tions; it conceives their meaning by the instrumentality of praxeological
cognition and understands their meaning in looking at their individual and
unique features. What counts for history is always the meaning of the men
concerned: the meaning that they attach to the state of affairs they want to
alter, the meaning they attach to their actions, and the meaning they attach
to the effects produced by the actions.

The aspect from which history arranges and assortstheinfinite multiplic-
ity of events is their meaning. The only principle which it applies for the
systemization of its objects—men, ideas, institutions, social entities, and
artifacts—is meaning affinity. According to meaning affinity it arrangesthe
elementsinto ideal types.

I deal types are specific notions employed in historical research andin
the representation of its results. They are concepts of understanding. As
such they are entirely different from praxeological categories and con-
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cepts and from the concepts of the natural sciences. An ideal typeis not a
class concept, because its description does not indicate the marks whose
presence definitely and unambiguously determines class membership. An
ideal type cannot be defined: it must be characterized by an enumeration of
those features whose presence by and large decides whether in a concrete
instance we are or are not faced with a specimen belonging to the ideal type
inquestion. Itispeculiar to theideal typethat not all its characteristics need
to be present in any one example. Whether or not the absence of some
characteristicspreventstheinclusion of aconcrete specimenintheideal type
in question, depends on arelevance judgment by understanding. The ideal
typeitself isan outcome of an understanding of the motives, ideas, and aims
of the acting individuals and of the means they apply.

Anideal typehasnothing at all to do with statistical meansand averages.
Most of the characteristics concerned are not open to a numerical determi-
nation, and for this reason aone they could not enter into a calculation of
averages. But the main reason is to be seen in something else. Statistical
averages denote the behavior of the members of a class or atype, aready
constituted by means of a definition or characterization referring to other
marks, with regard to features not referred to in the definition or character-
ization. The membership of the class or type must be known before the
statistician can start investigating specia features and use the result of this
investigation for the establishment of an average. We can establish the
average age of the United States Senators or we can reckon averages
concerning the behavior of an age class of the population with regard to a
special problem. But it islogically impossible to make the membership of a
class or type depend upon an average.

No historical problem can be treated without the aid of ideal types. Even
when the historian dealswith an individual person or with asingle event, he
cannot avoid referring to ideal types. If he speaks of Napoleon, hemust refer
to such ideal types as commander, dictator, revolutionary leader; and if he
deals with the French Revolution he must refer to idea types such as
revolution, disintegration of an established regime, anarchy. It may be that
thereferenceto an ideal type consists merely in rejecting its applicability to
the casein question. But all historical events are described and interpreted
by means of ideal types. The layman too, in dealing with events of the past
or of thefuture, must always make use of ideal typesand unwittingly always
does so.

Whether or not the employment of adefinite ideal typeis expedient and
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conducive to an adequate grasp of phenomena can only be decided by
understanding. It is not the ideal type that determines the mode of under-
standing; it isthe mode of understanding that requires the construction and
use of corresponding ideal types.

The ideal types are constructed with the use of ideas and concepts
developed by all nonhistorical branches of knowledge. Every cognition of
history is, of course, conditioned by the findings of the other sciences,
depends upon them, and must never contradict them. But historical knowl-
edge has another subject matter and another method than these other
sciences, and they inturn haveno usefor understanding. Thustheideal types
must not be confused with concepts of the nonhistorical sciences. Thisis
valid also with regard to the praxeological categories and concepts. They
provide, to be sure, the indispensable mental tools for the study of history.
However, they do not refer to the understanding of the unique and individual
events which are the subject matter of history. An ideal type can therefore
never be asimple adoption of a praxeological concept.

It happens in many instances that a term used by praxeology to signify a
praxeological concept servesto signify anideal typefor the historian. Then the
historian uses one word for the expression of two different things. He applies
the term sometimes to signify its praxeological connotation, but more often to
dgnify an ided type. In the latter case the historian attaches to the word a
meaning different from its praxeol ogical meaning; hetransformsit by transfer-
ring it to a different field of inquiry. The economic concept “entrepreneur”
belongs to a stratum other than the ideal type “entrepreneur” as used by
economic history and descriptive economics. (On athird stratum liesthe lega
term*“ entrepreneur.”) The economic term “entrepreneur” isaprecisely defined
concept which in the framework of a theory of market economy signifies a
clearly integrated functi on.2! The historical idedl type “entrepreneur” does not
include the same members. Nobody in using it thinks of shoe-shine boys, cab
drivers who own their cars, smal businessmen, and small farmers. What
economics egtablishes with regard to entrepreneurs is rigidly valid for all
members of the class without any regard to tempora and geographical condi-
tionsandtothevariousbranchesof bus ness. What economic history establishes
for itsidedl typescan differ according to the particular circumstances of various
ages, countries, branches of business, and many other conditions. History has
little usefor agenerd ided type of entrepreneur. Itismore concerned with such
typesas. the American entrepreneur of thetime of Jefferson, German heavy

21. See below, pp. 251-255.
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industries in the age of William 11, New England textile manufacturing in
the last decades preceding the first World War, the Protestant haute finance
of Paris, self-made entrepreneurs, and so on.

Whether the use of a definite ideal type is to be recommended or not
depends entirely on the mode of understanding. It is quite common nowa-
days to employ two idea types. Left-Wing Parties (Progressives) and
Right_Wing Parties (Fascists). The former includes the Western democra-
cies, some L atin American dictatorships, and Russian Bol shevism; thelatter
Italian Fascism and German Nazism. This typification is the outcome of a
definite mode of understanding. Another mode would contrast Democracy
and Dictatorship. Then Russian Bolshevism, Italian Fascism, and German
Nazism belong to theideal type of dictatorial government, and the Western
systemsto theideal type of democratic government.

It was afundamental mistake of the Historical School of Wirtschaftliche
Saatswissenshaften in Germany and of Ingtitutionalism in America to
interpret economics as the characterization of the behavior of anideal type,
the homo oeconomicus. According to this doctrine traditional or orthodox
economics does not deal with the behavior of man as he really is and acts,
but with a fictitious or hypothetical image. It pictures a being driven
exclusively by “economic” motives, i.e., solely by the intention of making
the greatest possible material or monetary profit. Such a being, say these
critics, does not have and never did have a counterpart in readlity; it is a
phantom of a spurious armchair philosophy. No man is exclusively moti-
vated by the desire to become as rich as possible; many are not at all
influenced by this mean craving. It is vain to refer to such an illusory
homunculusin dealing with life and history.

Even if this really were the meaning of classical economics, the homo
oeconomicus would certainly not be an ideal type. The ideal typeisnot an
embodiment of one side or aspect of man’s various aims and desires. It is
aways the representation of complex phenomena of reality, either of men,
of institutions, or of ideologies.

The classical economist sought to explain the formation of prices. They
were fully aware of the fact that prices are not a product of the activities of
a specia group of people, but the result of an interplay of all members of
themarket society. Thiswasthe meaning of their statement that demand and
supply determinetheformation of prices. However, the classical economists
failedintheir endeavorsto provide asatisfactory theory of value. They were
at aloss to find a solution for the apparent paradox of value. They were
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puzzled by thealleged paradox that “ gold” ismorehighly valued than“iron,”
although the latter is more “useful” than the former. Thus they could not
construct ageneral theory of value and could not trace back the phenomena
of market exchange and of productionto their ultimate sources, the behavior
of the consumers. This shortcoming forced them to abandon their ambitious
plan to develop a genera theory of human action. They had to satisfy
themselves with a theory explaining only the activities of the businessman
without going back to the choices of everybody asthe ultimate determinants.
They dealt only with the actions of businessmen eager to buy in the cheapest
market and to sell in the dearest. The consumer was | eft outside the field of
their theorizing. Later the epigones of classical economics explained and
justified thisinsufficiency asanintentional and methodologically necessary
procedure. It was, they asserted, the deliberate design of economists to
restrict their investigationsto only one aspect of human endeavor—namely,
to the “economic” aspect. It was their intention to use the fictitious image
of a man driven solely by “economic” motives and to neglect al others
athough they were fully aware of the fact that real men are driven by many
other, “noneconomic” motives. To deal with these other motives, one group
of these interpreters maintained, is not the task of economics but of other
branches of knowledge. Another group admitted that the treatment of these
“noneconomic”’ motives and their influence on the formation of prices was
a task of economics also, but they believed that it must be left to later
generations. It will be shown at alater stage of our investigations that this
distinction between “economic” and “noneconomic” motives of human
action is untenable.?? At this point it is only important to realize that this
doctrine of the “economic” side of human action utterly misrepresents the
teachings of the classical economists. They never intended to do what this
doctrine ascribes to them. They wanted to conceive the real formation of
prices—not fictitious pricesasthey would be determined if men were acting
under the sway of hypothetical conditions different from those really influ-
encing them. The prices they try to explain and do explain—although
without tracing them back to the choices of the consumers—are real market
prices. The demand and supply of which they speak are real factors deter-
mined by all motivesinstigating men to buy or to sell. What waswrong with
their theory was that they did not trace demand back to the choices of the
consumers; they lacked a satisfactory theory of demand. But it was not their
idea that demand as they used this concept in their dissertations was

22. See below, pp. 232-234 and 239-244.
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exclusively determined by “ economic” motivesas distinguished from “ non-
economic” motives. As they restricted their theorizing to the actions of
businessmen, they did not deal with the motives of the ultimate consumers.
Nonetheless their theory of prices was intended as an explanation of real
prices irrespective of the motives and ideas instigating the consumers.

Modern subjective economics starts with the solution of the apparent
paradox of value. It neither limitsitstheoremsto the actions of businessmen
alone nor deals with afictitious homo oeconomicus. It treats the inexorable
categories of everybody’s action. Its theorems concerning commodity
prices, wage rates, and interest rates refer to all these phenomena without
any regard to the motives causing peopleto buy or to sell or to abstain from
buying or selling. It istimeto discard entirely any reference to the abortive
attempt to justify the shortcoming of older economiststhrough the appeal to
the homo oeconomicus phantom.

10. The Procedure of Economics

The scope of praxeology isthe explication of the category of human action.
All that is needed for the deduction of all praxeologicd theoremsisknowledge
of the essence of human action. It is aknowledge that is our own because we
are men; no being of human descent that pathologica conditions have not
reduced to a merely vegetative existence lacks it. No special experience is
needed in order to comprehend these theorems, and no experience, however
rich, could disclose them to a being who did not know a priori what human
action is. The only way to a cognition of these theoremsislogicd andyss of
our inherent knowledge of the category of action. We must bethink ourselves
and reflect upon the structure of human action. Like logic and mathematics,
praxeological knowledgeisin us; it does not come from without.

All the concepts and theorems of praxeology are implied in the category
of human action. Thefirst task isto extract and to deduce them, to expound
their implications and to define the universal conditions of acting as such.
Having shown what conditions are required by any action, one must go
further and define—of course, in a categorial and formal sense—the less
general conditionsrequired for special modesof acting. It would be possible
to deal with this second task by delineating all thinkable conditions and
deducing from them all inferences logically permissible. Such an all-com-
prehensivesystemwould provideatheory referring not only to human action
as it is under the conditions and circumstances given in the real world in
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which manlivesand acts. It would deal no lesswith hypothetical acting such
aswould take place under the unrealizable conditions of imaginary worlds.

But the end of science isto know reality. It is not mental gymnastics or
alogica pastime. Therefore praxeology restrictsitsinquiriesto the study of
acting under those conditionsand presuppositionswhich aregiveninreality.
It studies acting under unredized and unredlizable conditions only from two
points of view. It deals with states of affairs which, adthough not redl in the
present and past world, could possibly becomered at some future date. And it
examines unreal and unredlizable conditionsif such aninquiry is needed for a
satisfactory grasp of what isgoing on under the conditions present in redlity.

However, this reference to experience does not impair the aprioristic
character of praxeology and economics. Experience merely directs our
curiosity toward certain problems and divertsit from other problems. It tells
us what we should explore, but it does not tell us how we could proceed in
our search for knowledge. Moreover, it isnot experience but thinking alone
which teaches us that, and in what instances, it is necessary to investigate
unrealizable hypothetical conditions in order to conceive what is going on
in the real world.

Thedisutility of labor isnot of acategoria and aprioristic character. We
can without contradiction think of aworld in which labor does not cause
uneasiness, and we can depict thestate of affairsprevailingin such aworl d.2
But the real world is conditioned by the disutility of labor. Only theorems
based on the assumption that labor is a source of uneasiness are applicable
for the comprehension of what is going on in thisworld.

Experience teaches that there is disutility of labor. But it does not teach
it directly. There is no phenomenon that introduces itself as disutility of
labor. Thereareonly dataof experiencewhich areinterpreted, ontheground
of aprioristic knowledge, to mean that men consider leisure—i.e., the
absence of labor—other things being equal, as a more desirable condition
than the expenditure of labor. We see that men renounce advantages which
they could get by working more—that is, that they are ready to make sacrifices
for the attainment of leisure. We infer from this fact that leisureisvalued asa
good and thet labor is regarded as a burden. But for previous praxeologica
insight, we would never be in a position to reach this conclusion.

A theory of indirect exchange and al further theories built upon it —as
the theory of circulation credit—are applicable only to the interpretation of
eventswithin aworld in which indirect exchangeis practiced. In aworld of

23. See below, pp. 131-133.
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barter trade only it would be mere intellectua play. It is unlikely that the
economists of such aworld, if economic science could have emerged at all
in it, would have given any thought to the problems of indirect exchange,
money, and all the rest. In our actual world, however, such studies are an
essential part of economic theory.

Thefact that praxeology, infixing itseye on the comprehension of reality,
concentrates upon the investigation of those problems which are useful for
this, does not alter the aprioristic character of itsreasoning. But it marksthe
way in which economics, up to now the only elaborated part of praxeology,
presents the results of its endeavors.

Economics does not follow the procedure of logic and mathematics. It
does not present an integrated system of pure aprioristic ratiocination
severed from any reference to reality. In introducing assumptions into its
reasoning, it satisfiesitself that the treatment of the assumptions concerned
can render useful services for the comprehension of reality. It does not
strictly separate in its treatises and monographs pure science from the
application of itstheoremsto the solution of concrete historical and political
problems. It adopts for the organized presentation of its results a form in
which aprioristic theory and the interpretation of historical phenomena are
intertwined.

It isobvious that this mode of procedure is enjoined upon economics by
the very nature and essence of its subject matter. It has given proof of its
expediency. However, one must not overlook the fact that the manipulation
of thissingular and logically somewhat strange procedure requires caution
and subtlety, and that uncritical and superficial minds have again and again
been led astray by carel ess confusion of the two epistemol ogically different
methodsimplied.

There are no such things as a historical method of economics or a
discipline of ingtitutional economics. There is economics and there is
economic history. The two must never be confused. All theorems of eco-
nomics are necessarily valid in every instance in which all the assumptions
presupposed are given. Of course, they have no practical significance in
situations where these conditions are not present. The theoremsreferring to
indirect exchange are not applicable to conditionswhere thereisno indirect
exchange. But this does not impair their validi'[y.24

The issue has been obfuscated by the endeavors of governments and

24. Cf. F.H. Knight, The Ethics of Competition and Other Essays (New Y ork,
1935), p. 139.
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powerful pressure groups to disparage economics and to defame the econ-
omists. Despotsand democratic majoritiesaredrunk with power. They must
reluctantly admit that they are subject to the laws of nature. But they reject
thevery notion of economiclaw. Arethey not the supremelegisiators?Don’'t
they have the power to crush every opponent? No war lord is prone to
acknowledgeany limitsother than thoseimposed on him by asuperior armed
force. Servile scribblers are always ready to foster such complacency by
expounding the appropriate doctrines. They call their garbled presumptions
“historical economics.” Infact, economic history isalong record of govern-
ment policies that failed because they were designed with a bold disregard
for the laws of economics.

Itisimpossibleto understand the history of economic thought if one does
not pay attention to the fact that economics as such is a chalenge to the
conceit of thosein power. An economist can never be afavorite of autocrats
and demagogues. With them heis always the mischief-maker, and the more
they areinwardly convinced that his objections are well founded, the more
they hate him.

Inthefaceof all thisfrenzied agitation it isexpedient to establish the fact
that the starting point of al praxeological and economic reasoning, the
category of human action, is proof against any criticismsand objections. No
appeal to any historical or empirical considerations whatever can discover
any faultinthe proposition that men purposefully aim at certain chosen ends.
No talk about irrationality, the unfathomable depths of the human soul, the
spontaneity of the phenomena of life, automatisms, reflexes, and tropisms,
can invalidate the statement that man makes use of his reason for the
realization of wishes and desires. From the unshakable foundation of the
category of human action praxeology and economics proceed step by step
by means of discursive reasoning. Precisely defining assumptions and
conditions, they construct a system of concepts and draw all the inferences
implied by logically unassailable ratiocination. With regard to the results
thus obtained only two attitudes are possible; either one can unmask logical
errors in the chain of the deductions which produced these results, or one
must acknowledge their correctness and validity.

Itisvainto object that life and reality are not logical. Life and redlity are
neither logical nor illogical; they are simply given. But logicisthe only tool
available to man for the comprehension of both. It isvain to object that life
and history are inscrutable and ineffable and that human reason can never
penetrate to their inner core. The critics contradict themselves in uttering
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words about the ineffable and expounding theories—of course, spurious
theories—about the unfathomable. There are many things beyond the reach of
the human mind. But as far as man is able to attain any knowledge, however
limited, he can use only one avenue of approach, that opened by reason.

No lessillusory are the endeavors to play off understanding against the
theorems of economics. The domain of historical understanding is exclu-
sively the elucidation of those problemswhich cannot be entirely elucidated
by the nonhistorical sciences. Understanding must never contradict the
theories developed by the nonhistorical sciences. Understanding can never
do anything but, on the one hand, establish the fact that people were
motivated by certainideas, aimed at certain ends, and applied certain means
for the attainment of these ends, and, on the other hand, assign to the various
historical factors their relevance so far as this cannot be achieved by the
nonhistorical sciences. Understanding does not entitle the modern historian
to assert that exorcism ever was an appropriate means to cure sick cows.
Neither doesit permit him to maintain that an economic law was not valid
in ancient Rome or in the empire of the Incas.

Man is not infallible. He searches for truth—that is, for the most adequate
comprehension of redity asfar asthe structure of hismind and reason makesit
accessible to him. Man can never become omniscient. He can never be abso-
lutely certain that his inquiries were not mided and that what he considers as
certain truth isnot error. All that man can do isto submit all histheoriesagain
and again to the mogt critical reexamination. This means for the economist to
trace back dl theorems to their unquestionable and certain ultimate bas's, the
category of human action, and to test by the most careful scrutiny all assump-
tionsand inferences leading from this basisto the theorem under examination.
It cannot be contended that this procedure isa guarantee againgt error. But it is
undoubtedly the most effective method of avoiding error.

Praxeol ogy—and consequently economics too—is a deductive system.
It draws its strength from the starting point of its deductions, from the
category of action. No economic theorem can be considered sound that is
not solidly fastened upon this foundation by an irrefutable chain of reason-
ing. A statement proclaimed without such aconnectionisarbitrary andfloats
inmidair. Itisimpossibleto deal with aspecial segment of economicsif one
does not encase it in a complete system of action.

The empirical sciences start from singular events and proceed from the
unique and individual to the more universal. Their treatment is subject to
specialization. They can deal with segments without paying attention to the
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whole field. The economist must never be a specialist. In dealing with any
problem he must always fix his glance upon the whole system.

Historians often sinin thisrespect. They are ready to invent theorems ad
hoc. They sometimes fail to recognize that it isimpossible to abstract any
causal relations from the study of complex phenomena. Their pretension to
investigate reality without any reference to what they disparage as precon-
ceived ideasis vain. In fact they unwittingly apply popular doctrines long
since unmasked as fallacious and contradictory.

11. The Limitations on Praxeological Concepts

The praxeological categories and concepts are devised for the comprehen-
son of human action. They become sdf-contradictory and nonsensical if one
tries to apply them in dealing with conditions different from those of human
life. The naive anthropomorphism of primitive religions is unpaatable to the
philosophic mind. However, the endeavors of philosophersto define, by theuse
of praxeological concepts, the attributes of an absolute being, freefrom dl the
limitations and frailties of human existence, are no less questionable.

Scholastic philosophers and theol ogians and likewise Theistsand Deists
of the Age of Reason conceived an absolute and perfect being, unchange-
able, omnipotent, and omniscient, and yet planning and acting, aiming at
ends and employing means for the attainment of these ends. But action can
only beimputed to adiscontented being, and repeated action only to abeing
who lacksthe power to remove hisuneasiness once and for all at one stroke.
An acting being is discontented and therefore not almighty. If he were
contented, he would not act, and if he were amighty, he would have long
sinceradically removed hisdiscontent. For an all-powerful being thereisno
pressure to choose between various states of uneasiness; heisnot under the
necessity of acquiescing in the lesser evil. Omnipotence would mean the
power to achieve everything and to enjoy full satisfaction without being
restrained by any limitations. But thisisincompatible with the very concept
of action. For an almighty being the categories of ends and means do not
exist. Heis above al human comprehension, concepts, and understanding.
For the almighty being every “means’ renders unlimited services, he can
apply every “means’ for the attainment of any ends, he can achieve every
end without the employment of any means. It is beyond the faculties of the
human mind to think the concept of almightiness consistently toitsultimate
logical conseguences. The paradoxes are insoluble. Has the almighty being
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the power to achieve something which isimmuneto hislater interference?
If he has this power, then there are limits to his might and he is no longer
almighty; if helacksthispower, heisby virtueof thisfact alonenot almighty.

Are omnipotence and omniscience compatible? Omniscience presup-
posesthat all future happenings are aready unalterably determined. If there
is omniscience, omnipotence is inconceivable. Impotence to change any-
thing in the predetermined course of eventswould restrict the power of any
agent.

Action is a display of potency and control that are limited. It is a
manifestation of man who is restrained by the circumscribed powers of his
mind, the physiological nature of his body, the vicissitudes of his environ-
ment, and the scarcity of the external factors on which hiswelfare depends.
It isvain to refer to the imperfections and weaknesses of human life if one
aims at depicting something absolutely perfect. The very idea of absolute
perfectionisinevery way self-contradictory. Thestate of absoluteperfection
must be conceived as complete, final, and not exposed to any change.
Change could only impair its perfection and transform it into aless perfect
state; the mere possibility that a change can occur isincompatible with the
concept of absolute perfection. But the absence of change—i.e., perfect
immutability, rigidity and immobility—istantamount to the absence of life.
Life and perfection are incompatible, but so are death and perfection.

The living is not perfect because it is liable to change; the dead is not
perfect because it does not live.

The language of living and acting men can form comparatives and
superlatives in comparing degrees. But absolutenessis not adegree; itisa
limiting notion. The absolute is indeterminable, unthinkable and ineffable.
Itisachimerical conception. There are no such things as perfect happiness,
perfect men, eternal bliss. Every attempt to describe the conditions of aland
of Cockaigne, or the life off the Angels, resultsin paradoxes. Where there
are conditions, there are limitations and not perfection; there are endeavors
to conquer obstacles, there are frustration and discontent.

After the philosophers had abandoned the search for the absolute, the
utopianstook it up. They weave dreams about the perfect state. They do not
realize that the state, the socia apparatus of compulsion and coercion, isan
institution to cope with human imperfection and that its essential function
istoinflict punishment upon minoritiesin order to protect majorities against
the detrimental consequences of certain actions. With “perfect” men there
would not be any need for compulsion and coercion. But utopians do not
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pay heed to human nature and the inalterable conditions of human life.
Godwin thought that man might become immortal after the abolition of
private proper'[y.25 Charles Fourier babbled about the ocean containing
lemonade instead of salt water.2® Marx’ s economic system blithely ignored
the fact of the scarcity of material factors of production. Trotsky revealed
that in the proletarian paradise “the average human type will rise to the
heightsof an Aristotle, aGoethe, or aMarx. And abovethisridge new peaks
will rise.”2’

Nowadays the most popular chimeras are stabilization and security. We
will test these catchwords later.

25William Godwin, An Enquiry Concerning Political Justice and Its
Influence on General Virtue and Happiness (Dublin, 1793), I1, 393-403.

26. Charles Fourier, Théorie des quatre mouverments (Oeuvres complétes, 3d
ed. Paris, 1846), |, 43.

27. Leon Trotsky, Literature and Revolution, trans. by R. Strunsky (London,
1925), p. 256.



[11. ECONOMICSAND THE REVOLT AGAINST REASON

1. The Revolt Against Reason

T is true that some philosophers were ready to overrate the power of

human reason. They believed that man can discover by ratiocination the
final causes of cosmic events, the inherent ends the prime mover aimsat in
creating the universe and determining the course of its evolution. They
expatiated on the “ Absolute” asif it were their pocket watch. They did not
shrink from announcing eternal absol ute valuesand from establishing moral
codes unconditionally binding on al men.

Then there was the long line of utopian authors. They drafted schemes
for an earthly paradise in which pure reason alone should rule. They failed
to realize that what they called absolute reason and manifest truth was the
fancy of their own minds. They blithely arrogated to themselvesinfallibility
and often advocated intol erance, the violent oppression of all dissentersand
heretics. They aimed at dictatorship either for themselves or for men who
would accurately put their plansinto execution. Therewas, intheir opinion,
no other salvation for suffering mankind.

There was Hegel. He was a profound thinker and his writings are a
treasury of stimulating ideas. But he was laboring under the delusion that
Geist, the Absolute, revealed itself through hiswords. Therewasnothingin
the universe that was hidden to Hegel. It wasapity that hislanguage was so
ambiguous that it could be interpreted in various ways. The right-wing
Hegelians interpreted it as an endorsement of the Prussian system of auto-
cratic government and of the dogmas of the Prussian Church. The Left-wing
Hegeliansread out of it atheism, intransigent revolutionary radicalism, and
anarchistic doctrines.

TherewasAuguste Comte. Heknew precisely what thefuture hadin store
for mankind. And, of course, he considered himself asthe supremelegisla
tor. For example, he regarded certain astronomical studies as useless and
wanted to prohibit them. He planned to substitute a new religion for
Christianity, and selected a lady who in this new church was destined to
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replace the Virgin. Comte can be exculpated, as he was insane in the full
sense which pathology attaches to thisterm. But what about his followers?

Many more facts of this kind could be mentioned. But they are no
argument against reason, rationalism, and rationality. These dreams have
nothing at all to do with the question of whether or not reason is the right
and only instrument available for man in his endeavors to attain as much
knowledge asisaccessibleto him. The honest and conscientious truth-seek-
ers have never pretended that reason and scientific research can answer all
questions. They werefully aware of thelimitationsimposed upon the human
mind. They cannot be taxed with responsibility for the crudities of the
philosophy of Haeckel and the simplism of the various materialist schools.

Therationalist philosophersthemsel veswerealwaysintent upon showing
the boundarieshboth of aprioristictheory and of empirical research.! Thefirst
representative of British political economy, David Hume, the Utilitarians,
and the American Pragmatistsare certainly not guilty of having exaggerated the
power of mantoattaintruth. It would bemorejustifiableto blamethe phil osophy
of thelast two hundred yearsfor too much agnosticism and skepticism than for
overconfidence in what could be achieved by the human mind.

The revolt against reason, the characteristic mental attitude of our age,
was not caused by alack of modesty, caution, and self-examination on the
part of the philosophers. Neither was it due to failures in the evolution of
modern natural science. The amazing achievements of technology and
therapeutics speak a language which nobody can ignore. It is hopeless to
attack modern science, whether from the angle of intuitionism and mysticism,
or from any other point of view. The revolt against reason was directed against
another target. It did not amat the natura sciences, but & economics. Theattack
against the natural sciences was only the logically necessary outcome of the
attack againgt economics. It wasimpermissible to dethrone reason in onefidd
only and not to question it in other branches of knowledge also.

The great upheaval was born out of the historical situation existing in the
middle of the nineteenth century. The economists had entirely demolished
the fantastic delusions of the socialist utopiaSns. The deficiencies of the
classical system prevented them from comprehending why every socialist
plan must be unrealizable; but they knew enough to demonstrate the futility
of al socialist schemesproduced uptotheir time. Thecommunist ideaswere
donefor. The socialists were absol utely unable to raise any objection to the

1. Cf., forinstance, Louis Rougier, Les Paral ogismes du rationalisme (Paris,
1920).
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devastating criticism of their schemes and to advance any argument in their
favor. It seemed asif socialism was dead forever.

Only one way could lead the socialists out of thisimpasse. They could
attack logic and reason and substitute mystical intuition for ratiocination. It
was the historical role of Karl Marx to propose this solution. On the basis
of Hegel’s dialectic mysticism, he blithely arrogated to himself the ability
to predict the future. Hegel pretended to know that Geist, in creating the
universe, wanted to bring about the Prussian monarchy of Frederick William
I11. But Marx wasbetter informed about Geist’ splans. Heknew that thefinal
cause of historical evolution was the establishment of the socialist millen-
nium. Socialismisbound to come*with theinexorahility of alaw of nature.”
And as, according to Hegel, every later stage of history isahigher and better
stage, there cannot be any doubt that socialism, the final and ultimate stage
of mankind's evolution, will be perfect from any point of view. It is
consequently useless to discuss the details of the operation of a socialist
commonwealth. History, in due time, will arrange everything for the best.
It does not need the advice of mortal men.

There was still the main obstacle to overcome: the devastating criticism
of the economists. Marx had a solution at hand. Human reason, he asserted,
is congtitutionally unfitted to find truth. The logical structure of mind is
different with various socia classes. Thereisno such thing asauniversally
valid logic. What mind produces can never be anything but “ideology,” that
is, inthe Marxian terminology, a set of ideas disguising the selfish interests
of the thinker's own socia class. Hence, the “bourgecis’ mind of the
economists is utterly incapable of producing more than an apology for
capitalism. Theteachingsof “bourgeois’ science, an offshoot of “bourgeois’
logic, are of no avail for the proletarians, the rising class destined to abolish
all classes and to convert the earth into a Garden of Eden.

But, of course, thelogic of the proletariansis not merely aclasslogic. “The
ideas of proletarian logic are not party ideas, but emanations of logic pure and
simple."2 Moreover, by virtue of a specid privilege, the logic of certain elect
bourgeoisisnot tainted with the origina sin of being bourgeois. Karl Marx, the
son of awd|-to-do lawyer, married to the daughter of a Prussan noble, and his
collaborator Frederick Engds, awedthy textile manufacturer, never doubted
that they themsalves were above the law and, notwithstanding their bourgeois
background, were endowed with the power to discover absolute truth.

2. Cf. Joseph Dietzgen Briefe Uber Logik, speziell demokratisch-proletarische
Logik (2nd ed. Stuttgart, 1903), p. 112.
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It isthe task of history to describe the historical conditions which made
such a crude doctrine popular. Economics has another task. It must analyze
both Marxian polylogism and the other brands of polylogism formed after
its pattern, and expose their fallacies and contradictions.

2. The Logica Aspect of Polylogism

Marxian polylogism asserts that the logical structure of the mind is
different with the members of various social classes. Racial polylogism
differsfrom Marxian polylogism only in so far asit ascribesto each race a
peculiar logical structure of mind and maintains that al members of a
definiterace, no matter what their classaffiliation may be, are endowed with
this peculiar logica structure.

Thereisno need to enter here into acritique of the concepts social classand
race as applied by these doctrines. It isnot necessary to ask the Marxianswhen
and how a proletarian who succeeds in joining the ranks of the bourgeoisie
changes his proletarian mind into a bourgeoismind. It is superfluousto ask the
racists to explain what kind of logic is peculiar to people who are not of pure
racial stock. There are much more serious objections to be raised.

Neither the Marxians nor the racists nor the supportersof any other brand of
polylogism ever went further than to declare that the logical structure of mind
is different with various casses, races, or nations. They never ventured to
demonstrate precisely in what thelogic of the proletariansdiffersfrom thelogic
of the bourgeais, or inwhat thelogic of the Aryansdiffersfrom the logic of the
non-Aryans, or the logic of the Germans from the logic of the French or the
British. In the eyes of the Marxiansthe Ricardian theory of comparativecostis
spurious because Ricardo was a bourgeois. The German racists condemn the
same theory because Ricardo was a Jew, and the German nationalists because
he was an Englishman. Some German professors advanced dl these three
arguments together againgt the validity of Ricardo’'s teachings. However, it is
not enough to regject a theory wholesale by unmasking the background of its
author. What iswanted isfirgt to expound a system of logic different from that
applied by the criticized author. Then it would be necessary to examine the
contested theory point by point and to show where in its reasoning inferences
are made which—although correct from the point of view of its author's
logic—areinvalid from the point of view of the proletarian, Aryan, or German
logic. And finally. it should be explained what kind of conclusionsthe replace-
ment of the author’ s viciousinferences by the correct inferences of the critic’'s



76 HUMAN ACTION

own logic must lead to. Aseverybody knows, this never has been and never
can be attempted by anybody.

Then thereisthefact that thereis disagreement concerning essentid problems
among people belonging to the same class, race, or nation. Unfortunately there
are, say the Nazis, Germans who do not think in a correct german way. But if a
German does not dways necessarily think as he should, but may think in the
manner of a man equipped with a non-German logic, who is to decide which
German' sideasare truly German and which un-German? Saysthe late Professor
Franz Oppenhe mer; “ Theindividual errsofteninlooking after hisinteress aclass
never errsinthelong run.” Thiswould suggest theinfalibility of amgjority vote.
However, the Nazisrejected decis on by mgjority vote as manifestly un-German.
The Marxians pay lip sarvice to the democratic principle of mgority vote But
whenever it comesto atest they favor minority rule, provided it istheruleof their
own party. Let us remember how Lenin dispersed by force the Condtituent
Asmbly dected, under the auspices of hisown government, by adult franchise,
because only about one-fifth of its members were Bolshevik.

A condstent supporter of polylogism would have to maintain that idess are
correct because their author is a member of the right class, nation, or race. But
congstency is not one of their virtues. Thus the Marxians are prepared to assign
the epithet “ proletarian thinker” to everybody whose doctrines they approve. All
theothersthey digparage either asfoes of their classor associd traitors. Hitler was
even frank enough to admit thet the only method available for him to sift the true
Germans from the mongrels and the dliens wasto enunciate agenuinely German
programand to seewhowereready to support it.> A dark-haired manwhosebodily
features by no means fitted the prototype of the fair-haired Aryan magter race,
arrogated to himself the gift of discovering the only doctrine adequate to the
German mind and of expdling from the ranks of the Germans dl those who did
not accept this doctrine whatever their bodily characterigtics might be. No further
proof is needed of theingncerity of thewhole doctrine.

3. The Praxeological Aspect of Polylogism

An ideology in the Marxian sense of this term is a doctrine which,
athough erroneous from the point of view of the correct logic of the

3. Cf. Franz Oppenheimer, System der Soziologie (Jena, 1926), 11. 559.

4. 1t must be emphasized that the case for democracy is not based on the
assumption that majorities are alwaysright, still lessthat they areinfallible. Cf.
below, pp. 149-151.

5. Cf. his speech on the Party Convention in Nuremberg, September 3, 1933
(Frankfurter Zeitung, September 4, 1933, p. 2).
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proletarians, is beneficial to the selfish interests of the class which has
developed it. Anideology isobjectively vicious, but it furthersthe interests
of thethinker’ sclass precisely onaccount of itsviciousness. Many Marxians
believethat they have proved thistenet by stressing the point that people do
not thirst for knowledge only for its own sake. The aim of the scientist isto
pave the way for successful action. Theories are always developed with a
view to practical application. There are no such things as pure science and
the disinterested search for truth.

For the sake of argument we may admit that every effort to attain truthis
motivated by considerations of its practical utilization for the attainment of
someend. But this does not answer the question why an “ideological”—i..e.,
afalse—theory should render better servicethan acorrect one. The fact that
the practical application of atheory resultsin the outcome predicted on the
basis of this theory is universally considered a confirmation of its correct-
ness. Itisparadoxical to assert that avicioustheory isfrom any point of view
more useful than a correct one.

Men use firearms. In order to improve these weapons they developed the
science of balistics. But, of course, precisaly because they were esger to hunt
game and to kill one another, a correct baligics. A merely “ideological”
balligtics would not have been of any use.

For theMarxianstheview that scientistslabor for knowledgealoneisnothing
but an “arrogant pretense’ of the scientists. Thusthey declarethat Maxwell was
ledto histheory of € ectromagneticwavesby thecraving of businessfor wireless
tel egraphs6 Itisof norelevancefor the problem of ideology whether thisistrue
or not. The question is whether the aleged fact that nineteenth-century indus-
tridism considered telegraphy without wires “the philosopher’ s stone and the
elixir of youth” ! impdled Maxwell to formulate a correct theory or anideolog-
ica superstructure of the selfish dass interests of the bourgeoisie. Thereisno
doubt that bacteriological research wasingigated not only by the desireto fight
contagiousdiseases, but al so by thedesire of the producersof wineand of cheese
to improve their methods of production. But the result obtained was certainly
not “ideologica” in the Marxian sense.

What induced Marx to invent hisideology-doctrine was the wish to sap
the prestige of economics. Hewasfully aware of hisimpotenceto refute the
objections raised by the economists to the practicability of the socialist

6. Cf. Lancelot Hogben, Science for the Citizen (New York, 1938), pp.
726-728.
7. Ibid., p. 726.
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schemes. In fact he was so fascinated by the theoretical system of British
classical economicsthat he firmly believed in its impregnability. He either
never learned about the doubtsthat the classical theory of valueraisedinthe
minds of judicious scholars, or, if he ever heard of them, he did not
comprehend their weight. His own economic ideas are hardly more than a
garbled version of Ricardianism. When Jevons and Menger inaugurated a
new eraof economic thought, his career as an author of economic writings
had already come to an end; The first volume of Das Kapital had already
been published severa years previously. Marx’s only reaction to the mar-
gina theory of value was that he postponed the publication of the later
volumes of hismain treatise. They were made accessible to the public only
after his death.

In devel oping theideol ogy-doctrine Marx exclusively aimsat economics
andthesocial philosophy of Utilitarianism. Hisonly intention wasto destroy
the reputation of economic teachings which he was unable to refute by
means of logic and ratiocination. He gave to his doctrine the form of a
universal law valid for the whole historical age of social classes because a
statement which is applicable only to one individua historical event could
not be considered asalaw. For the samereasonshedid not restrictitsvalidity
to economic thought only, but included every branch of knowledge.

The service which bourgeois economics rendered to the bourgeoisie was
in Marx’s eyes twofold. It aided them first in their fight against feudalism
and roya despotism and then later again in their fight against the rising
proletarian class. It provided arational and moral justification for capitalist
exploitation. It was, if wewant to useanotion devel oped after Marx’ sdeath,
a rationalization of the claims of the capitalists.8 The capitdists, in their
subconsciousness ashamed of the mean greed motivating their own conduct
and anxious to avoid social disapproval, encouraged their sycophants, the
economists, to proclaim doctrines which could rehabilitate them in public
opinion.

Now, recourse to the notion of rationalization provides a psychological
description of the incentives which impelled a man or a group of men to
formulate a theorem or a whole theory. But it does not predicate anything
about the validity or invalidity of the theory advanced. If it is proved that

8. Although the term rationalization is new, the thing itself was known long
ago; Cr., for instance, the words of Benjamin Franklin: “ So convenient athing
it isto be areasonable creature, since it enables one to find or make areason

for every thing one hasamind to do.” (Autobiography, ed. New Y ork, 1944, p.
41))
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the theory concerned is untenable, the notion of rationalization is a psycho-
logical interpretation of the causes which made their authorsliableto error.
But if we are not in a position to find any fault in the theory advanced, no
appeal to the concept of rationalization can possibly explodeits validity. If
it weretruethat theeconomistshad intheir subconsciousnessno design other
than that of justifying theunfair claimsof the capitalists, their theories could
nevertheless be quite correct. Their is no means to expose a faulty theory
other thantorefuteit by discursivereasoning and to substitute abetter theory
for it. In dealing with the theorem of Pythagoras or with the theory of
comparative cost, we are not interested in the psychological factors that
impelled Pythagoras and Ricardo to construct these theorems, although
these things may be important for the historian and the biographer. For
sciencetheonly relevant questioniswhether or not these theorems can stand
the test of rational examination. The socia or racial background of their
authors is beside the point.

It is afact that people in the pursuit of their selfish interests try to use
doctrines more or less universally accepted by public opinion. Moreover,
they areeager toinvent and to propagate doctrineswhich they could possibly
use for furthering their own interests. But this does not explain why such
doctrines, favoring the interests of a minority and contrary to the interests
of therest of the people, are endorsed by public opinion. No matter whether
such “ideological” doctrines are the product of a “false consciousness,”
forcing a man to think unwittingly in a manner that serves the interests of
his class, or whether they are the product of apurposeful distortion of truth,
they must encounter theideol ogies of other classesand try to supplant them.
Then a rivalry between antagonistic ideologies emerges. The Marxians
explainvictory and defeat in such conflictsasan outcome of theinterference
of historical providence. Geist, the mythical prime mover, operates accord-
ing to adefinite plan. He leads mankind through various preliminary stages
to thefinal bliss of socialism. Every stageisthe product of a certain state of
technology; all its other characteristics are the necessary ideological super-
structure of thistechnological state. Geist causes man to bring about in due
time the technological ideas adequate to the stage in which he lives, and to
realize them. All the rest is an outgrowth of the state of technology. The
hand-mill made feudal society; the steam-mill made capitalism.9 Human

9. "Le moulin a bras vous donnera la société avec le souzerain; le moulin a
vapeur, lasociété avec le capitalisteindustriel ." Marx, Misére dela philosophie
(Parisand Brussels, 1847), p. 100.
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will and reason play only an ancillary rolein these changes. Theinexorable
law of historical development forces men-independently of their wills-to
think and to behave according to the patterns corresponding to the material
basis of their age. Men fool themselves in believing that they are free to
choose between various ideas and between what they call truth and error.
They themselvesdo not think; itishistorical providencethat manifestsitself
in their thoughts.

Thisisapurely mystical doctrine. The only proof given inits support is
the recourse of Hegelian dialectics. Capitalistic private property isthe first
negation of individua private property. It begets, with the inexorability of
alaw of nature, its own negation, namely common ownership of the means
of production.10 However, amystical doctrine based on intuition does not
lose its mysticism by referring to another no less mystical doctrine. This
makeshift by no means answersthe question why athinker must necessarily
develop an ideology in accordance with the interests of his class. For the
sake of argument we may admit that man’ sthoughts must result in doctrines
beneficial tohisinterests. But areaman’ sinterestsnecessarily identical with
those of hiswhole class? Marx himself had to admit that the organization of
the proletarians into a class, and consequently into a political party, is
continually being upset again by the competition between the workers
themselves.!! It is an undeniable fact that there prevails an irreconcilable
conflict of interests between thoseworkerswho are employed at union wage
rates and those who remain unemployed because the enforcement of union
rates prevents the demand for and the supply of labor from finding the
appropriate price for meeting. It is no less true that the interests of the
workers of the comparatively overpopulated countries and those of the
comparatively underpopulated countries are antagonistic with regard to
migration barriers. The statement that the interests of all proletarians uni-
formly require the substitution of socialism for capitalism is an arbitrary
postulate of Marx and the other socialists. It cannot be proved by the mere
assertion that the socidist ideais the emanation of proletarian thought and
therefore certainly beneficial to theinterests of the proletariat as such.

A popular interpretetion of the vicissitudes of British foreign trade policies,
based ontheideasof Sismondi, Frederick List, Marx, and the German Historica
Schoal, runs this way: In the second part of the eighteenth century and in the
greater part of the nineteenth century the classinterests of the British bourgeoi-

10. Marx, Das Kapital (7th ed. Hamburg, 1914), |, 728-729.
11. The Communist Manifesto, I.
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sierequired afree trade policy. Therefore British political economy elabo-
rated afreetrade doctrine, and the British manufacturersorganized apopul ar
movement which finally succeeded in abolishing protective tariffs. Then
later conditions changed. The British bourgeoisie could no longer stand the
competition of foreign manufacturing and badly needed protective tariffs.
Consequently the economists substituted a theory of protection for the
antiquated free trade ideology, and Great Britain returned to protectionism.

Thefirst error in this interpretation is that it cons ders the “ bourgeoi-
sie” as a homogeneous class composed of members whose interests are
identical. A businessman is always under the necessity of adjusting the
conduct of his business to the ingtitutional conditions of his country. In
the long run heis, in his capacity as entrepreneur and capitalist, neither
favored nor injured by tariffs or the absence of tariffs. He will turn to the
production of those commaodities which under the given state of affairs
he can most profitably produce. What may hurt or further his short-run
interests are only changes in the institutional setting. But such changes
do not affect the various branches of business and the various enterprises
in the same way and to the same extent. A measure that benefits one
branch or enterprise may be detrimental to other branchesor enterprises.
What counts for a businessman is only a limited nhumber of customs
items. And with regard to these items the interests of various branches
and firms are mostly antagonistic.

The interests of every branch or firm can be favored by all kinds of
privileges granted to it by the government. But if privileges are granted to
the same extent also to the other branches and firms, every businessman
loses—not only in his capacity asconsumer, but alsoin hiscapacity asbuyer
of raw material's, half-finished products, machinesand other equipment—on
the one hand as much as he profits on the other. Selfish group interests may
impel amanto ask for protection for hisown branch or firm. They can never
motivate him to ask for universal protection for al branches or firmsif he
is not sure to be protected to a greater extent than the other industries or
enterprises.

Neither were the British manufacturers from the point of view of their class
concerns more interested in the abolition of the Corn Laws than other British
citizens. The landowners were opposed to the repedl of these laws because a
lowering of the prices for agricultural products reduced the rent of land. A
specid dassinterest of the manufacturers can only be construed on the basis of
the long since discarded iron law of wages and the no less untenable doctrine
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that profits are an outcome of the exploitation of the workers.

Within a world organized on the basis of the division of labor, every
change must in one way or another affect the short-run interests of many
groups. It is therefore aways easy to expose every doctrine supporting an
ateration of existing conditions as an “ideological” disguise of the selfish
interests of a special group of people. The main occupation of many
present-day authorsis such unmasking. Marx did not invent this procedure.
It was known long before him. Its most curious manifestation was the
attempts of some eighteenth-century writersto explain religious creedsasa
fraudulent deception on the part of the priestseager to gain power and wealth
both for themselves and for their alies, the exploiters. The Marxians
endorsed this statement in labeling religion “opium for the masses.” 12 ¢
never occurred to the supporters of such teachings that where there are
selfish interests pro there must necessarily be selfish interests contratoo. It
isby no meansasatisfactory explanation of any event that it favored aspecial
class. The question to be answered is why the rest of the population whose
interests it injured did not succeed in frustrating the endeavors of those
favored by it.

Every firm and every branch of businessisin the short run interested in
increased sales of its products. In the long run, however, there prevails a
tendency toward an equalization of returns in the various branches of
production. If demand for the products of a branch increases and raises
profits, more capital flowsinto it and the competition of the new enterprises
cutsdown the profits. Returns are by no means higher in the sale of socially
detrimental articlesthaninthesaleof socially beneficial articles. If acertain
branch of business is outlawed and those engaged in it risk prosecution,
penalties, and imprisonment, gross profits must be high enough to compens-
ate for the risks involved. But this does not interfere with the height of net
returns.

Therich, the ownersof the aready operating plants, have no particular class
interest in the maintenance of free competition. They are opposed to confisca
tion and expropriation of their fortunes, but their vested interests are rather in
favor of measurespreventingnewcomersfrom challenging their position. Those
fighting for free enterprise and free competition do not defend the interests of

12. The meaning that contemporary Marxism attaches to this phrase, viz., that
thereligiousdrug hasbeen purposely administered to the people, may havebeen
the meaning of Marx too. But it was not implied in the passage in which—in

1843—Marx coined thisphrase. Df., R.P. Case, Religionin Russia (New Y ork,
1946), pp. 67-69.
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those rich today. They want a free hand left to unknown men who will be
the entrepreneurs of tomorrow and whose ingenuity will make the life of
coming generations more agreeable. They want the way |eft open to further
economic improvements. They are the spokesmen of material progress.

The nineteenth-century success of free trade ideas was effected by the
theoriesof classical economics. The prestige of theseideaswas so great that
those whose selfish classinterests they hurt could not hinder their endorse-
ments by public opinion and their realization by legislative measures. It is
ideas that make history, and not history that makes ideas.

It is useless to argue with mystics and seers. They base their assertions
on intuition and are not prepared to submit them to rational examination.
The Marxians pretend that what their inner voice proclaims is history’s
self-revelation. If other people do not hear this voice, it isonly a proof that
they are not chosen. It is insolence that those groping in darkness dare to
contradict the inspired ones. Decency should impel them to creep into a
corner and keep silent.

However, science cannot abstain from thinking althoughitisobviousthat
it will never succeed in convincing those who dispute the supremacy of
reason. Science must emphasize that the appeal to intuition cannot settlethe
question which of several antagonistic doctrinesis the right one and which
are wrong. It is an undeniable fact that Marxism is not the only doctrine
advanced in our time. There are other “ideologies’ besides Marxism. The
Marxians assert that the application of these other doctrines would hurt the
interests of the many. But the supporters of these doctrines say precisely the
same with regard to Marxism.

Of course, the Marxians consider a doctrine vicious if its author’s
background is not proletarian. But who is proletarian? Doctor Marx, the
manufacturer and “exploiter” Engels, and Lenin, the scion of the Russian
gentry, were certainly not of proletarian background. But Hitler and Mus-
solini were genuine proletarians and spent their youth in poverty. The
conflict of the Bolsheviks and the Mensheviks or that between Stalin and
Trotsky cannot be presented as class conflicts. They were conflicts between
various sects of fanatics who called one another traitors.

The essence of Marxian philosophy is this: We are right because we are
the spokesmen of the rising proletarian class. Discursive reasoning cannot
invalidate our teachings, for they are inspired by the supreme power that
determines the destiny of mankind. Our adversaries are wrong because they
lack the intuition that guides our minds. It is, of course, not their fault that
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on account of their class affiliation they are not equipped with the genuine
proletarian logic and are blinded by ideologies. The unfathomable decrees
of history that have elected us have doomed them. The future is ours.

4. Racial Polylogism

Marxian polylogism is an abortive makeshift to salvage the untenable
doctrines of socialism. Its attempt to substitute intuition for ratiocination
appeals to popular superstitions. But it is precisely this attitude that places
Marxian polylogism and its offshoot, the so-called “sociology of knowl-
edge,” in irreconcilable antagonism to science and reason.

Itisdifferent with the polylogism of theracists. Thisbrand of polylogism
isin agreement with fashionable, although mistaken, tendenciesin present-
day empiricism. It isan established fact that mankind isdivided into various
races. Theracesdifferinbodily features. Materialist philosophersassert that
thoughts are a secretion of the brain asbileisasecretion of the gall-bladder.
It would be inconsistent for them to reject beforehand the hypothesis that
the thought-secretion of the various races may differ in essential qualities.
Thefact that anatomy has not succeeded up to now in discovering anatom-
ica differences in the brain cells of various races cannot invalidate the
doctrine that the logical structure of mind is different with different races.
It does not exclude the assumption that later research may discover such
anatomical peculiarities.

Some ethnologiststell usthat it isamistake to speak of higher and lower
civilizationsand of an alleged backwardnessof alienraces. Thecivilizations
of variousraces are different from the Western civilization of the peoples of
Caucasian stock, but they are not inferior. Every race has its peculiar
mentality. It isfaulty to apply to the civilization of any of them yardsticks
abstracted from the achievements of other races. Westerners call the civili-
zation of China an arrested civilization and that of the inhabitants of New
Guineaprimitive barbarism. But the Chinese and the natives of New Guinea
despise our civilization no less than we despi se theirs. Such estimatesare
judgments of value and hence arbitrary. Those other races have adiffer-
ent structure of mind. Their civilizations are adequate to their mind as
our civilization is adequate to our mind. We are incapable of compre-
hending that what we call backwardness does not appear such to them.
Itis, from the point of view of their logic, a better method of coming to
a satisfactory arrangement with given natural conditions of life than is
our progressivism.
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These ethnologists are right in emphasizing that it is not the task of a
historian—and the ethnologist too is a historian—to express vaue judg-
ments. But they are utterly mistaken in contending that these other races
have been guided in their activities by motives other than those which haver
actuated the white race. The Asiatics and the Africans no less than the
peoples of European descent have been eager to struggle successfully for
survival and to use reason as the foremost weapon in these endeavors. They
have sought to get rid of the beasts of prey and of disease, to prevent famines
andtoraisetheproductivity of 1abor. There can beno doubt that inthe pursuit
of these aims they have been less successful than the whites. The proof is
that they are eager to profit from all achievements of the West. Those
ethnologistswould beright, if Mongols or Africans, tormented by a painful
disease, were to renounce the aid of a European doctor because their
mentality or their world view led them to believe that it is better to suffer
than to be relieved of pain. Mahatma Gandhi disavowed hiswhol e philoso-
phy when he entered a modern hospital to be treated for appendicitis.

The North American Indians lacked the ingenuity to invent the wheel.
The inhabitants of the Alps were not keen enough to construct skis which
would have rendered their hard life much more agreeable. Such shortcom-
ingswere not due to amentality different from those of the races which had
long since used wheelsand skis; they werefailures, even when judged from
the point of view of the Indians and the Alpine mountaineers.

However, these considerations refer only to the motives determining
concrete actions, not to the only relevant problem of whether or not there
exists between various races adifferencein thelogical structure of mind. It
isprecisely thisthat the racists assert.

We may refer to what has been said in the preceding chapters about the
fundamental issues of the logical structure of mind and the categorial
principles of thought and action. Some additional observationswill suffice
to give the finishing stroke to racial polylogism and to any other brand of
polylogism.

The categories of human thought and action are neither arbitrary products of
the human mind nor conventions. They are not outside of the universe and of
the course of cosmic events. They are biological facts and have a definite
functioninlifeand redlity. They areinstrumentsin man’sstrugglefor existence
and in his endeavors to adjust himsdf as much as possible to the rea state of
the universe and to remove uneasiness as much asit isin his power to do so.

13.Cf. L.G. Tirala, Rasse, Geist und Seele (Munich, 1935), pp. 190 ff.
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They are therefore appropriate to the structure of the external world and
reflect properties of theworld and of reality. They work, and arein thissense
true and valid.

It is consequently incorrect to assert that aprioristic insight and pure
reasoning do not convey any information about reality and the structure of
theuniverse. Thefundamental logical relationsand the categoriesof thought
and action are the ultimate source of al human knowledge. They are
adequate to the structure of reality, they revea this structure to the human
mind and, in this sense, they are for man basic ontological facts.** We do
not know what a superhuman intellect may think and comprehend. For man
every cognition is conditioned by the logical structure of his mind and
implied in this structure. It is precisely the satisfactory results of the
empirical sciences and their practical application that evidence this truth.
Within the orbit in which human action is able to attain ends aimed at there
isno room left for agnosticism.

If there had been races which had developed a different logical structure
of the mind, they would have failed in the use of reason as an aid in the
strugglefor existence. Theonly meansfor survival that could have protected
them against extermination would have been their instinctive reactions.
Natural selection would have eliminated those specimens of such races that
tried to employ reasoning for the direction of their behavior. Thoseindivid-
uals alone would have survived that relied upon instincts only. This means
that only those would have had a chance to survive that did not rise above
the mental level of animals.

The scholars of the West have amassed an enormous amount of materid
concerning the high civilizations of Chinaand Indiaand the primitive civiliza-
tions of the Adatic, American, Augtraian, and African aborigines. It issafeto
say that all that isworth knowing about the ideas of these races is known. But
never has any supporter of polylogism tried to use these data for a description
of the alegedly different logic of these peoplesand civilizations.

5. Polylogism and Understanding

Some supporters of the tenets of Marxism and racism interpret the
epistemological teachings of their partiesin apeculiar way. They are ready
to admit that the logical structure of mind is uniform for all races, nations,
and classes. Marxism or racism, they assert, never intended to deny this

14. Cf. MorrisR. Cohen, Reason and Nature (New Y ork, 1931), pp. 202-205;
A Prefaceto Logi (New York, 1944), pp. 42-44, 54-56, 92, 180-187.
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undeniable fact. What they really wanted to say was that historical under-
standing, aesthetic empathy, and value judgments are conditioned by a
man’ sbackground. It isobviousthat thisinterpretation cannot be supported
on the basis of the writings of the champions of polylogism. However, it
must be analyzed as a doctrine of its own.

There is no need to emphasize again that a man’s value judgments and
his choice of ends reflect hisinborn bodily features and all the vicissitudes
of hislife® Butitisafar cry from the acknowledgment of this fact to the
belief that racial inheritance or class affiliation ultimately determines judg-
ments of value and the choice of ends. The fundamental discrepanciesin
world view and patterns of behavior do not correspondto differencesinrace,
nationality, or class affiliation.

There is hardly any greater divergence in value judgments than that
between ascetics and those eager to enjoy life lightheartedly. An unbridge-
able gulf separates devout monks and nuns from the rest of mankind. But
there have been people dedicated to the monkish ideals among all races,
nations, classes, and castes. Some of them were sons and daughters of kings
and wealthy noblemen, others were beggars. St. Francis, Santa Clara, and
their ardent followers were natives of Itay, whose other inhabitants cannot be
described asweary of temporal things. Puritanismwas Anglo-Saxon, but sowas
the lasciviousness of the British under the Tudors, the Stuarts, and the
Hanoverians. Thenineteenth century’ soutstanding champion of asceticismwas
Count Leo Tolstoy, a weadlthy member of the profligate Russian aristocracy.
Tolstoy saw the pith of the philosophy he attacked embodied in Beethoven's
Kreutzer Sonata, a magterpiece of the son of extremey poor parents.

It is the same with aesthetic values. All races and nations have had both
classic and romantic art. With all their ardent propagandathe Marxianshave
not succeeded in bringing about a specifically proletarian art or literature.
The “proletarian” writers, painters, and musicians have not created new
styles and have not established new aesthetic values. What characterizes
them is solely their tendency to call everything they detest “ bourgeois’ and
everything they like “ proletarian.”

Historical understanding both of the historian and of the acting man
always reflects the persondlity of its author.® But if the historian and the
politician areimbued with the desirefor truth, they will never let themselves
be deluded by party bias, provided they are efficient and not inept. It is

15. Cf. above, pp. 46-47.
16. Cf. above, pp. 57-58.
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immaterial whether a historian or a politician considers the interference of
a certain factor beneficial or detrimental. He cannot derive any advantage
from underrating or overrating the relevance of one of the operating factors.
Only clumsy would-be historians believe that they can serve their cause by
distortion.

Thisis no less true of the statesman’s understanding. What use could a
champion of Protestantism derive from misunderstanding the tremendous
power and prestige of Catholicism, or aliberal from misunderstanding the
relevance of socialist ideas? In order to succeed a politician must seethings
asthey are; whoever indulges in wishful thinking will certainly fail. Judg-
ments of relevance differ from judgments of value in that they aim at the
appraisal of a state of affairs not dependent on the author’s arbitrariness.
They are colored by their author’s personality and can therefore never be
unanimously agreed upon by all people. But here again we must raise the
question: What advantage could arace or classderivefrom an “ideological”
distortion of understanding?

As has already been pointed out, the serious discrepanciesto befound in
historical studiesare an outcome of differencesin thefield of the nonhistor-
ical sciences and not in various modes of understanding.

Today many historians and writers are imbued with the Marxian
dogma that the realization of the socialist plans is both unavoidable and
the supreme good, and that the labor movement is entrusted with the
historical mission of accomplishing this task by a violent overthrow of
the capitalistic system. Starting from this tenet, they take it as a matter
of course that the parties of the “Left,” the elect, in the pursuit of their
policies, should resort to acts of violence and to murder. A revolution
cannot be consummated by peaceful methods. It is not worthwhile to
dwell upon such trifles as the butchering of the four daughters of the last
Tsar, of Leon Trotsky, of tens of thousands of Russian bourgeois and so
on. “You can’t make an omelet without breaking eggs’; why explicitly
mention the eggs broken? But, of course, it is different if one of those
assailed ventures to defend himself or even to strike back. Few only
mention the acts of sabotage, destruction, and violence committed by
strikers. But all authors enlarge upon the attempts of the companies to
protect their property and thelivesof their employeesand their customers
against such onslaughts.

Such discrepancies are due neither to judgments of value nor to differ-
ences in understanding. They are the outcome of antagonistic theories of
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economic and historical evolution. If thecoming of socialismisunavoidable
and can be achieved only by revolutionary methods, murders committed by
the “progressives’ are minor incidents of no significance. But the self-de-
fense and counterattacks of the“ reactionaries’ which can possibly delay the
final victory of socialismareof thegreatest importance. They areremarkable
events, while the revolutionary acts are smply routine.

6. The Case for Reason

Judiciousrationalists do not pretend that human reason can ever make
man omniscient. They are fully aware of the fact that, however knowl-
edge may increase, there will always remain things ultimately given and
not liable to any further elucidation. But, they say, as far as man is able
to attain cognition, he must rely upon reason. The ultimate given is the
irrational. The knowable is, as far as it is known already, necessarily
rational. There is neither an irrational mode of cognition nor a science of
irrationality.

With regard to unsolved problems, various hypotheses are permissible
provided they do not contradict logic and theuncontested dataof experience.
But these are hypotheses only.

We do not know what causes the inborn differences in human abilities.
Scienceisat alossto explain why Newton and Mozart werefull of creative
genius and why most people are not. But it is by all means an unsatisfactory
answer to say that a genius owes his greatness to his ancestry or to hisrace.
Thequestionis precisely why such aman differsfrom hisbrothersand from
the other members of hisrace.

Itisalittle bit less faulty to attribute the great achievements of the white
race to racial superiority. Y et thisis no more than vague hypothesis which
isat variance with thefact that the early foundations of civilizationwerelaid
by peoples of other races. We cannot know whether or not at a later date
other races will supplant Western civilization.

However, such ahypothesis must be appraised on its own merits. It must
not be condemned beforehand because the racists base on it their postulate
that thereisanirreconcilable conflict between variousracia groupsand that
the superior races must enslave theinferior ones. Ricardo’slaw of associa-
tion has long since discarded this mistaken interpretation of the inequality
of men.’ Itisnonsensical tofi ght theracial hypothesis by negating obvious
facts. Itisvainto deny that up to now certain races have contributed nothing

17. See below, pp. 158-163.
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or very little to the development of civilization and can, in this sense, be
called inferior.

If somebody were eager to distill at any cost a grain of truth out of the
Marxian teachings, he could say that emotionsinfluence aman’sreasoning
very much. Nobody ever ventured to deny this obvious fact, and Marxism
cannot be credited with its discovery. But it is without any significance for
epistemology. There are many sources both of successand of error. Itisthe
task of psychology to enumerate and to classify them.

Envy isawidespread frailty. It is certain that many intellectuals envy
the higher income of prosperous businessmen and that these feelings
drive them toward socialism. They believe that the authorities of a
socialist commonwealth would pay them higher salaries than those that
they earn under capitalism But to prove the existence of this envy does
not relieve science of the duty of making the most careful examination
of the socialist doctrines. Scientists are bound to deal with every doctrine
as if its supporters were inspired by nothing else than the thirst for
knowledge. The various brands of polylogism substitute for a purely
theoretical examination of opposite doctrines the unmasking of the
background and the motives of their authors. Such a procedure is in-
compatible with the first principles of ratiocination.

It isapoor makeshift to dispose of atheory by referring to its historical
background, to the “spirit” of its time, to the material conditions of the
country of itsorigin, and to any personal qualities of itsauthors. A theory is
subject to the tribunal of reason only. The yardstick to be applied is always
theyardstick of reason. A theory iseither correct or incorrect. It may happen
that the present state of our knowledge doesnot allow adecisionwith regard
to its correctness or incorrectness. But a theory can never be valid for a
bourgeois or an Americanif itisinvalid for a proletarian or a Chinese.

If theMarxiansandtheracist wereright, it would beimpossibleto explain
why those in power are anxious to suppress dissenting theories and to
persecute their supporters. The very fact that there are intolerant govern-
mentsand political partiesintent upon outlawing and exterminating dissent-
ers, isaproof of the excellence of reason. It is not a conclusive proof of a
doctrine's correctness that its adversaries use the police, the hangman, and
violent mobstofightit. But it isaproof of thefact that those taking recourse
to violent oppression arein their subconsciousness convinced of the unten-
ability of their own doctrines.

It isimpossible to demonstrate the validity of the a priori foundations of
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logic and praxeology without referring to these foundations themselves.
Reason is an ultimate given and cannot be analyzed or questioned by itself.
Thevery existence of human reasonisanonrational fact. Theonly statement
that can be predicated with regard to reason is that it is the mark that
distinguishes man from animals and has brought about everything that is
specifically human.

To those pretending that man would be happier if he were to renounce
the use of reason and try to let himself be guided by intuition and instincts
only, no other answer can be given than an analysis of the achievements of
human society. I n describing the genesisand working of socia cooperation,
economics provides al the information required for an ultimate decision
between reason and unreason. If man reconsiders freeing himself from the
supremacy of reason, he must know what he will have to forsake.



IV. AFIRST ANALY SISOF THE CATEGORY OF ACTION

1. Ends and Means

THE result sought by an action is called its end, goal, or aim. One uses
thesetermsin ordinary speech also to signify intermediate ends, goals,
or aims; these are points which acting man wants to attain only because he
believesthat he will reach his ultimate end, goal or aim in passing beyond
them. Strictly speaking theend, goal, or aim of any actionisalwaystherelief
from afelt uneasiness.

A meansiswhat servesto the attainment of any end, goal, or aim. Means
arenot inthe given universe; inthisuniversethereexist only things. A thing
becomes ameans when human reason plansto employ it for the attainment
of some end and human action really employsit for this purpose. Thinking
man sees the serviceableness of things, i.e., their ability to minister to his
ends, and acting man makes them means. It is of primary importance to
realize that parts of the external world become means only through the
operation of the human mind and its offshoot, human action. External
objectsare as such only phenomena of the physical universe and the subject
matter of the natural sciences. It is human meaning and action which
transform them into means. Praxeology does not deal with the external
world. but with man’s conduct with regard to it. Praxeological reality is not
the physical universe, but man’s conscious reaction to the given state of this
universe. Economicsis not about things and tangible material objects; it is
about men, their meaningsand actions. Goods, commodities, and wealth and
all the other notions of conduct are not elements of nature; they are elements
of human meaning and conduct. He who wants to deal with them must not
look at the external world; he must search for them in the meaning of acting
men.

Praxeology and economics do not deal with human meaning and action
asthey should be or would beif all menwereinspired by an absolutely valid
philosophy and equipped with a perfect knowledge of technology. For such
notions as absolute validity and omniscience there is no room in the frame
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of ascience whose subject matter iserring man. An end iseverything which
men aim at. A meansis everything which acting men consider as such.

It is the task of scientific technology and therapeutics to explode errors
in their respective fields. It is the task of economics to expose erroneous
doctrinesin thefield of social action. But if men do not follow the advice of
science, but cling to their fallacious prejudices, these errors are reality and
must be dealt with as such. Economists consider foreign exchange control
asinappropriate to attain the ends aimed at by those who take recoursetoit.
However, if public opinion does not abandon its delusions and governments
consequently resort to foreign exchange control, the course of events is
determined by this attitude. Present-day medicine considers the doctrine of
the therapeutic effects of mandrake as a fable. But as long as people took
this fable as truth, mandrake was an economic good and prices were paid
for itsacquisition. Indealing with priceseconomicsdoes not ask what things
are in the eyes of other people, but only what they are in the meaning of
thoseintent upon getting them. For it deal swithreal prices, paid and received
in real transactions, not with prices as they would be if men were different
from what they redlly are.

Means are necessarily always limited, i.e., scarce with regard to the
services for which man wants to use them. If this were not the case, there
would not be any action with regard to them. Where man is not restrained
by the insufficient quantity of things available, there is no need for any
action.

Itiscustomary to call the end the ultimate good and the means goods. In
applying thisterminology economists mainly used to think as technologists
and not as praxeologists. They differentiated between free goods and eco-
nomic goods. They called free goods those things which, being availablein
superfluous abundance, do not need to be economized. Such goods are,
however, not the object of any action. They aregeneral conditions of human
welfare; they are parts of the natural environment in which man lives and
acts. Only the economic goods are the substratum of action. They alone are
dealt with in economics.

Economic goods which in themselves are fitted to satisfy human wants
directly and whose servi cegbl eness does not depend on the cooperation of other
economic goods, are called consumers goodsor goods of thefirst order. Means
which can satisfy wants only indirectly when complemented by cooperation of
other goods are called producers goods or factors of production or goods of a
remoter or higher order. The services rendered by a producers' good consist
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in bringing about, by the cooperation of complementary producers goods,
aproduct. This product may be aconsumers’ good; it may be a producers
good which when combined with other producers' goodswill finally bring
about a consumers’ good. It is possible to think of the producers’ goods as
arranged in orders according to their proximity to the consumers' good for
whose production they can be used. Those producers good which are
nearest to the production of a consumers’ good are ranged in the second
order, and accordingly those which are used for the production of goods of
the second order in the third order and so on.

The purpose of such an arrangement of goods in ordersisto provide a
basis for the theory of value and prices of the factors of production. It will
be shown later how the val uation and the prices of thegoods of higher orders
are dependent on the valuation and the prices of the goods of lower orders
produced by their expenditure. The first and ultimate valuation of external
thingsrefersonly to consumers’ goods. All other thingsarevalued according
to the part they play in the production of consumers' goods.

It is therefore not necessary actually to arrange producers goods in
various orders from the second to the nth. It is no less superfluous to enter
into pedantic discussions of whether a concrete good hasto be called agood
of thelowest order or should rather be attributed to one of the higher orders.
Whether raw coffee beans or roast coffee beans or ground coffee or coffee
prepared for drinking or only coffee prepared and mixed with cream and
sugar are to be called a consumers' good ready for consumption is of no
importance. It is immaterial which manner of speech we adopt. For with
regard to the problem of valuation, al that we say about aconsumers' good
can be applied to any good of a higher order (except those of the highest
order) if we consider it as a product.

An economic good doesnot necessarily haveto beembodiedinatangible
thing. Nonmaterial economic goods are called services.

2. The Scale of Value

Acting man chooses between various opportunities offered for choice.
He prefers one alternative to others.

It is customary to say tha acting man has a scale of wants or valuesin his
mind when he arrangeshis actions. On the basisof such ascale he satisfieswhat
isof higher value, i.e,, hismore urgent wants, and leaves unsatisfied whet is of
lower vaue, i.e., what is aless urgent want. There is no objection to such a
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presentation of the state of affairs. However, one must not forget that the
scale of values or wants manifestsitself only in the reality of action. These
scales have no independent existence apart from the actual behavior of
individuals. The only source from which our knowledge concerning these
scalesisderivedisthe observation of aman’ sactions. Every actionisalways
in perfect agreement with the scale of values or wants because these scales
are nothing but an instrument for the interpretation of aman’s acting.

Ethical doctrines are intent upon establishing scales of value according
to which man should act but does not necessarily alwaysact. They claimfor
themselves the vocation of telling right from wrong and of advising man
concerning what he should aim at as the supreme good. They are normative
disciplinesaiming at the cognition of what ought to be. They are not neutral
with regardto facts; they judgethem from the point of view of freely adopted
standards.

Thisisnot theattitude of praxeol ogy and economics. They arefully aware
of thefact that the ultimate ends of human action arenot opento examination
from any absolute standard. Ultimate ends are ultimately given, they are
purely subjective, they differ with various people and with the same people
at various moments in their lives. Praxeology and economics deal with the
means for the attainment of ends chosen by the acting individuals. They do
not express any opinion with regard to such problems as whether or not
sybaritism is better than asceticism. They apply to the means only one
yardstick, viz., whether or not they are suitable to attain the ends at which
the acting individuals aim.

The notions of abnormality and perversity therefore have no place in
economics. It does not say that a man is perverse because he prefers the
disagreeable, thedetrimental, and the painful tothe agreeabl e, thebeneficial,
and the pleasant. It says only that he is different from other people; that he
likeswhat others detest; that he considers useful what others want to avoid;
that he takes pleasure in enduring pain which others avoid because it hurts
them. The polar notions normal and perverse can be used anthropol ogically
for the distinction between those who behave as most people do and
outsiders and atypical exceptions; they can be applied biologically for the
distinction between those whose behavior preserves the vita forces and
those whose behavior is self-destructive; they can be applied in an ethical
sense for the distinction between those who behave correctly and those who
act otherwise than they should. However, in the frame of a theoretical
science of human action, there is no room for such a distinction. Any
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examination of ultimate endsturnsout to be purely subjective and therefore
arbitrary.

Valueisthe importance that acting man attaches to ultimate ends. Only
to ultimate endsis primary and origina value assigned. Means are valued
derivatively according to their serviceablenessin contributing to the attain-
ment of ultimate ends. Their valuation is derived from the valuation of the
respective ends. They are important for man only as far as they make it
possible for him to attain some ends.

Vaueisnotintrinsic, it isnot in things. It is within us; it isthe way in
which man reacts to the conditions of his environment.

Neither isvaluein words and doctrines. It isreflected in human conduct.
It is not what a man or groups of men say about value that counts, but how
they act. The oratory of moralists and the pompousness of party programs
are significant as such. But they influence the course of human events only
asfar asthey really determine the actions of men.

3. The Scale of Needs

Notwithstanding al declarations to the contrary, the immense mgority of
men amfirg of dl a animprovement of thematerial conditions of well-being.
They want more and better food, better homesand clothes, and athousand other
amenities. They gtrive after abundance and health. Taking these goals asgiven,
applied physiology tries to determine what means are best suited to provide as
much sati faction as possible. It distinguishes, from thispoint of view, between
man's“real” needsandimaginary and spurious gppetites. It teaches people how
they should act and what they should aim at asa means.

The importance of such doctrinesis obvious. From his point of view the
physiologist is right in distinguishing between sensible action and action
contrary to purpose. Heisright in contrasting judicious methods of nourish-
ment from unwise methods. He may condemn certain modes of behavior as
absurd and opposed to “real” needs. However, such judgments are beside
the point for a science dealing with the reality of human action. Not what a
man should do, but what he does, counts for praxeology and economics.
Hygiene may beright or wrong in calling a cohol and nicotine poisons. But
economics must explain the prices of tobacco and liquor asthey are, not as
they would be under different conditions.

There is no room left in the field of economics for a scale of needs
different from the scale of values as reflected in man's actual behavior.
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Economics dealswith real man, weak and subject to error asheis, not with
ideal beings, omniscient and perfect as only gods could be.

4. Action as an Exchange

Action is an attempt to substitute a more satisfactory state of affairs for
a less satisfactory one. We call such a willfully induced alteration an
exchange. A less desirable condition is bartered for amore desirable. What
gratifies less is abandoned in order to attain something that pleases more.
That which is abandoned is called the price paid for the attainment of the
end sought. Thevalue of the price paid is called costs. Costsare equal to the
value attached to the satisfaction which one must forego in order to attain
theend aimed at.

The difference between the value of the price paid (the costs incurred)
and that of the goal attained iscalled gain or profit or net yield. Profitinthis
primary sense is purely subjective, it is an increase in the acting man’'s
happiness, it is a psychical phenomenon that can be neither measured nor
weighed. Thereis amore and aless in the removal of uneasiness felt; but
how much one satisfaction surpasses another one can only befelt; it cannot
be established and determined in an objective way. A judgment of value
doesnot measure, it arrangesin ascale of degrees, it grades. It isexpressive
of an order of preference and sequence, but not expressive of measure and
weight. Only the ordinal numbers can be applied to it, but not the cardinal
numbers.

It is vain to speak of any calculation of values. Calculation is possible
only with cardinal numbers. The difference between the valuation of two
states of affairs is entirely psychical and personal. It is not open to any
projection into the external world. It can be sensed only by the individual.
It cannot be communicated or imparted to any fellow man. Itisanintensive
magnitude.

Physiology and psychology have devel oped various methods by means
of which they pretend to have attained a substitute for the unfeasible
measurement of intensive magnitudes. There is no need for economics to
enter into an examination of these rather questionable makeshifts. Their
supporters themselves redlize that they are not applicable to value judg-
ments. But eveniif they were, they would not have any bearing on economic
problems. For economics deals with action as such, and not with the
psychical factsthat result in definite actions.

It happens again and again that an action does not attain the end sought.
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Sometimes the result, although inferior to the end aimed at, is still an
improvement when compared with the previous state of affairs; then there
isdtill aprofit, although asmaller one than that expected. But it can happen
that the action produces a state of affairs less desirable than the previous
state it was intended to alter. Then the difference between the valuation of
the result and the costs incurred is called loss.



V. TIME

1. Time asaPraxeological Factor

THE notion of change implies the notion of temporal sequence. A rigid,
eternally immutable universe would be out of time, but it would be
dead. The concepts of change and of time are inseparably linked together.
Action aimsat change and istherefore in the temporal order. Human reason
is even incapable of conceiving the ideas of timeless existence and of
timeless action.

He who acts distinguishes between the time before the action, the time
absorbed by the action, and the time after the action has been finished. He
cannot be neutral with regard to the lapse of time.

Logic and mathematics deal with an ideal system of thought. The rela-
tionsand implications of their system are coexistent and interdependent. We
may say as well that they are synchronous or that they are out of time. A
perfect mind could grasp them al in one thought. Man’s inability to
accomplish thismakesthinkingitself an action, proceeding step by stepfrom
the less satisfactory state of insufficient cognition to the more satisfactory
stateof better insight. But thetemporal order inwhich knowledgeisacquired
must not be confused with the logical simultaneity of all parts of an
aprioristic deductive system. Within such asystem the notions of anteriority
and consequence are metaphorical only. They do not refer to the system, but
toour action in grasping it. The system itself implies neither the category of
time nor that of causality. There is functiona correspondence between
elements, but thereis neither cause nor effect.

What distinguishes epistemologically the praxeological system from the
logical systemisprecisely that it impliesthe categories both of time and of
causality. The praxeological system too is aprioristic and deductive. As a
system it is out of time. But change is one of its elements. The notions of
sooner and later and of cause and effect areamong itsconstituents. Anterior-
ity and consequence are essential concepts of praxeol ogical reasoning. Soisthe
irreversibility of events. In theframe of the praxeological sysemany reference
tofunctional correspondenceisnolessmetaphorica and mideading thanisthe
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referenceto anteriority and consequencein theframe of thelogical wstem.1

2. Past, Present, and Future

Itisacting that providesman with thenotion of timeand makeshim aware
of theflux of time. Theidea of timeisapraxeological category.

Action is always directed toward the future; it is essentially and neces-
sarily always a planning and acting for a better future. Itsaim is always to
render future conditions more satisfactory than they would be without the
interference of action. The uneasiness that impelsaman to act is caused by
a dissatisfaction with expected future conditions as they would probably
develop if nothing were doneto alter them. In any case action can influence
only the future, never the present that with every infinitesimal fraction of a
second sinks down into the past. Man becomes conscious of time when he
plans to convert a less satisfactory present state into a more satisfactory
future state.

For contemplative meditation time is merely duration, “la durée pure,
dont I écoulement est continu, et ou |’ on passe, par gradations insensibles,
d’ un etat al’ autre: Continuité réellement vécue.” % The“now” of the present
is continually shifted to the past and is retained in the memory only.
Reflecting about the past, say the philosophers, man becomes aware of
time. However, it is not recollection that conveys to man the categories of
change and of time, but the will to improve the conditions of hislife.

Time aswe measureit by various mechanical devicesisaways past, and
time asthe philosophers use this concept is always either past or future. The
present is, from these aspects, nothing but an ideal boundary line separating
the past from the future. But from the praxeol ogical aspect thereis between
the past and the future areal extended present. Actionisas such in the real
present because it utilizes the instant and thus embodies its reali'[y.4 Later
retrospective reflection discerns in the instant passed away first of al the

1. In atreatise on economics there is no need to enter into adiscussion of the
endeavors to construct mechanics as an exiomatic system in which the concept
of function is substituted for that of cause and effect. It will be shown |ater that
axiomatic mechanics cannot serve asamodel for the treatment of the economic
system. Cf. below, pp. 353-357.

2. Henri Bergson, Matiére et mémoire (7th ed. Paris, 1911), p. 205.

3. Edmund Husserl, “Vorlesungen zur Phanomenologie des inneren
Zeitbewusstseins,” Jahrbuch Fi  Philosophie und Phénomenologische
Forschung, IX (1928), 391ff.; A. Schiitz, loc cit., pp. 45 ff.

4. "Ce que ' appelle mon présent, c'est mon attitute vis-&vix de I’avenir
immeédiat, ¢’ est action imminente." Bergson, op. cit., p. 152.
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action and the conditionswhichit offered to action. That which cannolonger
be done or consumed because the opportunity for it has passed away,
contrasts the past with the present. That which cannot yet be done or
consumed, because the conditions for undertaking it or the time for its
ripening have not yet come, contrasts the future with the past. The present
offers to acting opportunities and tasks for which it was hitherto too early
and for which it will be hereafter too late.

The present qua duration is the continuation of the conditions and
opportunities given for acting. Every kind of action requires special
conditions to which it must be adjusted with regard to the aims sought.
The concept of the present is therefore different for various fields of
action. It has no reference whatever to the various methods of measuring
the passing of time by spatial movements. The present encloses as much
of the time passed away as still is actual, i.e., of importance for acting.
The present contrasts itself, according to the various actions one hasin
view, with the Middle Ages, with the nineteenth century, with the past
year, month, or day, but no less with the hour, minute, or second just
passed away. If aman says: Nowadays Zeusis no longer worshipped, he
has apresent in mind other than that the motorcar driver who thinks: Now
itisstill too early to turn.

As the future is uncertain it always remains undecided and vague how
much of it we can consider as now and present. If aman had said in 1913:
At present—now—in Europe freedom of thought is undisputed, he would
have not foreseen that this present would very soon be a past.

3. The Economization of Time

Man is subject to the passing of time. He comes into existence, grows,
becomes old, and passes away. Histimeis scarce. He must economize it as
he economizes other scarce factors.

The economization of time has a peculiar character because of the
uniquenessand irreversibility of thetemporal order. Theimportance of these
facts manifestsitself in every part of the theory of action.

Only one fact must be stressed at this point. The economization of time
isindependent of the economization of economic goods and services. Even
intheland of Cockaigne man would be forced to economize time, provided
hewere not immortal and not endowed with eternal youth and indestructible
health and vigor. Although all his appetites could be satisfied immediately



102 HUMAN ACTION

without any expenditure of labor, he would have to arrange his time
schedule, as there are states of satisfaction which are incompatible and
cannot be consummated at the same time. For this man, too, time would be
scarce and subject to the aspect of sooner and later.

4. The Temporal Relation Between Actions

Two actions of an individual are never synchronous; their temporal
relation is that of sooner and later. Actions of various individuals can be
considered as synchronous only in the light of the physical methods for the
measurement of time. Synchronism is a praxeological notion only with
regard to the concerted efforts of various acting men.

A man’s individua actions succeed one another. They can never be
effected at the sameinstant; they can only follow one another in moreor less
rapid succession. There are actions which serve several purposes at one
blow. It would be misleading to refer to them as a coincidence of various
actions.

People have often failed to recognize the meaning of the term “scale
of value” and have disregarded the obstacles preventing the assumption
of synchronism in the various actions of an individual. They have
interpreted a man’s various acts as the outcome of a scale of value,
independent of these acts and preceding them, and of a previoudy
devised plan whose readlization they aim at. The scale of value and the
plan to which duration and immutability for a certain period of timewere
attributed, were hypostatized into the cause and motive of the various
individual actions. Synchronism which could not be asserted with regard
to various acts was then easily discovered in the scale of valueand inthe
plan. But this overlooks the fact that the scale of value is nothing but a
constructed tool of thought. The scale of value manifests itself only in
real acting; it can be discerned only from the observation of real acting.
It is therefore impermissible to contrast it with real acting and to use it
as ayardstick for the appraisal of real actions.

Itisnolessimpermissibleto differentiate between rational and allegedly
irrational acting onthebasisof acomparison of real actingwith earlier drafts
and plansfor future actions. It may be very interesting that yesterday goals
were set for today’s acting other than those really aimed at today. But

5. In order to avoid any possible misunderstanding it may well be expedient
to emphasize that this theorem has nothing at all to do with Einstein’s theorem
concerning the temporal relation of spatially distant events.
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yesterday’ s plans do not provide us with any more objective and nonarbi-
trary standard for the appraisal of today’s real acting than any other ideas
and norms.

The attempt has been made to attain the notion of anonrational action by
thisreasoning: If aispreferredtob and btoc, logically ashould be preferred
to c. Butif actually cis preferred to a, we are faced with a mode of acting
to which we cannot ascribe consistency and rationali'[y.6 This reasoning
disregardsthe fact that two acts of an individual can never be synchronous.
Ifinoneaction aispreferred to b and in another action bto ¢, it is, however
short the interval between the two actions may be, not permissible to
construct a uniform scale of value in which a precedes b and b precedes c.
Nor isit permissible to consider alater third action as coincident with the
two previous actions. All that the example proves is that value judgments
are not immutable and that therefore a scale of value, which is abstracted
from various, necessarily nonsynchronous actions of an individual, may be
self-contradictory.7

One must not confuse the logical concept of consistency (viz., absence
of contradiction) and the praxeological concept of consistency (viz., con-
stancy or clinging to the same principles). Logical consistency hasits place
only in thinking, constancy hasits place only in acting.

Constancy and rationality are entirely different notions. If one’sval-
uations have changed, unremitting faithfulness to the once espoused
principles of action merely for the sake of constancy would not be
rational but simply stubborn. Only in one respect can acting be constant:
in preferring the more valuable to the less valuable. If the valuations
change, acting must change al so. Faithfulness, under changed conditions,
to an old plan would be nonsensical. A logical system must be consistent
and free of contradictions because it implies the coexistence of all its
parts and theorems. I n acting, which is necessarily in the temporal order,
there cannot be any question of such consistency. Acting must be suited
to purpose, and purposefulness requires adjustment to changing condi-
tions.

Presence of mindisconsidered avirtuein acting man. A man haspresence
of mind if he has the ability to think and to adjust his acting so quickly that

6. Cf. Felix Kaufmann, “On the Subject-Matter of Economic Science,”
Economica, X111, 390.
7. Cf. P.H. Wicksteed, The Common Sense of Political Economy, ed. Robbins

(London, 1933), I, 32 ff.; L. Robbins, An Essay on the Nature and Sgnificance
of Economic Science (2d ed. London, 1935), pp. 91 ff.
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theinterval between the emergence of new conditions and the adaptation of
his actions to them becomes as short as possible. If constancy is viewed as
faithfulnessto aplan once designed without regard to changesin conditions,
then presence of mind and quick reaction arethe very opposite of constancy.

When the specul ator goesto the stock exchange, he may sketch adefinite
planfor his operations. Whether or not he clingsto this plan, hisactionsare
rational also in the sense which those eager to distinguish rationa acting
fromirrationa attributeto theterm “rational.” This speculator in the course
of the day may embark upon transactions which an observer, not taking into
account the changes occurring in market conditions, will not be able to
interpret as the outcome of constant behavior. But the speculator isfirmin
hisintention to make profitsand to avoid | osses. Accordingly he must adjust
his conduct to the change in market conditions and in his own judgment
concerning the future devel opment of pri ces®

However one twists things, one will never succeed in formulating the
notion of “irrational” action whose “irrationality” is not founded upon an
arbitrary judgment of value. L et us suppose that somebody has chosento act
inconstantly for no other purpose than for the sake of refuting the praxeo-
logical assertion that thereisnoirrational action. What happens hereisthat
aman aimsat apeculiar goal, viz., therefutation of apraxeological theorem,
and that he accordingly acts differently from what he would have done
otherwise. He has chosen an unsuitable meansfor the refutation of praxeol-
ogy, that isall.

8. Plans too, of course, may be self-contradictory. Sometimes their
contradictions may be the effect of mistaken judgment. But sometimes such
contradictions may beintentional and serve a definite purpose. If, for instance,
apublicized program of agovernment or apolitical party promises high prices
to the producers and at the same time low pricesto the consumers., the purpose
of suchan espousal of incompatiblegoa smay be demagogic. Thentheprogram,
the publicized plan, is self-contradictory; but the plan of its authorswho wanted
to attain adefinite end through the endorsement of incompatible aims and their
public announcement is free of any contradiction.



VI. UNCERTAINTY

1. Uncertainty and Acting

T HE uncertainty of the future is already implied in the very notion of
action. That man acts and that the future is uncertain are by no means
two independent matters. They are only two different modes of establishing
one thing.

We may assume that the outcome of all events and changesis uniquely
determined by eternal unchangeable laws governing becoming and devel-
opment in the whole universe. We may consider the necessary connection
and interdependence of al phenomena, i.e., their causal concatenation, as
the fundamental and ultimate fact. We may entirely discard the notion of
undetermined chance. But however that may be, or appear to the mind of a
perfect intelligence, the fact remainsthat to acting man the future is hidden.
If man knew the future, he would not have to choose and would not act. He
would belike an automaton, reacting to stimuli without any will of hisown.

Some philosophers are prepared to explode the notion of man’s will as
anillusionand self-deception because man must unwittingly behaveaccord-
ing to theinevitable laws of causality. They may beright or wrong from the
point of view of the prime mover or the cause of itself. However, from the
human point of view action isthe ultimate thing. We do not assert that man
is“free” in choosing and acting. Wemerely establishthefact that he chooses
and acts and that we are at aloss to use the methods of the natural sciences
for answering the question why he acts this way and not otherwise.

Natural science doesnot render thefuture predictable. It makesit possible
to foretell the results to be obtained by definite actions. But it leaves
unpredictable two spheres: that of insufficiently known natural phenomena
and that of human acts of choice. Our ignorance with regard to these two
spherestaintsall human actionswith uncertainty. Apodictic certainty isonly
within the orbit of the deductive system of aprioristic theory. The most that
can be attained with regard to reality is probability.

It is not the task of praxeology to investigate whether or not it is
permissible to consider as certain some of the theorems of the empirical
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natural sciences. This problem is without practical importance for praxeo-
logical considerations. At any rate, the theorems of physics and chemistry
havesuch ahigh degreeof probability that weareentitledto call them certain
for al practical purposes. We can practically forecast the working of a
machine constructed according to the rules of scientific technology. But the
construction of amachine is only a part in a broader program that aims at
supplying the consumers with the machin€e’ s products. Whether thiswas or
was not the most appropriate plan depends on the development of future
conditionswhich at the time of the plan’ s execution cannot be forecast with
certainty. Thus the degree of certainty with regard to the technological
outcome of themachine’ sconstruction, whatever it may be, doesnot remove
the uncertainty inherent in the whole action. Future needs and valuations,
the reaction of men to changes in conditions, future scientific and techno-
logical knowledge, futureideol ogiesand policies can never beforetold with
more than a greater or smaller degree of probability. Every action refersto
an unknown future. It isin this sense always arisky speculation.

The problems of truth and certainty concern the general theory of human
knowledge. The problem of probability, on the other hand, is a primary
concern of praxeology.

2. The Meaning of Probability

The treatment of probability has been confused by the mathematicians.
From the beginning there was an ambiguity in dealing with the calculus of
probability. When the Chevalier de Mere consulted Pascal on the problems
involved in the games of dice, the great mathematician should have frankly
told his friend the truth, namely, that mathematics cannot be of any use to
the gambler in agame of pure chance. Instead he wrapped his answer in the
symbolic language of mathematics. What could easily be explained in afew
sentences of mundane speech was expressed in a terminology which is
unfamiliar to theimmense mgjority and therefore regarded with reverential
awe. People suspected that the puzzling formulas contain some important
revelations, hiddentotheuninitiated; they got theimpressionthat ascientific
method of gambling exists and that the esoteric teachings of mathematics
provide a key for winning. The heavenly mystic Pascal unintentionally
became the patron saint of gambling. The textbooks of the calculus of
probability gratuitously propagandize for the gambling casinos precisely
because they are sealed books to the layman.

No less havoc was spread by the equivocations of the calculus of
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probability in the field of scientific research. The history of every branch
of knowledge records instances of the misapplication of the calculus of
probability which, as John Stuart Mill observed, made it “the real oppro-
brium of mathematics.” .

The problem of probable inference is much bigger than those problems
which constitutethe field of the cal culus of probability. Only preoccupation
with themathematical treatment could result inthe prejudi cethat probability
always means frequency.

A further error confused the problem of probability with the problem of
inductive reasoning asapplied by thenatural sciences. Theattempt to substitute
auniversa theory of probability for the category of causality characterizesan
abortive mode of philosophizing, very fashionable only afew years ago.

A statement is probable if our knowledge concerning its content isdeficient.
We do not know everything which would be required for a definite decison
between true and not true. But, on the other hand, we do know something about
it; we arein apostion to say more than simply non liquet or ignoramus.

There are two entirely different instances of probability; we may call
them class probability (or frequency probability) and case probability (or
the specific understanding of the sciences of human action). The field for
theapplication of theformer isthefield of thenatural sciences, entirely ruled
by causality; the field for the application of the latter is the field of the
sciences of human action, entirely ruled by teleology.

3. Class Probability

Class probability means: Weknow or assumeto know, with regardto the
problem concerned, everything about the behavior of awhole classof events
or phenomena; but about the actual singular events or phenomenawe know
nothing but that they are elements of this class.

We know, for instance, that there are ninety ticketsin alottery and that
fiveof themwill bedrawn. Thusweknow all about the behavior of thewhole
class of tickets. But with regard to the singular tickets we do not know
anything but that they are elements of this class of tickets.

We have acomplete table of mortality for adefinite period of the past in
adefinite area. If we assume that with regard to mortality no changes will
occur, wemay say that weknow everything about the mortality of thewhole
populationin question. But with regard to thelife expectancy of theindivid-

1. John Stuart Mill, A System of Logic Ratiocinative and Inductive (new
impression, London, 1936), p. 353.
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uals we do not know anything but that they are members of this class of
people.

For this defective knowledge the calculus of probability provides a
presentation in symbols of the mathematical terminology. It neither expands
nor deepens nor complementsour knowledge. It trangdlatesit into mathemat-
ical language. Its calculations repeat in algebraic formulas what we knew
beforehand. They do not lead to resultsthat would tell us anything about the
actual singular events. And, of course, they do not add anything to our
knowledge concerning the behavior of the whole class, as this knowledge
was aready perfect—or was considered perfect—at the very outset of our
consideration of the matter.

Itisaserious mistaketo believe that the calculus of probability provides
the gambler with any information which could remove or lessen the risk of
gambling. It is, contrary to popular fallacies, quite useless for the gambler,
asisany other mode of logical or mathematical reasoning. It is the charac-
teristic mark of gambling that it dealswith the unknown, with pure chance.
Thegambler’ shopesfor successarenot based on substantial considerations.
The nonsuperstitious gambler thinks: “ Thereisasdlight chance[or, in other
words: 'it isnot impossible’] that | may win; | am ready to put up the stake
required. | know very well that in putting it up | am behaving like afool.
But the biggest fools have the most luck. Anyway!”

Cool reasoning must show the gambler that he does not improve his
chances by buying two tickets instead of one of alottery in which the total
amount of the winnings is smaller than the proceeds from the sale of all
tickets. If he wereto buy all thetickets, he would certainly lose apart of his
outlay. Y et every lottery customer isfirmly convinced that it is better to buy
more tickets than less. The habitues of the casinos and slot machines never
stop. They do not give a thought to the fact that, because the ruling odds
favor the banker over the player, the outcome will the more certainly result
in aloss for them the longer they continue to play. The lure of gambling
consists precisely in its unpredictability and its adventurous vicissitudes.

Let us assume that ten tickets, each bearing the name of a different
man, are put into a box. One ticket will be drawn, and the man whose
name it bears will be liable to pay 100 dollars. Then an insurer can
promise to the loser full indemnification if he isin a position to insure
each of the ten for a premium of ten dollars. He will collect 100 dollars
and will have to pay the same amount to one of the ten. But if he wereto
insure one only of them at a rate fixed by the cal culus, he would embark
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not upon an insurance business, but upon gambling. He would substitute
himself for the insured. He would collect ten dollars and would get the
chance either of keeping it or of losing that ten dollars and ninety dollars
more.

If aman promisesto pay at the death of another man a definite sum and
charges for this promise the amount adequate to the life expectancy as
determined by the calculus of probability, heisnot aninsurer but agambler.
Insurance, whether conducted according to business principles or according
to the principle of mutuality, requiresthe insurance of awhole class or what
can reasonably be considered as such. Itsbasic ideais pooling and distribu-
tion of risks, not the cal culus of probability. Themathematical operationthat
it requires are the four elementary operations of arithmetic. The calculus of
probability is mere by-play.

Thisisclearly evidenced by thefact that the elimination of hazardousrisk
by pooling can a so be effected without any recourse to actuarial methods.
Everybody practicesit in hisdaily life. Every businessman includesin his
normal cost accounting the compensation for losses which regularly occur
in the conduct of affairs. “Regularly” meansin this context: The amount of
these losses is known as far as the whole class of the various items is
concerned. The fruit dealer may know, for instance, that one of every fifty
appleswill rot in this stock; but he does not know to which individual apple
thiswill happen. He dealswith such losses as with any other item in the bill
of costs.

The definition of the essence of class probability as given aboveis the
only logically satisfactory one. It avoidsthe crude circularity implied in all
definitionsreferring to the equiprobability of possible events. In stating that
we know nothing about actual singular events except that they are elements
of aclassthe behavior of whichisfully known, thisviciouscircleisdisposed
of. Moreover, it is superfluousto add afurther condition called the absence
of any regularity in the sequence of the singular events.

The characteristic mark of insurance isthat it deals with the whole class
of events. Aswe pretend to know everything about the behavior of thewhole
class, there seems to be no specific risk involved in the conduct of the
business.

Neither is there any specific risk in the business of the keeper of a
gambling bank or in the enterprise of alottery. From the point of view of
the lottery enterprise the outcome is predictable, provided that al tickets
have been sold. If sometickets remain unsold, the enterpriser isin the same
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position with regard to them as every buyer of aticket iswith regard to the
tickets he bought.

4. Case Probability

Case probability means: Weknow, withregard to aparticular event, some
of the factors which determineits outcome; but there are other determining
factors about which we know nothing.

Case praobability has nothing in common with class probability but the
incompleteness of our knowledge. In every other regard thetwo areentirely
different.

There are, of course, many instances in which men try to forecast
particular future event on the basis of their knowledge about the behavior
of theclass. A doctor may determine the chancesfor the full recovery of his
patient if he knowsthat 70 per cent of those afflicted with the same disease
recover. If he expresses his judgment correctly, he will not say more than
that the probability of recovery is0.7, that is, that out of ten patientsnot more
than three on the average die. All such predictions about external events,
i.e., eventsinthefield of the natural sciences, are of thischaracter. They are
in fact not forecasts about the issue of the case in question, but statements
about the frequency of the various possible outcomes. They are based either
on statistical information or simply on the rough estimate of the frequency
derived from nonstatistical experience.

So far as such types of probable statements are concerned, we are not
faced with case probability. In fact we do not know anything about the case
in question except that it is an instance of a class the behavior of which we
know or think we know.

A surgeon tells a patient who considers submitting himself to an operation
that thirty out of every hundred undergoing such an operation die. If the patient
asks whether this number of deathsis aready full, he has misunderstood the
sense of the doctor’ s statement. He has fallen prey to the error known as the
“gambler’sfdlacy.” Like the roulette player who concludesfrom arun of ten
red in succession that the probability of the next turn being black isnow greater
than it was before the run, he confuses case probability with class probability.

All medical prognoses, when based only on general physiological
knowledge, deal with class probability. A doctor who hears that a man
he does not know has been seized by a definite illness will, on the basis
of his general medical experience, say: Hischancesfor recovery are7to 3.
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If the doctor himself treatsthe patient, he may have adifferent opinion. The
patient isayoung, vigorous man; hewasin good health before he wastaken
with the illness. In such cases, the doctor may think, the mortality figures
are lower; the chances for this patient are not 7:3, but 9:1. The logical
approach remains the same, although it may be based not on a collection of
statistical data, but simply on a more or less exact resume of the doctor’s
own experience with previous cases. What the doctor knowsis aways only
the behavior of classes. In our instance the class is the class of young,
vigorous men seized by theillnessin question.

Case probability is a particular feature of our dealing with problems of
human action. Here any reference to frequency is inappropriate, as our
statements always deal with unique eventswhich as such—i.e., with regard
to the problem in question—are not members of any class. We can form a
class “American presidential elections.” This class concept may prove
useful or even necessary for various kinds of reasoning, as, for instance, for
atreatment of the matter from the viewpoint of constitutional law. But if we
are dealing with the election of 1944—either, before the election, with its
future outcome or, after the election, with an analysis of the factors which
determined the outcome—we are grappling with an individual, unique, and
nonrepeatable case. The case is characterized by its unique merits, it isa
classby itself. All the marks which makeit permissible to subsumeit under
any class areirrelevant for the problem in question.

Two football teams, the Blues and the Y ellows, will play tomorrow. In
the past the Blues have aways defeated the Y ellows. Thisknowledgeis not
knowledge about a class of events. If we were to consider it as such, we
would have to conclude that the Blues are always victorious and that the
Y ellows are always defeated. We would not be uncertain with regard to the
outcome of the game. We would know for certain that the Blues will win
again. The mere fact that we consider our forecast about tomorrow’ s game
as only probable shows that we do not argue this way.

On the other hand, we believe that the fact that the Blues were victorious
inthepast isnot immateria with regard to the outcome of tomorrow’ sgame.
Weconsider it asafavorable prognosisfor the repeated success of the Blues.
If wewereto argue correctly according to the reasoning appropriateto class
probability, we would not attach any importance to thisfact. If we were not
to resist the erroneous conclusion of the “ gambler’ sfallacy,” we would, on
the contrary, argue that tomorrow’s game will result in the success of the
Yellows.
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If we risk some money on the chance of one team’ s victory, the lawyers
would qualify our action as a bet. They would call it gambling if class
probability were involved.

Everything that outsidethefield of classprobability iscommonly implied
in the term probability refers to the peculiar mode of reasoning involved in
dealing with historical uniqueness or individuality, the specific understand-
ing of the historical sciences.

Understanding is aways based on incomplete knowledge. We may
believe we know the motives of the acting men, the endsthey areaiming at,
and the means they plan to apply for the attainment of these ends. We have
adefiniteopinionwith regardto the effectsto be expected fromthe operation
of these factors. But this knowledge is defective. We cannot exclude
beforehand the possibility that we have erred in the appraisal of their
influence or have failed to take into consideration some factors whose
interference we did not foresee at all, or not in a correct way.

Gambling, engineering, and speculating are three different modes of
dealing with the future.

The gambler knows nothing about the event on which the outcome of his
gambling depends. All that heknowsisthefrequency of afavorableoutcome
of aseries of such events, knowledge which is useless for his undertaking.
He trusts to good luck, that is his only plan.

Lifeitself is exposed to many risks. At any moment it is endangered by
disastrous accidents which cannot be controlled, or at least not sufficiently.
Every man bankson good luck. He countsupon not being struck by lightning
and not being bitten by aviper. There is an element of gambling in human
life. Man can remove some of the chrematistic consequences of such
disastersand accidentsby taking out insurance policies. In doing so hebanks
upon the opposite chances. On the part of the insured the insurance is
gambling. His premiums were spent in vain if the disaster does not oceur.?
With regard to noncontrollable natural events man isawaysin the position
of agambler.

The engineer, on the other hand, knows everything that is needed for a
technologically satisfactory solution of his problem, the construction of a
machine. As far as some fringes of uncertainty are left in his power to
control, he tries to eliminate them by taking safety margins. The engineer

2. In life insurance the insured’s stake spent in vain consists only in the
difference between the amount collected and the amount he could have
accumulated by saving.
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knows only soluble problems and problems which cannot be solved under
the present state of knowledge. He may sometimes discover from adverse
experience that his knowledge was |ess complete than he had assumed and
that he failed to recognize the indeterminateness of some issues which he
thought he was able to control. Then he will try to render his knowledge
more complete. Of course he can never eliminate altogether the element of
gambling present in human life. But it ishis principleto operate only within
an orbit of certainty. He aims at full control of the elements of his action.

Itiscustomary nowadaysto speak of “ social engineering.” Likeplanning,
thisterm isasynonym for dictatorship and totalitarian tyranny. Theideais
to treat human beingsin the same way in which the engineer treats the stuff
out of which he builds bridges, roads, and machines. The social engineer’s
will isto be substituted for the will of the various people he plansto use for
the construction of hisutopia. Mankind isto be divided into two classes: the
almighty dictator, on the one hand, and the underlingswho areto be reduced
to the status of mere pawns in his plans and cogs in his machinery, on the
other. If thiswerefeasible, then of coursethesocial engineer would not have
to bother about understanding other people’s actions. He would be free to
deal with them as technology deals with lumber and iron.

In the real world acting man is faced with the fact that there are fellow
men acting on their own behalf as he himself acts. The necessity to adjust
his actions to other people's actions makes him a speculator for whom
success and failure depend on his greater or lesser ability to understand the
future. Every action is speculation. Thereisin the course of human events
no stability and consequently no safety.

5. Numerical Evaluation of Case Probability

Case probability is not open to any kind of numerical evaluation. What
iscommonly considered as such exhibits, when more closely scrutinized, a
different character.

On the eve of the 1944 presidentia election people could have said:

(a) | am ready to bet three dollars against one that Roosevelt will be
elected.

(b) I guessthat out of thetotal amount of electors45 millionswill exercise
their franchise, 25 millions of whom will vote for Roosevelt.

(c) | estimate Roosevelt’'s chancesas9to 1.
(d) I am certain that Roosevelt will be elected.
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Statement (d) is obvioudly inexact. If asked under oath on the witness
stand whether heis as certain about Roosevelt’ s future victory as about the
fact that a block of ice will melt when exposed to a temperature of 150
degrees, our man would have answered no. He would have rectified his
statement and would have declared: | am personally fully convinced that
Roosevelt will carry on. That is my opinion. But, of course, this is not
certainty, only theway | understand the conditions involved.

Thecase of statement (a) issimilar. Thisman believed that herisked very
little when laying such a wager. The relation 3:1 is the outcome of the
interplay of two factors: the opinion that Roosevelt will be elected and the
man’ s propensity for betting.

Statement (b) isan evaluation of the outcome of theimpending event. Its
figures refer not to a greater or smaller degree of probability, but to the
expected result of thevoting. Such astatement may be based on asystematic
investigation like the Gallup poll or simply on estimates.

Itisdifferent with statement (c). Thisisaproposition about the expected
outcome couched in arithmetical terms. It certainly does not mean that out
of ten cases of the same type nine are favorable for Roosevelt and one
unfavorable. It cannot have any referenceto class probability. But what el se
can it mean?

It is a metaphorical expression. Most of the metaphors used in daily
speech imaginatively identify an abstract object with another object that can
be apprehended directly by the senses. Y et thisis not a necessary feature of
metaphorical language, but merely a consequence of the fact that the
concreteisasarule morefamiliar to usthan the abstract. As metaphorsaim
at an explanation of something which isless well known by comparing it
with something better known, they consist for the most part in identifying
something abstract with a better-known concrete. The specific mark of our
case is that it is an attempt to elucidate a complicated state of affairs by
resorting to an analogy borrowed from a branch of higher mathematics, the
calculus of probability. Asit happens, this mathematical disciplineis more
popular than the analysis of the epistemological nature of understanding.

There is no use in applying the yardstick of logic to a critique of
metaphorical language. Analogies and metaphors are always defective and
logically unsatisfactory. It is usual to search for the underlying tertium
comparationis. But even thisis not permissible with regard to the metaphor
we are dealing with. For the comparison is based on a conception which is
in itself faulty in the very frame of the calculus of probability, namely the
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gambler’sfallacy. In asserting that Roosevelt’'s chances are 9:1, the ideais
that Rooseveltisin regard to theimpending el ection in the position of aman
who owns 90 per cent of al tickets of alottery in regard to thefirst prize. It
isimpliedthat thisratio 9:1 tell sus something substantial about the outcome
of the unique casein which we areinterested. Thereisno need to repeat that
thisis amistaken idea.

No less impermissible is the recourse to the calculus of probability in
dealing with hypothesesin the field of the natural sciences. Hypotheses are
tentative explanations consciously based on logically insufficient argu-
ments. With regard to them al that can be asserted is: The hypothesis does
or doesnot contradict either logical principlesor the facts asexperimentally
established and considered as true. In the first case it is untenable, in the
second caseit is—under the present state of our experimental knowledge—not
untenable. (The intendty of persond conviction is purdy subjective.) Neither
frequency probability nor historical understanding entersinto the matter.

The term hypothesis, applied to definite modes of understanding histor-
ica events, is a misnomer. If a historian asserts that in the fall of the
Romanoff dynasty thefact that thishousewas of German background played
arelevant role, he does not advance a hypothesis. The facts on which his
understanding is founded are beyond question. There was a widespread
animosity against Germansin Russia, and the ruling line of the Romanoffs,
having for 200 years intermarried exclusively with scions of families of
German descent, was viewed by many Russians as a germanized family,
even by those who assumed that Tsar Paul was not the son of Peter I11. But
the question remains what the relevance of these facts was in the chain of
events which brought about the dethronement of this dynasty. Such problems
are not open to any elucidation other than that provided by understanding.

6. Betting, Gambling, and Playing Games

A bet is the engagement to risk money or other things against another
man on the result of an event about the outcome of which we know only so
much as can be known on the ground of understanding. Thus people may
bet on the result of an impending election or a tennis match. Or they may
bet on whose opinion concerning the content of a factual assertion is right
and whose iswrong.

Gambling is the engagement to risk money or other things against another
man on the result of an event about which we do not know anything more than
isknown ontheground of knowledge concerning the behavior of thewholeclass.
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Sometimes betting and gambling are combined. The outcome of horse
racing depends both on human action—on the part of the owner of the horse,
thetrainer, and the jockey—and on nonhuman factors—the qualities of the
horse. Most of those risking money on the turf are simply gamblers. But the
expertsbelieve they know something by understanding the peopleinvolved;
as far as this factor influences their decision they are betters. Furthermore
they pretend to know the horses; they make a prognosis on the ground of
their knowledge about the behavior of the classes of horses to which they
assign the various competing horses. So far they are gamblers.

Later chapters of this book dea with the methods business applies in
handling the problem of the uncertainty of the future. On this point of our
reasoning only one more observation must be made.

Embarking upon games can be either an end or a means. It is an end for
peoplewhoyearnfor thestimul ation and excitement withwhich thevicissitudes
of agame provide them, or whose vanity isflattered by the display of their skill
and superiority in playing a game which requires cunning and expertness. Itis
ameans for professionals who want to make money by winning.

Playing agame can therefore be called an action. But it isnot permissibleto
reversethisstatement and to call every action agame or to deal with all actions
asif they were games. The immediate aim in playing a game is to defeat the
partner according to the rules of the game. Thisisapeculiar and specia case of
acting. Mogt actions do not aim at anybody’s defeat or loss. They aim at an
improvement in conditions. It can happen that this improvement is atained a
some other men’ sexpense. But thisis certainly not alwaysthecase. It is, to put
it mildly, certainly not the case within the regular operation of asocia system
based on the division of labor.

Thereisnot the slightest anal ogy between playing games and the conduct
of business within a market society. The card player wins money by
outsmarting his antagonist. The businessman makes money by supplying
customers with goods they want to acquire. There may exist an analogy
between the strategy of acard player and that of abluffer. Thereisno need
to investigate this problem. He who interprets the conduct of business as
trickery ison the wrong path.

The characteristic feature of games is the antagonism of two or more
players or groups of pl ayers.3 The characteristic feature of business within

3. "Patience" or “Solitaire” is not aone-person game, but a pastime, ameans
of escaping boredom. It certainly does not represent a pattern for what is going
on in a communistic society, as John von Neumann and Oscar Morgenstern
(Theory of Games and Economic Behavior [Princeton, 1944], p. 86) assert.
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asociety, i.e., within an order based on the division of labor, is concord in
the endeavors of its members. As soon as they begin to antagonize one
another, atendency toward socia disintegration emerges.

Within the frame of a market economy competition does not involve
antagonism in the sense in which this term is applied to the hostile clash
of incompatibleinterests. Competition, it istrue, may sometimes or even
often evokein the competitorsthose passions of hatred and malice which
usually accompany the intention of inflicting evil on other people.
Psychol ogists are therefore prone to confuse combat and competition.
But praxeology must beware of such artificial and misleading difference
between catall actic competition and combat. Competitors aim at excel-
lence and preeminence in accomplishments within a system of mutual
cooperation. The function of competition is to assign to every member
of asocia system that position in which he can best serve the whole of
society and all itsmembers. It isamethod of sel ecting the most able man
for each performance. Where there is social cooperation, there some
variety of selection must be applied. Only where the assignment of
variousindividualsto varioustasksis effected by the dictator’ sdecisions
alone and the individual s concerned do not aid the dictator by endeavors
to represent their own virtues and abilitiesin the most favorablelight, is
there no competition.

Wewill havetodeal at alater stage of our investigationswith thefunction
of competiti on.* At this point we must only emphasize that it is misleading
to apply the terminology of mutual extermination to the problems of mutual
cooperation asit workswithinasociety. Military termsareinappropriatefor
the description of business operations. It is, e.g., abad metaphor to speak of
the conquest of amarket. Thereisno conquest inthefact that onefirm offers
better or cheaper productsthan itscompetitors. Only in ametaphorical sense
isthere strategy in business operations.

7. Praxeological Prediction

Praxeological knowledge makes it possible to predict with apodictic
certainty the outcome of various modes of action. But, of course, such
prediction can never imply anything regarding quantitative matters. Quan-
titative problemsarein thefield of human action opentono other elucidation
than that by understanding.

4. Seebelow, pp. 273-277.
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Wecan predict, aswill beshown later, that—other things being equal—a
fall inthe demand for a will result in adrop in the price of a. But we cannot
predict the extent of this drop. This question can be answered only by
understanding.

The fundamental deficiency implied in every quantitative approach to
economic problems consists in the neglect of the fact that there are no
constant relations between what are called economic dimensions. Thereis
neither constancy nor continuity in the valuations and in the formation of
exchange ratios between various commodities. Every new datum brings
about areshuffling of the whole price structure. Understanding, by trying
to grasp what is going on in the minds of the men concerned, can
approach the problem of forecasting future conditions. We may call
its methods unsatisfactory and the positivists may arrogantly scorn it.
But such arbitrary judgments must not and cannot obscure the fact that
understanding is the only appropriate method of dealing with the uncer-
tainty of future conditions.



VII. ACTION WITHIN THEWORLD

1. The Law of Marginal Utility

ACTION sortsand grades; originally it knows only ordinal numbers, not
cardinal numbers. But the external world to which acting man must
adjust his conduct is aworld of quantitative determinateness. In thisworld
there exist quantitative relations between cause and effect. If it were other-
wise, if definite things could render unlimited services, such things would
never be scarce and could not be dealt with as means.

Acting man values things as means for the removal of his uneasiness.
Fromthepoint of view of the natural sciencesthevariouseventswhichresult
in satisfying human needs appear asvery different. Acting man seesin these
eventsonly amoreor alessof thesamekind. Invaluing very different states
of satisfaction and the meansfor their attainment, man arrangesall thingsin
one scale and sees in them only their relevance for an increase in his own
satisfaction. The satisfaction derived from food and that derived from the
enjoyment of awork of art are, in acting man’s judgment, amore urgent or
aless urgent need; valuation and action place them in one scale of what is
more intensively desired and what is less. For acting man there exists
primarily nothing but various degrees of relevance and urgency with regard
to his own well-being.

Quantity and quality are categories of the external world. Only indirectly
do they acquireimportance and meaning for action. Becauseevery thing can
only produce a limited effect, some things are consider scarce and treated
asmeans. Because the effectswhich things are ableto produce are different,
acting man distinguishes various classes of things. Because means of the
same quantity and quality are apt alwaysto produce the same quantity of an
effect of the same quality, action does not differentiate between concrete
definite quantities of homogeneous means. But this does not imply that it
attaches the same value to the various portions of asupply of homogeneous
means. Each portion is valued separately. To each portion its own rank in
the scale of value is assigned. But these orders of rank can be ad libitum
interchanged among the various portions of the same magnitude.
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If acting man has to decide between two or more means of different
classes, he grades the individual portions of each of them. He assignsto
each portion itsspecial rank. In doing so he need not assign to the various
portions of the same means orders of rank which immediately succeed
one another.

Theassignment of ordersof rank through valuationisdoneonly inacting
and through acting. How great the portions are to which a single order of
rank is assigned depends on the individual and unique conditions under
which man acts in every case. Action does not deal with physical or
metaphysical unitswhich it valuesin an abstract academic way; itisaways
faced with alternatives between which it chooses. The choice must always
be made between definite quantities of means. It is permissible to call the
smallest quantity which can be the object of such adecision aunit. But one
must guard oneself against the error of assuming that the valuation of the
sum of such units is derived from the valuation of the units, or that it
represents the sum of the valuations attached to these units.

A man owns five units of commodity a and three units of commaodity b.
He attaches to the units of athe rank-orders 1, 2, 4, 7, and 8, to the units of
b the rank-orders 3, 5, and 6. This means: If he must choose between two
units of a and two units of b, hewill prefer to lose two units of a rather than
two unitsof b. But if he must choose between three units of a and two units
of b, hewill prefer to lose two units of b rather than three units of a. What
counts always and alonein valuing acompound of several unitsisthe utility
of this compound as a whole—i.e., the increment in well-being dependent
upon it or, what is the same, the impairment of well-being which its loss
must bring about. There are no arithmetical processes involved, neither
adding nor multiplying; thereisavaluation of the utility dependent upon the
having of the portion, compound, or supply in question.

Utility meansin this context simply: causal relevance for the removal of
felt uneasiness. Acting man believes that the services athing can render are
apt to improve his own well-being, and calls this the utility of the thing
concerned. For praxeology the term utility is tantamount to importance
attached to a thing on account of the belief that it can remove uneasiness.
The praxeological notion of utility (subjective use-value in the terminology
of the earlier Austrian economists) must be sharply distinguished from the
technological notion of utility (objectiveuse-valuein the terminology of the
same economists). Use-value in the objective sense is the relation between
a thing and the effect it has the capacity to bring about. It is to objective
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use-value that people refer in employing such terms as the “ heating value’
or “hesating power” of coal. Subjective use-valueisnot always based on true
objective use-value. There are things to which subjective use-value is
attached because people erroneously believe that they have the power to
bring about a desired effect. On the other hand there are things able to
produce a desired effect to which no use-value is attached because people
areignorant of thisfact.

Let uslook at the state of economic thought which prevailed on the eve
of the elaboration of the modern theory of value by Carl Menger, William
Stanly Jevons, and L eon Walras. Whoever wantsto construct an elementary
theory of value and prices must first think of utility. Nothing indeed ismore
plausiblethan to assumethat thingsare valued according to their utility. But
then adifficulty appears which presented to the older economistsaproblem
they failed to solve. They observed that things whose “ utility’ is greater are
valued lessthan other things of smaller utility. Ironisless appreciated than
gold. Thisfact seemsto be incompatible with a theory of value and prices
based on the concepts of utility and use-value. The economists believed that
they had to abandon such a theory and tried to explain the phenomena of
value and market exchange by other theories.

Only late did the economists discover that the apparent paradox was
the outcome of a vicious formulation of the problem involved. The
valuations and choices that result in the exchange ratios of the market do
not decide between gold and iron. Acting man is not in a position in
which he must choose between all the gold and all the iron. He chooses
at a definite time and place under definite conditions between a strictly
limited quantity of gold and a strictly limited quantity of iron. His
decision in choosing between 100 ounces of gold and 100 tons of iron
does not depend at all on the decision he would make if he were in the
highly improbable situation of choosing between all the gold and all the
iron. What counts alone for his actual choice is whether under existing
conditions he considers the direct or indirect satisfaction which 100
ounces of gold could give him as greater or smaller than the direct or
indirect satisfaction he could derive from 100 tons of iron. He does not
express an academic or philosophical judgment concerning the “abso-
lute” value of gold and of iron; he does not determine whether gold or
iron is more important for mankind; he does not perorate as an author of
books on the philosophy of history or on ethical principles. He simply
chooses between two sati sfactions both of which he cannot havetogether.
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To prefer and to set aside and the choices and decisions in which they
result are not acts of measurement. Action doesnot measure utility or value;
it chooses between alternatives. Thereis no abstract problem of total utility
or total value.X There is no ratiocinative operation which could lead from
the valuation of adefinite quantity or number of thingsto the determination
of the value of a greater or smaller quantity or number. There is no means
of calculating the total value of a supply if only the values of its parts are
known. Thereis no means of establishing the value of a part of asupply if
only thevalue of thetotal supply isknown. There arein the sphere of values
and valuations no arithmetical operations; there is no such thing as a
calculation of values. Thevaluation of thetotal stock of two thingscan differ
fromthevaluation of parts of these stocks. Anisolated man owning seven
cows and seven horses may value one horse higher than one cow and
may, when faced with the alternative, prefer to give up one cow rather
than one horse. But at the same time the same man, when faced with the
alternative of choosing between hiswhole supply of horsesand hiswhole
supply of cows, may prefer to keep the cows and to give up the horses.
The conceptsof total utility and total value are meaninglessif not applied
to a situation in which people must choose between total supplies. The
question whether gold as such and iron as such is more useful and
valuable is reasonable only with regard to a situation in which mankind
or an isolated part of mankind must choose between all the gold and all
theiron available.

Thejudgment of value refers only to the supply with which the concrete
act of choiceis concerned. A supply is ex definitione always composed of
homogeneous parts each of which is capable of rendering the same services
as, and of being substituted for, any other part. It isthereforeimmaterial for
the act of choosing which particular part formsits object. All parts—units-
—of the available stock are considered as equally useful and valuableif the
problem of giving up one of them israised. If the supply decreased by
the loss of one unit, acting man must decide anew how to use the various
units of the remaining stock. It is obvious that the smaller stock cannot
render al the services the greater stock could. That employment of the
various units which under this new disposition is no longer provided
for, wasin the eyes of acting man the least urgent employment among

1. Itisimportant to note that this chapter does not deal with prices or market
values, but with subjective use-value. Prices are derivative of subjective
use-value. Cf. below, Chapter XVI.
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al those for which he had previoudly assigned the various units of the
greater stock. The satisfaction which he derived from the use of one unit for
this employment was the smallest among the satisfactions which the units
of the greater stock had rendered to him. Itisonly the value of this marginal
satisfaction on which he must decide if the question of renouncing one unit
of thetotal stock comes up. When faced with the problem of the valueto be
attached to one unit of a homogeneous supply, man decides on the basis of
thevalueof theleast important use he makes of the unitsof thewholesupply;
he decides on the basis of marginal utility.

If aman is faced with the alternative of giving up either one unit of his
supply of aor one unit of hissupply of b, he does not comparethetotal value
of histotal stock of a with thetotal value of hisstock of b. He comparesthe
marginal values both of a and of b. Although he may value the total supply
of ahigher than the total supply of b, the marginal value of b may be higher
than the marginal value of a.

The same reasoning holds good for the question of increasing the avail-
able supply of any commodity by the acquisition of an additional definite
number of units.

For the description of these facts economics does not need to employ the
terminology of psychology. Neither doesit need to resort to psychological
reasoning and arguments for proving them. If we say that the acts of choice
do not depend on the value attached to a whole class of wants, but on that
attached to the concrete wantsin question irrespective of the classin which
they may be reckoned, we do not add anything to our knowledge and do not
trace it back to some better-known or more general knowledge. This mode
of speaking in terms of classes of wants becomes intelligible only if we
remember therole played in the history of economic thought by the alleged
paradox of vaue. Carl Menger and Bohm-Bawerk had to make use of the
term “class of wants’ in order to refute the objections raised by those who
considered bread as such more valuable than silk because the class “want
of nourishment” is more important than the class “want of luxurious cloth-
ing.”2 Today the concept “class of wants’ is entirely superfluous. It hasno
meaning for action and thereforenonefor thetheory of value; itis, moreover,
liable to bring about error and confusion. Construction of concepts and
classification are mental tools; they acquire meaning and sense only in the

2. Cf.Carl Menger, Grundsétzeder Volkswirtschaftslehre(Vienna, 1871), pp.
88 ff.; Bohm-Bawerk, Kapital und Kapitalzins (3d ed. Innsbruck, 1909), Pt. 11,
pp. 237 ff.
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context of theorieswhich utilize them.® It is nonsensical to arrange various
wants into “ classes of wants” in order to establish that such a classification
is of no avail whatever for the theory of value.

Thelaw of marginal utility and decreasing marginal valueisindependent
of Gossen'slaw of the saturation of wants (first law of Gossen). In treating
marginal utility wedeal neither with sensuous enjoyment nor with saturation
and satiety. We do not transcend the sphere of praxeological reasoning in
establishing the following definition: We call that employment of a unit of
ahomogeneous supply which aman makesif hissupply isn units, but would
not make if, other things being equal, his supply were only n-1 units, the
| east urgent employment or themarginal employment, and theutility derived
fromit marginal utility. In order to attain thisknowledge we do not need any
physiological or psychological experience, knowledge, or reasoning. It
follows necessarily from our assumptions that people act (choose) and that
in the first case acting man has n units of a homogeneous supply and in the
second case n-1 units. Under these conditions no other result is thinkable.
Our statement isformal and aprioristic and does not depend on any experi-
ence.

Thereare only two alternatives. Either there are or there are not interme-
diate stages between the felt uneasiness which impels a man to act and the
state in which there can no longer be any action (be it because the state of
perfect satisfaction is reached or because man is incapable of any further
improvement in his conditions). In the second case there could be only one
action; as soon as this action is consummated, a state would be reached in
which no further actionispossible. Thisismanifestly incompatiblewith our
assumption that there is action; this case no longer implies the general
conditions presupposed inthe category of action. Only thefirst caseremains.
But then there are various degreesin the asymptotic approach to the state in
which there can no longer be any action. Thusthe law of margina utility is
already implied in the category of action. It is nothing else than the reverse
of the statement that what satisfies moreis preferred to what gives smaller
satisfaction. If the supply available increases from n-1 units to n units, the
increment can be employed only for the removal of a want which is less
urgent or less painful than the least urgent or least painful among all those
wants which could be removed by means of the supply n-1.

3. Classes are not in the world. It is our mind that classifies the phenomena
in order to orgaize our knowledge. The question of whether a certain mode of
classifying phenomena is conducive to this end or not is different from the
question of whether itislogical permissible or not.
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The law of marginal utility does not refer to objective use-value, but to
subjective use-value. It does not deal with the physical or chemical capacity
of thingsto bring about a definite effect in general, but with their relevance
for the well-being of a man as he himself sees it under the prevailing
momentary state of his affairs. It does not deal primarily with the value of
things, but with the value of the services a man expectsto get from them.

If we were to believe that marginal utility is about things and their
objective use-value, we would be forced to assume that marginal utility can
as well increase as decrease with an increase in the quantity of units
available. It can happen that the employment of acertain minimum quantity-
—n units—of a good a can provide a satisfaction which is deemed more
valuable than the services expected from one unit of a good b. But if the
supply of a available is smaller than n, a can only be employed for another
servicewhichis considered less valuable than that of b. Then anincreasein
the quantity of a from n-1 unitsto n unitsresultsin an increase of the value
attached to one unit of a. The owner of 100 logs may build a cabin which
protects him against rain better than araincoat. But if fewer than 100 logs
are available, he can only use them for aberth that protects him against the
dampness of the soil. As the owner of 95 logs he would be prepared to
forsake the raincoat in order to get 5 logs more. Asthe owner of 10 logs he
would not abandon the raincoat even for 10 logs. A man whose savings
amount to $100 may not be willing to carry out some work for aremunera-
tion of $200. But if his savings were $2,000 and he were extremely anxious
to acquire an indivisible good which cannot be bought for less than $2,100,
he would be ready to perform this work for $100. All this is in perfect
agreement with the rightly formulated law of marginal utility according to
which value depends on the utility of the services expected. There is no
question of any such thing as alaw of increasing marginal utility.

The law of marginal utility must be confused neither with Bernoulli’s
doctrine de mensura sortis nor with the Weber-Fechner law. At the bottom
of Bernoulli’s contribution were the generally known and never disputed
factsthat peopleareeager to satisfy themoreurgent wantsbeforethey satisfy
the less urgent, and that arich man isin a position to provide better for his
wantsthan apoor man. But theinferencesBernoulli drew from thesetruisms
are al wrong. He developed a mathematical theory that the increment in
gratification diminishes with the increase in a man’s total wealth. His
statement that asaruleit ishighly probable that for aman whoseincomeis
5,000 ducats one ducat means not more than half a ducat for aman with an
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income of 2,500 ducatsismerely fanciful. Let us set aside the objection that
thereis no means of drawing comparisons other than entirely arbitrary ones
between the valuations of various people. Bernoulli’s method is no less
inadequate for the valuations of the same individua with various amounts
of income. He did not see that all that can be said about the case in question
isthat with increasing income every new increment is used for the satisfac-
tion of a want less urgently felt than the least urgently felt want already
satisfied before this increment took place. He did not see that in valuing,
choosing, and acting there is no measurement and no establishment of
equivalence, but grading, i.e., preferring and putting aside.* Thus neither
Bernoulli nor the mathematicians and economists who adopted his mode of
reasoning could succeed in solving the paradox of value.

The mistakes inherent in the confusion of the Weber-Fechner law of
psychophysicsand the subjectivetheory of value have already been attacked
by Max Weber. Max Weber, it is true, was not sufficiently familiar with
economics and was too much under the sway of historicism to get a correct
insight into the fundamentals of economic thought. But ingenious intuition
provided him with a suggestion of away toward the correct solution. The
theory of marginal utility, he asserts, is “not psychologically substantiated,
but rather—if an epistemol ogical term isto be applied—pragmatically, i.e.,
on the employment of the categories: ends and means.”

If a man wants to remove a pathological condition by taking a definite
quantity of aremedy, theintake of amultiplewill not bring about abetter effect.
The surplus will have either no effect other than the appropriate dose, the
optimum, or it will have detrimental effects. The same is true of all kinds of
satisfactions, athough the optimum is often reached only by the gpplication of
a large dose, and the point a which further increments produce detrimental
effectsis often far away. This is so because our world is aworld of causality
and of quantitative rel ations between cause and effect. Hewho wantsto remove
the uneasiness caused by living in aroom with atemperature of 35 degreeswill
aim at heating the room to atemperature of 65 or 70 degrees. It has nothing to
do with the Weber-Fechner law that he does not aim at atemperature of 180

4. Cf. Daniel Bernoulli, Versuch einer neuen Theorie zur Bestimmung von
Glucksfallen, trans. by Pringsheim (Leipzib, 1896), pp. 27 ff.

5. Cf. Max Weber, Gesammelte Aufsdtze zur Wissenschafts ehre (TUbingen,
1922), p. 372; dso p. 149. Theterm “pragmatical” as used by Weber isof course
liable to bring about confusion. It isinexpedient to employ it for anything other
than the philosophy of Pragmatism. If Weber had known theterm*® praxeology,”
he probably would have preferred it.
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or 300 degrees. Neither has it anything to do with psychology. All that
psychology can do for the explanation of this fact is to establish as an
ultimate given that man as arule prefers the preservation of life and health
to death and sickness. What countsfor praxeology isonly thefact that acting
man chooses between alternatives. That manisplaced at crossroads, that he
must and does choose, is—apart from other conditions—due to the fact that
he livesin a quantitative world and not in aworld without quantity, which
is even unimaginable for the human mind.

The confusion of margina utility and the Weber-Fechner law originated
from the mistake of looking only at the meansfor the attainment of satisfaction
and not at the satifactionitself. |f the sati sfaction had been thought of, theabsurd
ideawould not have been adopted of explaining the configuration of the desire
for warmth by referring to the decreasingintensity of the sensation of successive
increments in the intengity of the stimuli. That the average man does not want
tora sethetemperature of hisbedroomto 120 degreeshasnoreferencewhatever
totheintengity of the sensation for warmth. That aman does not heat his room
to the same degree as other normal people do and as he himsd f would probably
do, if he were not more intent upon buying a new suit or atending the
performance of aBeethoven symphony, cannot be explained by the methods of
the natural sciences. Objective and open to a treatment by the methods of the
natura sciences are only the problems of objective use-value; the valuation of
objective use-value on the part of acting man is another thing.

2. The Law of Returns

Quantitative definiteness in the effects brought about by an economic good
meanswith regard to the goodsof thefirgt order (consumers goods): aquantity
a of cause brings about—either once and for all or piecemeal over a definite
period of time—a quantity a of effect. With regard to the goods of the higher
orders(producers goods) it means. aquantity b of cause bringsabout aquantity
[3 of effect, provided the complementary cause ¢ contributes the quantity y of
effect; only the concerted effects 3 and y bring about the quantity p of the good
of the first order D. There are in this case three quantities: b and ¢ of the two
complementary goods B and C, and p of the product D.

With b remaining unchanged, we call that value of ¢ which resultsin the

highest value of % the optimum. If several values of c result in this highest

value of % , then we call that the optimum which results also in the highest
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value of p. If the two complementary goods are employed in the optimal
ratio, they both render the highest output; their power to produce, their
objective use-value, is fully utilized; no fraction of them is wasted. If we
deviate from this optimal combination by increasing the quantity of C
without changing the quantity of B, thereturn will asaruleincreasefurther,
sbut not in proportiontotheincreaseinthequantity of C. If itisat all possible
to increase the return from p to p1 by increasing the quantity of one of the
complementary factorsonly, namely by substituting cx for ¢, x being greater
than 1, we have at any rate: p1 > p and pic < pex. For if it were possible to
compensate any decreasein b by acorresponding increasein cin such away
that p remains unchanged, the physical power of production proper to B
would be unlimited and B would not be considered as scarce and as an
economic good. It would be of no importance for acting man whether the
supply of B availablewere greater or smaller. Even aninfinitesimal quantity
of B would be sufficient for the production of any quantity of D, provided
thesupply of Cislargeenough. Ontheother hand, anincreaseinthe quantity
of B available could not increase the output of D if the supply of C does not
increase. Thetotal return of the processwould beimputed to C; B could not
be an economic good. A thing rendering such unlimited services is, for
instance, the knowledge of the causal relation implied. The formula, the
recipe that teaches us how to prepare coffee, provided it is known, renders
unlimited services. It does not lose anything from its capacity to produce
however oftenitisused; itsproductive power isinexhaustible; it istherefore
not an economic good. Acting man is never faced with asituation in which
he must choose between the use-value of a known formula and any other
useful thing.

Thelaw of returns asserts that for the combination of economic goods of
the higher orders (factors of production) there exists an optimum. If one
deviatesfromthisoptimum by increasing theinput of only oneof thefactors,
the physical output either does not increase at all or at least not in the ratio
of theincreased input. Thislaw, as has been demonstrated above, isimplied
in the fact that the quantitative definiteness of the effects brought about by
any economic good is anecessary condition of its being an economic good.

That thereissuch an optimum of combinationisall that thelaw of returns,
popularly called the law of diminishing returns, teaches. There are many
other questionswhich it does not answer at all and which can only be solved
aposteriori by experience.

If the effect brought about by one of the complementary factors is
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indivisible, the optimum is the only combination which results in the
outcome aimed at. In order to dye a piece of wool to a definite shade, a
definite quantity of dye is required. A greater or smaller quantity would
frustrate the aim sought. He who has more coloring matter must leave the
surplus unused. He who has a smaller quantity can dye only a part of the
piece. The diminishing return results in this instance in the complete use-
lessnessof theadditional quantity which must not even be empl oyed because
it would thwart the design.

In other instances acertain minimum isrequired for the production of the
minimum effect. Between this minimum effect and the optimal effect there
isamargin in which increased doses result either in a proportional increase
in effect or in amore than proportional increase in effect. In order to make
a machine turn, a certain minimum of lubricant is needed. Whether an
increase of lubricant above this minimum increases the machine's perfor-
mance in proportion to the increase in the amount applied, or to a greater
extent, can only be ascertained by technological experience.

Thelaw of returns does not answer the following questions: (1) Whether
or not the optimum dose is the only one that is capable of producing the
effect sought. (2) Whether or not there is a rigid limit above which any
increase in the amount of the variable factor is quite useless. (3) Whether
the decrease in output brought about by progressive deviation from the
optimum and the increase in output brought about by progressive approach
to the optimum result in proportional or nonproportional changesin output
per unit of thevariablefactor. All this must be discerned by experience. But
thelaw of returnsitself, i.e., thefact that there must exist such an optimum
combination, isvalid apriori.

The Malthusian law of population and the concepts of absolute over-
population and under-population and optimum population derived from it
arethe application of thelaw of returnsto aspecial problem. They deal with
changes in the supply of human labor, other factors being equal. Because
people, for political considerations, wanted to reject the Malthusiam law,
they fought with passion but with faulty arguments against the law of
returns—which, incidentally, they knew only as the law of diminishing
returns of the use of capital and labor on land. Today we no longer need to
pay any attention to these idle remonstrances. The law of returns is not
limited to the use of complementary factors of production on land. The
endeavors to refute or to demonstrate its validity by historical and experi-
mental investigations of agricultural production are as needless as they are
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vain. He who wants to reject the law would have to explain why people are
ready to pay prices for land. If the law were not vaid, a farmer would never
consder expanding the size of hisfarm. He would be in a position to multiply
indefinitely thereturn of any piece of soil by multiplying hisinput of capital and
labor.

People have sometimes believed that, while the law of diminishing returns
isvdidinagricultural production, with regard to the processing industriesalaw
of increasing returns prevails. It took along time before they realized that the
law of returnsrefersto all branchesof production equaly. Itisfaulty to contrast
agriculture and the processng industries with regard to this law. What is
called—in a very inexpedient, even mideading terminology—the law of in-
creasing returnsis nothing but areversal of the law of diminishing returns, an
unsatisfactory formulation of thelaw of returns. If one approachesthe optimum
combination by increasing the quantity of onefactor only, the quantity of other
factors remaining unchanged, then the returns per unit of the variable factor
increase either in proportion to the incresse or even to a greater extent. A
machine may, when operated by 2 workers, produce p; when operated by 3
workers, 3 p; when operated by 4 workers, 6 p; when operated by 5 workers,
7 p; when operated by 6 workers, also not more than 7p. Then the employment

of 4 workers renders the optimum return per head of the worker, namely g
p, while under the other combinations the returns per head are respectively
2p, p, % pand g p. If, instead of 2 workers, 3 or 4 workersare employed, then

the returns increase more than in relaion to the increase in the number of
workers; they do not increaseintheproportion 2:3:4, but inthe proportion 1:3:6.
We arefaced with increasing returns per head of theworker. But thisisnothing
elsethan the reverse of the law of diminishing returns.

If a plant or enterprise deviates from the optimum combination of the
factorsemployed, it isless efficient than a plant or enterprise for which the
deviation from the optimum is smaller. Both in agriculture and in the
processing industries many factors of production are not perfectly divisible.
Itis, especialy in the processing industries, for the most part easier to attain
the optimum combination by expanding the size of the plant or enterprise
than by restricting it. If the smallest unit of one or of several factorsistoo
largeto alow for itsoptimal exploitation in asmall or medium-size plant or
enterprise, the only way to attain the optimum is by increasing the outfit's
size. Itisthesefactsthat bring about the superiority of big-scale production.
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The full importance of this problem will be shown later in discussing the
issues of cost accounting.

3. Human Labor as a Means

The employment of the physiological functions and manifestations of
human life as a means is called labor. The display of the potentialities of
human energy and vital processes which the man whose life they manifest
does not use for the attainment of external ends different from the mere
running of these processes and from the physiological role they play in the
biological consummation of hisown vital economy, isnot labor; itissimply
life. Man worksin using hisforces and abilities asameans for the removal
of uneasiness and in substituting purposeful exploitation of hisvital energy
for the spontaneous and carefree discharge of his faculties and nerve
tensions. Labor isameans, not an end in itself.

Every individual has only a limited quantity of energy to expend, and
every unit of labor can only bring about alimited effect. Otherwise human
labor would be availablein abundance; it would not be scarce and it would
not be considered asameansfor theremoval of uneasiness and economized
as such.

In aworld in which labor is economized only on account of its being
availablein aquantity insufficient to attain all endsfor which it can be used
as a means, the supply of labor available would be equal to the whole
quantity of labor which all men together are able to expend. In such aworld
everybody would be eager to work until he had completely exhausted his
momentary capacity to work. The time which is not required for recreation
and restoration of the capacity to work, used up by previousworking, would
beentirely devoted towork. Every nonutilization of thefull capacity towork
would be deemed aloss. Through the performance of more work onewould
have increased one's well-being. That a part of the available potential
remained unused would be apprai sed as aforfeiture of well-being. Thevery
idea of laziness would be unknown. Nobody would think: | could possibly
do thisor that; but it is not worthwhile; it does not pay; | prefer my leisure.
Everybody would consider hiswhole capacity towork asasupply of factors
of production which he would be anxious to utilize completely. Even a
chance of the smallest increase in well-being would be considered a suffi-
cient incentive to work more if it happened that at the instant no more
profitable use could be made of the quantity of labor concerned.
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In our actua world things are different. The expenditure of |abor is deemed
painful. Not to work is consdered a state of affairs more satisfactory than
working. Leisureis, other thingsbeing equal, preferred to travail. People work
only when they value the return of labor higher than the decreasein satisfaction
brought about by the curtailment of leisure. To work involves disutility.

Psychology and physiology may try to explainthisfact. Thereisno need for
praxeology to investigate whether or not they can succeed in such endeavors.
For praxeology it is a datum that men are eager to enjoy leisure and therefore
look upon their own capacity to bring about effectswith feelings different from
those with which they look upon the capacity of materid factorsof production.
Man in consdering an expenditure of his own labor investigetes not only
whether there is no more desirable end for the employment of the quantity of
Iabor in question, but no lesswhether it would not be more desirableto abstain
from any further expenditure of labor. We can express thisfact also in calling
the attainment of leisure an end of purposeful activity, or an economic good of
thefirgt order. Inemploying this somewhat sophisticated terminology, we must
view leisure as any other economic good from the aspect of marginal utility.
We must conclude that the first unit of leisure satisfies a desire more urgently
felt than the second one, the second oneamore urgent desirethan thethird one,
and so on. Reversing thisproposition, we get the statement that the disutility of
labor felt by the worker increases in a greater proportion than the amount of
labor expended.

However, it is needless for praxeology to study the question of whether
or not the disutility of labor increases in proportion to the increase in the
quantity of labor performed or to agreater extent. (Whether this problemis
of any importance for physiology and psychology, and whether or not these
sciences can elucidate it, can be left undecided.) At any rate the worker
knocks off work at the point at which he no longer considers the utility of
continuing work as a sufficient compensation for the disutility of the
additional expenditure of labor. Informing thisjudgment he contrasts, if we
disregard the decrease in yield brought about by increasing fatigue, each
portion of working time with the same quantity of product as the preceding
portions. But the utility of the units of yield decreases with the progress of
the labor performed and the increase in the total amount of yield produced.
The products of the prior units of working time have provided for the
satisfaction of more important needs than the products of the work per-
formed later. The satisfaction of these less important needs may not be
considered as a sufficient reward for the further continuation of work,
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athough they are compared with the same quantities of physical output.

It is therefore irrelevant for the praxeologica treatment of the matter
whether thedisutility of labor is proportional tothetotal expenditure of [abor
or whether it increasesto agreater extent than the time spent in working. At
any rate, the propensity to expend the still unused portions of the total
potential for work decreases, other things being equal, with the increasein
the portions already expended. Whether this decrease in the readiness to
work more proceedswith amorerapid or alessrapid acceleration, isalways
aquestion of economic data, not a question of categorial principles.

The disutility attached to labor explains why in the course of human
history, concomitantly with the progressiveincreasein the physical produc-
tivity of labor brought about by technological improvement and a more
abundant supply of capital, by and large a tendency toward shortening the
hours of work developed. Among the amenities which civilized man can
enjoy in amore abundant way than hisless civilized ancestorsthereis also
the enjoyment of more leisure time. In this sense one can answer the
question, often raised by philosophers and philanthropists, whether or not
economic progress has made men happier. If the productivity of labor were
lower than it isin the present capitalist world, man would be forced either
to toil more or to forsake many amenities. In establishing this fact the
economists do not assert that the only means to attain happinessisto enjoy
morematerial comfort, toliveinluxury, or tohavemoreleisure. They simply
acknowledgethetruth that men areinaposition to providethemsel vesbetter
with what they consider they need.

The fundamental praxeological insight that men prefer what satisfies
them moreto what satisfiesthem less and that they value things on the basis
of their utility does not need to be corrected or complemented by an
additional statement concerning the disutility of labor. These propositions
aready imply the statement that labor is preferred to leisure only in so far
astheyield of labor is more urgently desired than the enjoyment of leisure.

The unique position which the factor labor occupiesin our world is due
to its nonspecific character. All nature-given primary factors of produc-
tion—i.e., al those natural thingsand forcesthat man can usefor improving
his state of well-being—have specific powers and virtues. There are ends
for whose attainment they are more suitable, ends for which they are less
suitable, and endsfor which they are altogether unsuitable. But human labor
is both suitable and indispensable for the performance of al thinkable
processes and modes of production.
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Itis, of course, impermissibleto deal with human labor assuchingeneral.
Itisafundamental mistake not to seethat men and their abilitiesto work are
different. The work a certain individual can perform is more suitable for
some ends, less suitable for other ends, and altogether unsuitable for still
other ends. It was one of the deficiencies of classical economicsthat it did
not pay enough attention to this fact and did not take it into account in the
construction of its theory of value, prices, and wage rates. Men do not
economize labor in general, but the particular kinds of labor available.
Wages are not paid for labor expended, but for the achievements of labor,
which differ widely in quality and quantity. The production of each partic-
ular product requires the employment of workers able to perform the
particular kind of labor concerned. It is absurd to justify the failure to
consider this point by referenceto the alleged fact that the main demand for
and supply of labor concerns unskilled common labor which every healthy
man is able to perform, and that skilled labor, the labor of people with
particular inborn faculties and special training, isby and large an exception.
There is no need to investigate whether conditions were such in a remote
past or whether even for primitive tribesmen the inequality of inborn and
acquired capacities for work was the main factor in economizing labor. In
dealing with conditions of civilized peoplesit isimpermissibleto disregard
thedifferencesinthequality of labor performed. Work which variouspeople
are able to perform is different because men are born unequal and because
the skill and experiencethey acquirein the course of their livesdifferentiate
their capacities still more.

In speaking of the nonspecific character of human labor we certainly do
not assert that all human labor is of the same quality. What we want to
establish is rather that the differences in the kind of 1abor required for the
production of various commodities are greater than the differences in the
inborn capacities of men. (In emphasizing this point we are not dealing with
the creative performances of the genius; the work of the genius is outside
the orbit of ordinary human action and is like a free gift of destiny which
comes to mankind overnight.6 We furthermore disregard the institutional
barriers denying some groups of people access to certain occupations and
thetraining they require.) The innate inequality of variousindividuals does
not break up the zoological uniformity and homogeneity of the species man
to such an extent asto divide the supply of labor into disconnected sections.
Thus the potential supply of labor available for the performance of each

6. See below, pp. 139-140.
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particular kind of work exceedsthe actual demand for suchlabor. Thesupply
of every kind of specialized labor could be increased by the withdrawal of
workers from other branches and their training. The quantity of need
satisfaction isin none of the branches of production permanently limited by
a scarcity of people capable of performing specia tasks. Only in the short
run canthere emergeadearth of specialists. Inthelongrunit can beremoved
by training people who display the innate abilities required.

Labor isthe most scarce of al primary means of production becauseitis
in this restricted sense nonspecific and because every variety of production
reguires the expenditure of labor. Thus the scarcity of the other primary
means of production—i.e., the nonhuman means of production supplied by
nature—becomes for acting man a scarcity of those primary material means
of production whose utilization requires the smallest expenditure of labor.”
Itisthe supply of labor availablethat determinesto what an extent thefactor
nature in each of its varieties can be exploited for the satisfaction of needs.

If the supply of labor which men are able and ready to perform increases,
production increases too. Labor cannot remain unemployed on account of
its being useless for the further improvement of need satisfaction. Isolated
self-sufficient man aways has the opportunity of improving his condition
by expending more labor. On the labor market of amarket society there are
buyers for every supply of labor offered. There can be abundance and
superfluity only in segments of the labor market; it resultsin pushing labor
to other segmentsandin an expansion of productionin someother provinces
of the economic system. On the other hand, an increase in the quantity of
land available—other things being equal—could result in an increase in
production only if the additional land is more fertile than the marginal land
tilled before® The same is valid with regard to accumulated material
equipment for future production. The serviceableness of capital goods also
depends on the supply of labor available. It would be wasteful to use the
capacity of existing facilitiesif thelabor required could be employed for the
satisfaction of more urgent needs.

Complementary factors of production can only be used to the extent
alowed by the availahility of the most scarce among them. Let us assume
that the production of 1 unit of p requiresthe expenditure of 7 unitsof aand

7. Of course, some natural resources are so scarce that they are entirely
Utg.l ZS?{der free mobility of labor it would be wasteful to improve barren soil if

the reclaimed areais not so fertile that it compensates for the total cost of the
operation.
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of 3 units of b and that neither a nor b can be used for any production other
than that of p. If 49 a and 2,000 b are available, no more than 7 p can be
produced. The available supply of a determines the extent of the use of b.
Only ais considered an economic good; only for a are people ready to pay
prices; the full price of p isalowed for 7 units of a. On the other hand b is
not an economic good and no prices are allowed for it. There are quantities
of b which remain unused.

Wemay try toimaginethe conditionswithinaworldinwhich al material
factors of production are so fully employed that there is no opportunity to
employ all men or to employ all men to the extent that they are ready to
work. In such aworld labor is abundant; an increase in the supply of labor
cannot add any increment whatever to the total amount of production. If we
assume that all men have the same capacity and application for work and if
we disregard the disutility of labor, labor in such aworld would not be an
economic good. If thisworld were asocialist commonwealth, anincreasein
population figures would be deemed an increase in the number of idle
consumers. If it wereamarket society, wage rates paid would not be enough
to prevent starvation. Those seeking employment would be ready to go to
work for any wages, however low, even if insufficient for the preservation
of their lives. They would be happy to delay for awhile death by starvation.

There is no need to dwell upon the paradoxes of this hypothesis and to
discussthe problems of such aworld. Our world is different. Labor is more
scarce than material factors of production. We are not dealing at this point
with the problem of optimum population. We are dealing only with the fact
that there are materia factors of production which remain unused because
thelabor required is needed for the satisfaction of more urgent needs. In our
world there is no abundance, but a shortage of manpower, and there are
unused material factors of production, i.e. land, mineral deposits, and even
plants and equipment.

This state of affairs could be changed by such an increase in population
figuresthat all material factorsrequired for the production of the foodstuffs
indispensable-in the strict meaning of the word-for the preservation of
human life are fully exploited. But as long as thisis not the case, it cannot
be changed by any improvement in technological methods of production.
The substitution of more efficient methods of production for less efficient
onesdoes not render [abor abundant, provided there are still material factors
availablewhose utilization can increase human well-being. On the contrary,
it increases output and thereby the quantity of consumers goods. “Labor-
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saving” devices increase supply. They do not bring about “technological
unemployment."9

Every product is the result of the employment both of labor and of
material factors. Man economizes both labor and material factors.

Immediately Gratifying Labor and Mediately Gratifying Labor

Asarule labor gratifies the performer only mediately, namely, through
theremoval of uneasinesswhich the attainment of the end brings about. The
worker givesup leisureand submitsto thedisutility of labor in order to enjoy
either the product or what other people are ready to give him for it. The
expenditure of labor isfor him ameans for the attainment of certain ends, a
price paid and a cost incurred.

But there are instances in which the performance of labor gratifies the
worker immediately. He derives immediate satisfaction from the expendi-
ture of labor. The yield is twofold. It consists on the one hand in the
attainment of the product and on the other hand in the satisfaction that the
performance itself givesto the worker.

People have misinterpreted this fact grotesquely and have based on this
misinterpretation fantastic plansfor socia reforms. One of the main dogmas
of socialismisthat labor has disutility only within the capitalistic system of
production, while under socialism it will be pure delight. We may disregard
the effusions of the poor lunatic Charles Fourier. But Marxian “scientific”
socialismdoesnot differ inthispoint from the utopians. Someof itsforemost
champions, Frederick Engels and Karl Kautsky, expressly declare that a
chief effect of asocialist regimewill beto transform labor from apain into
a pleasure.10

Thefact isoften ignored that those activities which bring about immedi-
ate gratification and are thus direct sources of pleasure and enjoyment, are
essentially different from labor and working. Only avery superficia treat-
ment of the facts concerned can fail to recognize these differences. Paddling
acanoe asit is practiced on Sundays for amusement on the lakes of public
parks can only from the point of view of hydromechanics be likened to the
rowing of boatsmen and galley slaves. When judged as a means for the
attainment of endsitisasdifferent asisthe humming of an ariaby arambler
from the recital of the same aria by the singer in the opera. The carefree
Sunday paddler and the singing rambler deriveimmediate gratification from
their activities, but not mediate gratification. What they do is therefore not
Iabor, not the employment of their physiologi cal functionsfor theattainment

9. Seebelow, pp. 769-779.
10. Karl Kautsky, Diesoziale Revolution (3d ed. Berlin, 1911), I1, 16ff. About
Engels see below, p. 591.
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of endsother than the mere exercise of thesefunctions. Itismerely pleasure.
Itisanendinitself; itisdonefor itsown sake and doesnot render any further
service. As it is not labor, it is not permissible to cal it immediately
gratifying labor.1t

Sometimes asuperficid observer may believethat [abor performed by other
people gives rise to immediate gratification because he himsalf would like to
engagein akind of play which gpparently imitatesthe kind of labor concerned.
As children play school, soldiers, and railroad, so adults too would like to play
this and that. They think that the railroad engineer must enjoy operating and
steering his engine as much asthey would if they were permitted to toy withiit.
On hishurried way to the office the bookkeeper envies the patrolman who, he
thinks, ispaid for leisurdly strolling around his beat. But the patrolman envies
thebookkeeper who, sitting onacomfortablechair inawe |-heated room, makes
money by some scribbling which cannot serioudy be called labor. Yet the
opinions of peoplewho misinterpret other people’ swork and consder it amere
pastime need not be taken seriously.

There are, however, dso instances of genuineimmediately gratifying labor.
There are some kinds of labor of which, under specid conditions, small
quantities provide immediate gratification. But these quantities are so insignif-
icant that they do not play any role at dl in the complex of human action and
production for the satisfection of wants. Our world is characterized by the
phenomenon of the disutility of labor. Peopletrade the disutility-bringing labor
for the products of Iabor; labor isfor them a source of mediate gretification.

Asfar as a special kind of labor gives alimited amount of pleasure and
not pain, immediate gratification and not disutility of labor, no wages are
alowed for its performance. On the contrary, the performer, the “worker,”
must buy the pleasure and pay for it. Hunting game was and is for many
people regular disutility-creating labor. But there are people for whomiit is
pure pleasure. In Europe amateur hunters buy from the owner of the
hunting-ground the right to shoot a definite number of game of a definite
type. The purchase of thisright is separated from the priceto be paid for the
bag. If the two purchases are linked together, the price by far exceeds the
prices that can be obtained on the market for the bag. A chamois buck still
roaming on precipitous rocks has therefore a higher cash value than later
when killed, brought down to the valley, and ready for the utilization of the
meat, the skin, and thehorns, although strenuous climbing and somematerial
must beexpended for itskilling. One could say that one of the serviceswhich
aliving buck is able to render is to provide the hunter with the pleasure of
killing it.

11. Rowing seriously practiced as a sport and singing seriously practiced by
an amateur areintroversive labor. See below, pp. 587-588.
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The Creative Genius

Far above the millions that come and pass away tower the pioneers, the
men whose deeds and ideas cut out new paths for mankind. For the pioneer-
ing geni us™ to createisthe essence of life. To live means for him to create.

The activities of these prodigious men cannot be fully subsumed under
the praxeological concept of labor. They are not labor because they are for
the genius not means, but ends in themselves. He lives in creating and
inventing. For him there is not leisure, only intermissions of temporary
sterility and frustration. Hisincentiveisnot the desireto bring about aresullt,
but the act of producing it. The accomplishment gratifies him neither
mediately nor immediately. It does not gratify him mediately because his
fellow men at best are unconcerned about it, more often even greet it with
taunts, sneers, and persecution. Many a genius could have used his giftsto
render his life agreeable and joyful; he did not even consider such a
possibility and chose the thorny path without hesitation. The genius wants
toaccomplishwhat heconsidershismission, evenif heknowsthat hemoves
toward his own disaster.

Neither does the genius derive immediate gratification from his creative
activities. Creating is for him agony and torment, a ceaseless excruciating
struggle against internal and external obstacles; it consumes and crushes
him. The Austrian poet Grillparzer has depicted this in a touching poem
“Farewell to Gastein.” > We may assume that in writing it he thought not
only of hisown sorrows and tribulations but al so of the greater sufferings of
amuch greater man, of Beethoven, whosefate resembled hisown and whom
he understood, through devoted affection and sympathetic appreciation,
better than any other of his contemporaries. Nietzsche compared himself to
the flame that insatiably consumes and destroys itself.* Such agonies are
phenomenawhich have nothing in common with the connotationsgenerally
attached to the notions of work and labor, production and success, bread-
winning and enjoyment of life.

Theachievementsof the creativeinnovator, histhoughtsand theories, his
poems, paintings, and compositions, cannot be classified praxeologically as
products of labor. They are not the outcome of the employment of labor

12. Leaders [Furhrers] are not pioneers. They guide people aong the tracks
pioneers have laid. The pioneer clears aroad through land hitherto inaccessible
and may not care whether or not anybody wantsto go the new way. The leader
directs people toward the goal they want to reach.

13. It seems that there is no English translation of this poem. The book of
Douglas Y ates (Franz Grillparzer, a Critical Biography, Oxford, 1946), |, 57,
gives ashort English resume of its content.

14. For a trandation of Nietzsche's poem see M.A. Mugge, Friedrich
Nietzsche (New York, 1911), p. 275.
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which could have been devoted to the production of other amenitiesfor the
“production” of a masterpiece of philosophy, art, or literature. Thinkers,
poets, and artists are sometimes unfit to accomplish any other work. At any
rate, the time and toil which they devote to creative activities are not
withheld from employment for other purposes. Conditions may sometimes
doom to sterility aman who would have had the power to bring forth things
unheard of; they may leave him no alternative other than to die from
starvation or to use al hisforcesin the struggle for mere physical survival.
But if the genius succeeds in achieving his goals, nobody but himself pays
the“ costs’ incurred. Goethe was perhaps in some respects hampered by his
functions at the court of Weimar. But certainly he would not have accom-
plished morein his official duties as minister of state, theater manager, and
administrator of minesif he had not written his plays, poems, and novels.

Itis, furthermore, impossibleto substitute other people swork for that of
the creators. If Dante and Beethoven had not existed, one would not have
been in aposition to produce the Divina Commedia or the Ninth Symphony
by assigning other men to these tasks. Neither society nor singleindividuals
can substantially further the genius and his work. The highest intensity of
the “demand” and the most peremptory order of the government are inef-
fectual. Thegeniusdoesnot deliver to order. Men cannot improvethenatural
and social conditions which bring about the creator and his creation. It is
impossible to rear geniuses by eugenics, to train them by schooling, or to
organize their activities. But, of course, one can organize society in such a
way that no room isleft for pioneers and their path-breaking.

The creative accomplishment of the genius is an ultimate fact for
praxeology. It comes to passin history as a free gift of destiny. It is by
no means the result of production in the sense in which economics uses
this term.

4. Production

Action, if successful, attains the end sought. It produces the product.

Production is not an act of creation; it does not bring about something
that did not exist before. It is a transformation of given elements through
arrangement and combination. The producer isnot acreator. Maniscreative
only in thinking and in the realm of imagination. In the world of external
phenomena he is only a transformer. All that he can accomplish is to
combine the means available in such a way that according to the laws of
nature the result aimed at is bound to emerge.

It was once customary to distinguish between the production of tangible
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goodsand therendering of personal services. Thecarpenter who madetables
and chairs was called productive; but this epithet was denied to the doctor
whose advice helped the ailing carpenter to recover his capacity to make
tablesand chairs. A differentiation was made between the doctor-carpenter
nexus and the carpenter-tailor nexus. The doctor, it was asserted, does not
himself produce; he makes a living from what other people produce, he is
maintained by carpenters and tailors. At a still earlier date the French
Physiocrats contended that all 1abor wassterile unlessit extracted something
from the soil. Only cultivation, fishing and hunting, and the working of
mines and quarries were in their opinion productive. The processing indus-
tries did not add to the value of the material employed anything more than
the value of the things consumed by the workers.

Present-day economistslaugh at their predecessorsfor having made such
untenable distinctions. However, they should rather cast the beam out of
their own eyes. The way in which many contemporary writers deal with
various problems—for instance, advertising and marketing—is manifestly
arelapse into the crude errors which should have disappeared long ago.

Another widely held opinion finds adifference between the employment
of labor and that of material factors of production. Nature, it is asserted,
dispensesits gifts gratuitously; but labor must be paid for by submitting to
its disutility. In toiling and overcoming the disutility of labor man adds
something to the universe that did not exist before. In this sense labor was
called cregtive. Thistoo iserroneous. Man' scapacity towork isgiveninthe
universeasaretheoriginal and inherent capacitiesof theland and the animal
substances. Nor does the fact that a part of the potentiality of labor can
remain unused differentiate it from the nonhuman factors of production;
these too can remain unused. The readiness of individuals to overcome the
disutility of labor is the outcome of the fact that they prefer the produce of
labor to the satisfaction derived from moreleisure.

Only the human mind that directs action and production is creative. The
mind too appertains to the universe and to nature; it is a part of the given
and existing world. To cal the mind creative is not to indulge in any
metaphysical speculations. We call it creative because we are a a loss to
trace the changes brought about by human action farther back than to the
point at which we are faced with the intervention of reason directing human
activities. Production is not something physical, material, and external; itis
agpiritual and intellectual phenomenon. Its essentia requisites are not human
labor and external natural forces and things, but the decision of the mind to use
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thesefactorsas meansfor the attainment of ends. What producesthe product
are not toil and trouble in themselves, but the fact that the toiling is guided
by reason. The human mind a one has the power to remove uneasiness.

The materialist metaphysics of the Marxians misconstrues these things
entirely. The“productive forces’ are not material. Production isa spiritual,
intellectual, andideol ogical phenomenon. Itisthe method that man, directed
by reason, employs for the best possible removal of uneasiness. What
distinguishes our conditions from those of our ancestors who lived one
thousand or twenty thousand years ago is not something material, but
something spiritual. The material changes are the outcome of the spiritual
changes.

Production is ateration of the given according to the designs of reason.
These designs—the recipes, the formulas, the ideol ogies—-are the primary
thing; they transform the original factors—both human and nonhuman—
into means. Man produces by dint of his reason; he chooses ends and
employs meansfor their attainment. The popular saying according to which
economics deals with the material conditions of human life is entirely
mistaken. Human action is a manifestation of the mind. In this sense
praxeology can be called amoral science (Geisteswissenschaft).

Of course, we do not know what mind is, just as we do not know what
motion, life, electricity are. Mindissimply theword to signify the unknown
factor that has enabled men to achieve all that they have accomplished: the
theories and the poems, the cathedrals and the symphonies, the motorcars
and the airplanes.



Part Two

Action Within The Framework Of Society

VIII. HUMAN SOCIETY

1. Human Cooperation

SOCI ETY is concerted action, cooperation. Society is the outcome of
conscious and purposeful behavior.

This does not mean that individuas have concluded contracts by virtue of
which they havefounded human society. Theactionswhich have brought about
social cooperation and daily bring it about anew do not aim at anything el sethan
cooperation and coadjuvancy with othersfor the attainment of definite singular
ends. The total complex of the mutua relations created by such concerted
actionsis caled society. It substitutes collaboration for the—at least concelv-
able—isolated life of individuals. Society is division of labor and combination
of labor. In his capecity as an acting animal man becomesasocid animal.

Individual man is born into a socialy organized environment. In this
sense alone we may accept the saying that society is—logically or
historically—antecedent to the individual. In every other sense this dictum
is either empty or nonsensical. Theindividual lives and acts within society.
But society is nothing but the combination of individuas for cooperative
effort. It exists nowhere else than in the actions of individual men. Itisa
delusion to search for it outside the actions of individuals. To spesk of a
society’ s autonomous and independent existence, of itslife, itssoul, and its
actions is ametaphor which can easily lead to crass errors.

The questionswhether society or theindividual isto be considered asthe
ultimate end, and whether the interests of society should be subordinated to
those of theindividuals or the interests of the individualsto those of society
arefruitless. Actionisalwaysaction of individual men. Thesocia or societal
element is a certain orientation of the actions of individual men. The
category end makes sense only when applied to action. Theology and the
metaphysicsof history may discusstheendsof society and thedesignswhich
God wants to realize with regard to society in the same way in which they
discuss the purpose of al other parts of the created universe. For science,
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which is inseparable from reason, atool manifestly unfit for the treatment
of such problems, it would be hopeless to embark upon speculations con-
cerning these matters.

Within the frame of social cooperation there can emerge between mem-
bersof society feelingsof sympathy and friendship and asense of belonging
together. These feelings are the source of man’s most delightful and most
sublime experiences. They are the most precious adornment of life; they lift
theanimal speciesman to the heightsof areally human existence. However,
they are not, as some have asserted, the agentsthat have brought about social
relationships. They are fruits of social cooperation, they thrive only within
itsframe; they did not precede the establishment of social relations and are
not the seed from which they spring.

The fundamental facts that brought about cooperation, society, and
civilization and transformed the animal man into ahuman being arethefacts
that work performed under the division of labor is more productive than
isolated work and that man’ sreason is capable of recognizing thistruth. But
for thesefacts men would haveforever remained deadly foes of oneanother,
irreconcilable rivals in their endeavors to secure a portion of the scarce
supply of means of sustenance provided by nature. Each man would have
been forced to view al other men as his enemies; his craving for the
satisfaction of hisown appetiteswould have brought himinto animplacable
conflict with all his neighbors. No sympathy could possibly develop under
such astate of affairs.

Some sociologists have asserted that the original and elementary subjec-
tivefact in society isa* consciousness of kind.” ! Others maintain that there
would be no socia systems if there were no “sense of community or of
bel onging together.” 2 one may agree, provided that these somewhat vague
and ambiguous terms are correctly interpreted. We may call consciousness
of kind, sense of community, or sense of belonging together the acknowledg-
ment of the fact that all other human beings are potential collaboratorsin the
strugglefor surviva becausethey are cgpabl e of recognizing themutual benefits
of cooperation, whiletheanimalslack thisfaculty. However, wemust not forget
that the primary facts that bring about such consciousness or such a sense are
thetwo mentioned above. In ahypothetical world in whichthedivision of labor
would not increase productivity, there would not be any society. There would
not be any sentiments of benevolence and good will.

1. F.H. Giddings, The Principles of Sociology (New Y ork, 1926), p. 17.
2. F.M. Maclver, Society (New Y ork, 1937), pp. 6-7.
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Principle of the division of labor is one of the great basic principles of
cosmic becoming and evolutionary change. The biologists were right in
borrowing the concept of the division of labor from social philosophy and
inadaptingittotheir field of investigation. Thereisdivision of 1abor between
the various parts of any living organism. There are, furthermore, organic
entitiescomposed of collaborating animal individuals; itiscustomary to call
metaphorically such aggregations of the ants and bees “animal societies.”
But one must never forget that the characteristic feature of human society is
purposeful cooperation; society is an outcome of human action, i.e., of a
conscious aiming at the attainment of ends. No such element is present, as
far as we can ascertain, in the processes which have resulted in the emer-
gence of the structure-function systems of plant and animal bodies and in
the operation of the societies of ants, bees, and hornets. Human society isan
intellectual and spiritual phenomenon. It is the outcome of a purposeful
utilization of auniversal law determining cosmic becoming, viz., the higher
productivity of the division of labor. Aswith every instance of action, the
recognition of the laws of nature is put into the service of man’s efforts to
improve his conditions.

2. A Critique of the Holistic and Metaphysical
View of Society

According to the doctrines of universalism, conceptual realism, holism,
collectivism, and some representatives of Gestaltpsychologie, society isan
entity living its own life, independent of and separate from the lives of the
various individuals, acting on its own behalf and aiming at its own ends
which aredifferent from the ends sought by theindividuals. Then, of course,
an antagonism between the aims of society and those of its members can
emerge. In order to safeguard the flowering and further development of
society it becomes necessary to master the selfishness of theindividualsand
to compel them to sacrifice their egoistic designs to the benefit of society.
At this point all these haligtic doctrines are bound to abandon the secular
methods of human science and logical reasoning and to shift to theological or
metaphysica professons of faith. They must assume that Providence, through
itsprophets, gpostles, and charismatic leaders, forcesmen who are constitution-
ally wicked, i.e, prone to pursue their own ends, to walk in the ways of
righteousness which the Lord or Weltgeist or history wantsthem to walk.

This is the philosophy which has characterized from time immemorial
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the creeds of primitive tribes. It has been an element in al religious
teachings. Man is bound to comply with the law issued by a superhuman
power and to obey the authorities which this power has entrusted with the
enforcement of the law. The order created by this law, human society, is
consequently the work of the Deity and not of man. If the Lord had not
interfered and had not given enlightenment to erring mankind, society would
not have come into existence. It istrue that social cooperationisablessing
for man; it is true that man could work his way up from barbarism and the
moral and material distressof his primitive state only within the framework
of society. However, if left alone he would never have seen the road to his
own salvation. For adjustment to the requirements of social cooperation and
subordination to the preceptsof themoral law put heavy restraintsupon him.
From the point of view of his wretched intellect he would deem the
abandonment of some expected advantage an evil and aprivation. Hewould
fail to recognize the incomparably greater, but later, advantages which
renunciation of present and visible pleasureswill procure. But for supernat-
ural revelation he would never have learned what destiny wants him to do
for his own good and that of his offspring.

Thescientifictheory asdevel oped by the social philosophy of eighteenth-
century rationalism and liberalism and by modern economicsdoes not resort
to any miraculousinterference of superhuman powers. Every step by which
an individual substitutes concerted action for isolated action results in an
immediate and recogni zableimprovement in hisconditions. The advantages
derived from peaceful cooperation and division of labor are universal. They
immediately benefit every generation, and not only later descendants. For
what the individual must sacrifice for the sake of society he is amply
compensated by greater advantages. His sacrifice is only apparent and
temporary; he foregoes a smaller gain in order to reap a greater one later.
No reasonable being can fail to see this obvious fact. When social coopera-
tion isintensified by enlarging the field in which there is division of labor
or whenlegal protection and the safeguarding of peace are strengthened, the
incentive is the desire of all those concerned to improve their own condi-
tions. Instriving after hisown—rightly understood—intereststheindividual
works toward an intensification of social cooperation and peaceful inter-
course. Society isaproduct of human action, i.e., the human urgeto remove
uneasiness as far as possible. In order to explain its becoming and its
evolution it is not necessary to have recourse to a doctrine, certainly
offensiveto atruly religious mind, according to which the original creation
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was so defective that reiterated superhuman intervention is needed to
prevent itsfailure.

The historical role of the theory of the division of labor as elaborated by
British political economy from Hume to Ricardo consisted in the compl ete
demolition of all metaphysical doctrines concerning the origin and the
operation of social cooperation. It consummated the spiritual, moral and
intellectual emancipation of mankind inaugurated by the philosophy of
Epicureanism. It substituted an autonomous rational morality for the heter-
onomous and intuitionist ethics of older days. Law and legality, the moral
code and socidl institutions are no longer revered as unfathomabl e decrees
of Heaven. They areof human origin, and theonly yardstick that must beapplied
to them is that of expediency with regard to human welfare. The utilitarian
economist does not say:Fiat judtitia, pereat mundus. He says. Fiat jutitiane
pereat mundus. Hedoes not ask aman to renounce hiswell-being for the benefit
of society. He advises him to recognize what his rightly understood interests
are. In hiseyes God' smagnificence doesnot manifest itsalf in busy interference
with sundry affairsof princesand politicians, but inendowing hiscreatureswith
reason and the urge toward the pursuit of happi ness>

The essential problem of all varieties of universalistic, collectivistic, and
holistic socia philosophy is: By what mark do | recognize the true law, the
authentic apostle of God's word, and the legitimate authority. For many
claim that Providence has sent them, and each of these prophets preaches
another gospel. For the faithful believer there cannot be any doubt; he is
fully confident that he has espoused the only truedoctrine. Butitisprecisely
the firmness of such beliefs that renders the antagonisms irreconcilable.
Each party is prepared to make its own tenets prevail. But as logical
argumentation cannot decide between various dissenting creeds, thereisno
means | eft for the settlement of such disputes other than armed conflict. The

3. Many economists, among them Adam Smith and Bastiat, believed in God.
Hence they admired in the facts they had discovered the providential care of
“the great Director of Nature.” Atheist critics blame them for this attitude.
However, these critics fail to realize that to sneer at the references to the
“invisiblehand” doesnot invalidate the essential teachingsof therationalist and
utilitarian social philosophy. One must comprehend that the alternativeis this:
Either association is a human process because it best serves the aims of the
individuals concerned and the individual s themselves have the ability to realize
the advantages they derive from their adjustment to life in social cooperation.
Or asuperior being enjoins upon reluctant men subordination to the law and to
the social authorities. It is of minor importance whether one calls this supreme
being God, Weltgeist, Destiny, History, Wotan, or Material Productive Forces
and what title one assignsto its apostles, the dictators.
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nonrationalist, nonutilitarian, and nonliberal socia doctrines must beget wars
and civil warsuntil one of the adversariesisannihilated or subdued. The history
of theworld's grest religionsisarecord of battlesand wars, asisthe history of
the present-day counterfeit religions, socialism, gatolatry, and nationdism.

Intolerance and propaganda by the executioner’s or the soldier’s sword
are inherent in any system of heteronomous ethics. The laws of God or
Destiny claim universal validity, and to the authorities which they declare
legitimate al men by rights owe obedience. As long as the prestige of
heteronomous codes of morality and of their philosophical corollary, con-
ceptua realism, wasintact, there could not be any question of tolerance or
of lasting peace. When fighting ceased, it was only to gather new strength
for further battling. The idea of tolerance with regard to other people's
dissenting views could take root only when the liberal doctrines had broken
the spell of universalism. In the light of the utilitarian philosophy, society
and state no longer appear as ingtitutions for the maintenance of a world
order that for considerations hidden to the human mind pleases the Deity
although it manifestly hurts the secular interests of many or even of the
immense mgjority of thoseliving today. Society and state areon thecontrary
the primary means for all people to attain the endsthey aim at of their own
accord. They are created by human effort and their maintenance and most
suitable organization are tasks not essentially different from all other con-
cerns of human action. The supporters of a heteronomous morality and of
the collectivistic doctrine cannot hope to demonstrate by ratiocination the
correctness of their specific variety of ethical principles and the superiority
and exclusive legitimacy of their particular social ideal. They are forced to
ask people to accept credulously their ideological system and to surrender
to the authority they consider the right one; they are intent upon silencing
dissenters or upon beating them into submission.

Of course, there will aways be individuals and groups of individuals
whoseintellect is so narrow that they cannot grasp the benefits which social
cooperation brings them. There are others whose moral strength and will
power are so weak that they cannot resist the temptation to strive for an
ephemeral advantage by actions detrimental to the smooth functioning of
the socia system. For the adjustment of the individual to the requirements
of socia cooperation demands sacrifices. These are, it istrue, only tempo-
rary and apparent sacrifices as they are more than compensated for by the
incomparably greater advantages which living within society provides.
However, at theinstant, inthevery act of renounc