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         I would never have written this book had I not read Edmund Wilson’s To the Finland Station more than twenty years ago. This fascinating study traces the evolution of the idea of socialism from the moment when the French historian Jules Michelet, intrigued by a quotation, started to learn Italian to read Giambattista Vico, up to the arrival of Lenin at the Finland Station in Saint Petersburg, on April 16, 1917, to lead the Russian Revolution. I then had the idea for a book that would do for liberalism what the American critic had done for socialism: an essay that, starting in the small Scottish town of Kirkcaldy with the birth of Adam Smith in 1723, would trace the evolution of liberal ideas through their main exponents and the historical and social events that caused them to spread throughout the world. Although it is quite different from Edmund Wilson’s book, this was the early inspiration for The Call of the Tribe.

         It might not seem so, but this is an autobiographical work. It describes my own intellectual and political history, the journey from the Marxism and Sartrean existentialism of my youth to the liberalism of my mature years, a route that took me through a reappraisal of democracy helped by my readings of writers such as Albert Camus, George Orwell, and Arthur Koestler. I was being drawn to liberalism by certain political events and, above all, by the ideas of the seven authors to whom I dedicate these pages: Adam Smith, José Ortega y Gasset, Friedrich August von Hayek, Karl Popper, Raymond Aron, Isaiah Berlin, and Jean-François Revel.

         I discovered politics when I was twelve, in October 1948, when a military coup in Peru led by General Manuel Apolinario Odría overthrew president José Luis Bustamante y Rivero, a relative of my mother’s family. I think that it was during Odría’s eight-year reign that I developed a hatred for dictators of any stripe, one of the few invariable constants in my political outlook. But I only became aware of the social dimension, that Peru was a country weighed down by injustice, where a minority of privileged people exploited the vast majority in abusive fashion, when, in 1952, I read Out of the Night by Jan Valtin in my final year of school. This book led me to go against the wishes of my family, who wanted me to attend the Catholic University—then the place where wealthy young Peruvians studied—as I applied to San Marcos University, a public, popular university, not cowed by the military dictatorship, where, I was sure, I would be able to join the Communist Party. The party had almost been eradicated by Odría’s repressive measures when I entered San Marcos in 1953 to study literature and law, its leaders imprisoned, killed, or forced into exile; and it was trying to reconstitute itself as the Cahuide Group that I belonged to for a year.

         It was there that I received my first lessons in Marxism, in clandestine study groups, where we read José Carlos Mariátegui, Georges Politzer, Marx, Engels, and Lenin, and we had intense discussions about socialist realism and “left-wing” communism, branded by Lenin as “an infantile disorder.” The great admiration I felt for Sartre, who I read devotedly, inured me against dogma—we Peruvian communists at that time were, in the words of Salvador Garmendia, “few but very sectarian”—and in my reading group I adhered to Sartre’s theory that upheld historical materialism and class struggle but not dialectical materialism, which caused my comrade Félix Arias Schreiber to label me in one of our discussions as “subhuman.”

         I left the Cahuide Group at the end of 1954 but I remained, I believe, a socialist, at least in my readings, an interest that took on fresh impetus with the struggle of Fidel Castro and his barbudos in the Sierra Maestra and the triumph of the Cuban Revolution in the final days of 1958. For my generation, and not just in Latin America, what happened in Cuba was decisive, an ideological watershed. Many people, as I did, saw Fidel’s epic achievement as a heroic and generous adventure, of idealistic fighters who wanted to end the corrupt dictatorship of the Batista regime, and also as a means of establishing a nonsectarian socialism that would allow for criticism, diversity, and even dissidence. Many of us believed this, which explains why, in its early years, the Cuban Revolution had such great support the world over.

         In November 1962 I was in Mexico, sent by Radiodiffusion-Télévision Française, where I worked as a journalist, to cover an exhibition that France had organized in Chapultepec Park, when the Cuban missile crisis erupted. I was sent to cover this event and was on the last flight by Cubana Airlines to leave Mexico before the blockade. Cuba was in a state of general mobilization, fearing an imminent invasion by U.S. marines. It was an impressive sight. Along the Malecón, small antiaircraft guns called bocachicas were operated by young men, almost boys, who put up with the low-level flights of U.S. Sabre jets without firing at them, and radio and television gave instructions to the people as to what to do when the bombing started. What they were living through brought to mind the emotion and enthusiasm of a free and hopeful people described in Orwell’s Homage to Catalonia, when he reached Barcelona as a volunteer at the beginning of the Spanish Civil War. Profoundly moved by what seemed to me to be the personification of socialism in freedom, I joined a long queue to donate blood. Thanks to my old companion at the University of Madrid, Ambrosio Fornet, and the Peruvian Hilda Gadea, who had met Che Guevara in Guatemala during the Jacobo Arbenz regime and had married and had a daughter with him in Mexico, I spent time with a number of writers connected to Casa de las Américas and its president, Haydée Santamaría, whom I met briefly. When I left, some weeks later, young people were singing in the streets of Havana, “Nikita/mariquita/lo que se da/no se quita” (“Nikita, you little poof, what’s given can’t be taken back”) because the Soviet leader had accepted Kennedy’s ultimatum and withdrawn the missiles from the island. Only afterward did it become known that in this secret agreement John F. Kennedy had promised Khrushchev that in return for the removal of the weapons, the United States would refrain from invading Cuba and would withdraw its Jupiter missiles based in Turkey.

         My support for the Cuban Revolution lasted for most of the sixties. I traveled five times to Cuba as a member of the International Council of Writers affiliated with Casa de Las Américas and I defended the revolution in manifestos, articles, and public acts, both in France, where I was living, and in Latin America, where I traveled quite regularly. In those years I took up my Marxist readings again, not only the classics but also work by writers identified with the Communist Party, or close to it, like György Lukács, Antonio Gramsci, Lucien Goldmann, Frantz Fanon, Régis Debray, Che Guevara, and even the ultraorthodox Louis Althusser, professor at the École Normale, who later became insane and killed his wife. However, I remember that, during my years in Paris, once a week I would stealthily buy a copy of the paper deplored by the left, Le Figaro, to read the column by Raymond Aron, whose penetrating analyses of current events made me uneasy but also captivated me.

         Several events at the end of the sixties began to distance me from Marxism. There was the creation of the UMAP camps in Cuba, where, behind the euphemistic term, Military Units to Aid Production, there lay the reality of concentration camps where counterrevolutionaries were kept with homosexuals and common criminals. My visit to the U.S.S.R. in 1968, when I was invited to a commemoration related to Pushkin, left me with a bad taste in my mouth. I discovered there that, had I been a Russian, I would have been a dissident in that country (that is, a pariah) or I would have been rotting in the Gulag. That made me feel somewhat traumatized. Sartre, Simone de Beauvoir, Merleau-Ponty, and the journal Les Temps Modernes had convinced me that, despite everything that was wrong with the U.S.S.R., it represented progress and the future, a country where, as Paul Éluard put it in a poem that I knew by heart, “there are no prostitutes or thieves or priests.” But there was poverty, drunks sprawled in the street, and a widespread apathy; one felt everywhere a collective claustrophobia due to the lack of information about what was happening inside the country and in the rest of the world. One just had to look around to realize that although class divisions based on money might have disappeared, in the U.S.S.R. the inequalities were enormous and were exclusively related to power. I asked a talkative Russian, “Who are the most privileged people here?” He replied, “Submissive writers. They have dachas for their holidays and they can travel abroad. That puts them way above ordinary men and women. You can’t ask for more!” Could I defend this model of society, as I had been doing, knowing now that it would have been unlivable for me? And my disappointment with Sartre was another important factor, the day I read in Le Monde an interview with Madeleine Chapsal where he stated that African writers should give up literature and dedicate themselves first and foremost to revolution and to creating a country where literature might then become possible. He also declared that, faced with a child dying of hunger, “La Nausée ne fait pas le poids” (“Nausea has no weight”). I felt I had been knifed in the back. How could he say that, this man who had made us believe that writing was a form of action, that words were acts, that writing influenced history? Now it turned out that literature was just a luxury that could only be allowed in countries that had achieved socialism. At that time I began to read Camus again and to agree with him, realizing that he had been right in his famous polemic with Sartre over the Soviet concentration camps. His idea that assassinations and terror began when morality became divorced from politics was as plain as could be. I later charted this evolution in my thinking in a short book that brought together articles on both writers that I had written in the sixties: Entre Sartre y Camus (Between Sartre and Camus).*

         My break with Cuba, and, to some extent with socialism, came as a result of the then very famous (though now almost no one remembers it) Padilla affair. The poet Heberto Padilla, an active participant in the Cuban Revolution—he became vice minister of Foreign Trade—began to make some criticism of the cultural politics of the regime in 1970. He was first virulently attacked by the official press and then jailed, with the absurd accusation that he was a CIA agent. Indignant at this news, five friends who knew him—Juan and Luis Goytisolo, Hans Magnus Enzensberger, Josep María Castellet, and I—drafted a letter of protest in my apartment in Barcelona, which was signed by many writers throughout the world, including Sartre, Simone de Beauvoir, Susan Sontag, Alberto Moravia, and Carlos Fuentes, all protesting this outrage. Fidel Castro replied in person, accusing us of serving imperialism and stating that we would not step on Cuban soil again for “an indefinite and infinite period of time” (that is, for all eternity).

         Despite the campaign of abuse that I received as a result of this manifesto, it lifted a great weight from me; I would now no longer have to feign an adherence that I did not feel to what was happening in Cuba. However, it took me a few years to break with socialism and reassess the meaning of democracy. It was a period of uncertainty and reappraisal during which I slowly began to understand that the “formal freedoms” of so-called bourgeois democracy were not a mere appearance that covered up the exploitation of the poor by the rich, but rather the boundary between human rights, freedom of expression, and political diversity and an authoritarian and repressive system in which, in the name of the one truth represented by the Communist Party and its leaders, all forms of criticism could be silenced, dogmatic orders could be imposed, and dissidents could be buried in concentration camps or even “disappeared.” With all its imperfections, which were many, democracy at least replaced arbitrary action with laws and allowed free elections and independent parties and unions.

         Opting for liberalism was above all an intellectual process that took a number of years. I was greatly helped by living in Britain at the time, teaching at the University of London in the late sixties and, later, witnessing firsthand the eleven years of the government of Margaret Thatcher. She belonged to the Conservative Party but she was guided as a politician by convictions and above all, an instinct, that were profoundly liberal; she was very similar to Ronald Reagan in this respect. When she assumed office in 1979, Britain was a country in decline, where Labour (and also Tory) reforms had been running out of steam, mired in increasingly statist and collectivist routines, although public freedoms, elections, and freedom of expression were all respected. But the state had grown everywhere with the nationalization of industries and with policies, such as in housing, for example, that made citizens ever more dependent on state benefits. Democratic socialism had made the country of the industrial revolution lethargic, as it now languished in monotonous mediocrity.

         The government of Margaret Thatcher (1979–1990) was a revolution, conducted within strict legal boundaries. State enterprises were privatized and British companies stopped receiving subsidies and were forced to modernize and compete in a free market, while council houses, which governments up until then had rented out to people with low incomes—thus maintaining electoral clientelism—were sold to their tenants, in line with a policy that sought to turn Britain into a country of property owners. Its borders were opened to international competition while obsolete industries, such as coal, were closed down to allow for the renovation and modernization of the country.

         All these economic reforms, of course, led to strikes and social mobilization, like the miners’ strike that lasted two years, during which Margaret Thatcher showed a courage and a conviction that Britain had not seen since the days of Winston Churchill. These reforms, which, in a few years, made the country the most dynamic society in Europe, were accompanied by a defense of democratic culture, and an affirmation of the moral and material superiority of liberal democracy over authoritarian, corrupt, and economically bankrupt socialism that resonated across the world. These policies coincided with those being implemented in the United States under president Ronald Reagan. At last there were leaders at the head of Western democracies who had no inferiority complex with regard to communism, who highlighted achievements in human rights, equal opportunities, and respect for individuals and their ideas, in contrast to the despotism and economic failure of the communist countries. While Ronald Reagan was an extraordinary disseminator of liberal theories that he doubtless understood in a rather general way, Mrs. Thatcher was more precise and ideological. She has no qualms about saying that she consulted Friedrich von Hayek and that she read Karl Popper, whom she considered to be the most important contemporary philosopher of freedom. I read both men in those years and from that time The Road to Serfdom and The Open Society and Its Enemies became fundamental texts for me.

         Although on economic and political issues Ronald Reagan and Margaret Thatcher had an unequivocally liberal outlook, on many social and moral issues they defended conservative and even reactionary positions—neither of them would have accepted gay marriage, abortion, the legalization of drugs or euthanasia, which seemed to me to be legitimate and necessary reforms—and on these matters, of course, I disagreed with them. But taking everything into account, I am convinced that both made a great contribution to the culture of freedom. And in any event, they helped me to become a liberal.

         I had the good fortune, through my old friend the historian Hugh Thomas, to meet Mrs. Thatcher in person. Thomas was an adviser to the British government on Spanish and Latin American affairs and he organized a dinner of intellectuals in his house in Ladbroke Grove to pit Mrs. Thatcher against the tigers. (The left, was, of course, the most vehement enemy of the Thatcher revolution.) She was seated next to Isaiah Berlin, whom she spoke to the entire evening with the utmost respect. Also present were the novelists V. S. Naipaul and Anthony Powell; the poets Al Alvarez, Stephen Spender, and Philip Larkin; the critic and short story writer V. S. Pritchett; the playwright Tom Stoppard; the historian J. H. Plumb, from Cambridge; Anthony Quinton, the president of Trinity College, Oxford; and someone else whose name escapes me. She asked me where I lived and when I replied Montpelier Walk she reminded me that I was a neighbor of Arthur Koestler, whom she had clearly read. The conversation was a test that the intellectuals set the prime minister. The delicacy and good form of British courtesy scarcely disguised deep-seated aggression. The host, Hugh Thomas, opened fire by asking Mrs. Thatcher if the opinion of historians interested her and helped her in any way when it came to government concerns. She answered the questions clearly, without being intimidated or putting on airs, with conviction for the most part, but, at times, expressing her doubts. At the end of the dinner, after she had left, Isaiah Berlin summed up very well, I think, the opinion of most of those present: “Nothing to be ashamed of.” And yes, I thought, quite a bit to be proud of to have a leader with such mettle, culture, and convictions. Margaret Thatcher was going to travel to Berlin in the coming days, where she would visit for the first time the wall of shame erected by the Soviets to stop the increasing number of citizens fleeing from East Germany to West Germany. There she would deliver one of her most important speeches against authoritarianism and in defense of democracy.

         I also met Ronald Reagan in person, but at a very large dinner at the White House, having been invited by Selwa Roosevelt, the then chief of protocol. She introduced me to the president and in the briefest of conversations I only managed to ask him why, since the United States had writers like Faulkner, Hemingway, or Dos Passos, he always referred to Louis L’Amour as his favorite novelist. “Well,” he told me, “he was very good at describing something very American, cowboy life in the old West.” He did not convince me here, of course.

         Both were great statespersons, the most important of their day, and both contributed in a decisive way to the collapse and disintegration of the U.S.S.R., the greatest enemy of democratic culture. But neither of them were charismatic leaders, like Hitler, Mussolini, Perón, or Fidel Castro, who appealed to the “spirit of the tribe” in their speeches. This is the term given by Karl Popper to the irrationality of the primitive human being that nests in the most secret recesses of all civilized people, for we have never completely overcome that yearning for the traditional world—the tribe—when men and women were still an inseparable part of the collective, subordinate to the all-powerful sorcerer or chief who made every decision for them, where they felt safe, free of responsibilities, submissive, like animals in a pack or herd, like human beings in gangs or soccer crowds, lethargic in the midst of those who spoke the same language, worshipped the same gods, and hated outsiders, people different from them, whom they could blame for all the calamities that befell the tribe. The “tribal spirit,” a source of nationalism, has, along with religious fanaticism, been responsible for the largest massacres in the history of humanity. In civilized countries, like Great Britain, the call of the tribe could be seen in those big spectacles, like soccer matches or the open-air pop concerts that the Beatles or the Rolling Stones gave in the sixties, in which the individual disappeared, swallowed up by the mass, finding a momentary escape, which was both healthy and cathartic, from the daily drudgery of being citizens. But in certain countries, and not just in the third world, this “call of the tribe,” which democratic and liberal culture—ultimately, rationality—had sought to free us from, had reappeared from time to time in the guise of dreadful charismatic leaders, under whom citizens revert to being a mass in thrall to a caudillo. This is the substratum of nationalism that I had detested from a very early age, intuiting that it was the antithesis of culture, democracy, and rationality. That is why I had been a man of the left and a communist in my early years; but, in recent times, nothing has illustrated the return to the “tribe” better than communism, under which sovereign responsible individuals regress to being part of a mass submissive to the dictates of a leader, a sort of religious holy man, the bearer of irrefutable sacred truths, which revived the worst forms of demagogy and chauvinism.

         In those years I read and reread many of the thinkers to whom I have dedicated these pages. And many others who might also have figured, like Ludwig von Mises, Milton Friedman, the Argentine Juan Bautista Alberdi, and the Venezuelan Carlos Rangel, these last two truly exceptional cases of liberalism on the continent of Latin America. At that time I also made a trip to Edinburgh to lay flowers at the grave of Adam Smith, and to Kirkcaldy to see the house where he wrote The Wealth of Nations, where I discovered that all that was left of the house was a crumbling wall and a plaque.

         It was in those years that my political convictions were shaped and I have defended them in articles and books since that time. It was these convictions that led me, in Peru in 1987, to oppose the nationalization of the finance system proposed by president Alan García in his first term of office (1985–1990) and to found the Freedom Movement and stand as presidential candidate for the Democratic Front in 1990 with a program that proposed a radical transformation of society in Peru, to turn it into a liberal democracy. I should say, in passing, that although my friends and I were beaten at the ballot box, many of the ideas that we outlined in that long campaign of almost three years, which are in this book, did not disappear but have gained ground in ever broader sectors of society and are now part of the political agenda in Peru.

         Conservatism and liberalism are different things, as Hayek argued in a famous essay. Which does not mean that there are not points of convergence and shared values between liberals and conservatives just as there are between democratic socialism—social democracy—and liberalism. Remember, for example, that the great economic and social transformation of New Zealand was initiated by a Labour government and its finance minister Roger Douglas, and was supported and extended by Ruth Richardson, the finance minister of a Conservative government (1984–1993). We should not, therefore, think of liberalism as just another ideology, one of those secular acts of faith that are so prone to irrationality and dogmatic truths, just like all religions, from the primitive magical-religious forms to the most modern. Among liberals, as the figures in this book illustrate, there are often more disagreements than agreements. Liberalism is a doctrine that does not have answers to everything, as Marxism purports to do, and it has a place for divergence and criticism around a small but unequivocal core set of convictions. For example, that freedom is the supreme value, it is not divisible or fragmentary, but rather indivisible, and must be evident in every sphere—be it economic, political, social, or cultural—in a genuinely democratic society. Not understanding this fact is what led to the failure of all the regimes that, in the sixties and seventies, tried to stimulate economic freedom but were despotic, generally military dictatorships. These ignorant people thought that a market policy could be successful under repressive and dictatorial regimes. But many democratic initiatives also failed in Latin America, because they respected political freedoms but did not believe in economic freedom—the free market—which is what brings material development and progress.

         Liberalism is not dogmatic; it knows that reality is complex and that often ideas and political programs must adapt to this reality if they wish to be successful, instead of trying to bind it to rigid forms that often lead to failure and political violence. Liberalism has also generated its own “infantile disorder,” sectarianism, as can be seen in certain economists who are bewitched by the market as a panacea capable of resolving all social problems. These people in particular should be reminded of the example of Adan Smith himself, the father of liberalism, who, in certain circumstances, even allowed privileges like subsidies and controls to remain in place for a time should their removal cause more harm than good in the short term. This tolerance shown by Smith to his opponents is perhaps the most admirable of all the traits of liberal doctrine: accepting that this doctrine might be wrong and its opponent might be right. A liberal government should deal with social and historical reality in a flexible manner, not believing that all societies can be contained within a single theoretical framework, for this is a counterproductive attitude that leads to failure and frustration.

         We liberals are not anarchists and we do not wish to do away with the state. Quite the reverse, we want a strong and efficient state, which does not mean a large state involved in doing things that civil society can do better under a system of free competition. The state must guarantee freedom, public order, the respect for law, and equal opportunities.

         Equality before the law and equality of opportunities do not mean equality of income, something that no liberal would propose. For that would be possible only in a society run by an authoritarian government that would “equalize” all citizens economically through an oppressive system, doing away with different individual capacities, imagination, inventiveness, concentration, diligence, ambition, work ethic, and leadership. This would imply the disappearance of the individual, subsumed into the tribe.

         So it is right that, beginning from a more or less similar point, individuals would have different incomes according to how much or how little they contribute to the benefits of society as a whole. It would be stupid to ignore that people are intelligent and obtuse, diligent and lazy, inventive and unadventurous and slow-witted, studious and indolent, and so on. And it would be unjust, in the name of “equality,” that everyone should receive the same wage despite their different aptitudes and merits. Societies that have tried this have hampered individual initiative, subsuming these individuals into an anodyne mass where a lack of competition demotivates them and stifles their creativity.

         But there is also no doubt that in very unequal societies, such as those in the third world, the children of the most prosperous families enjoy infinitely greater opportunities to be successful in life than those of poor families. For that reason, “equal opportunity” is a profoundly liberal concept, despite the small bands of dogmatic, intolerant, and often racist economists—there are many in Peru, all Fujimoristas—who abuse the term.

         That is why it is so important for liberalism to offer young people a high-quality education system that allows each generation a common starting point from which legitimate differences in salary can later emerge based on the talent, the effort, and the service that each individual offers to the community. It is in the world of education—secondary, technical, and university education—where we find the greatest injustice in terms of privilege, where some young people receive a very high level of education while others are condemned to a rudimentary or inefficient system that can only offer them a limited future, failure, or mere survival. This is not a utopia but something that France, for example, achieved in the past with free public education, which was often at a higher level than private education and was accessible to all. The crisis in education suffered in France recently has seen a decline in standards but this is not true of Scandinavian countries, or Switzerland, or Asian countries like Japan and Singapore, which guarantee equal opportunities in the field of education—secondary and higher—without this being detrimental in any way, quite the reverse, to their democratic way of life and their economic prosperity.

         Equal opportunity in the field of education does not mean having to ban private education in favor of public education. Not at all: it is important that both exist and compete because there is nothing like competition to advance higher standards and progress. The idea of competition between educational establishments was an idea of a liberal economist, Milton Friedman. The “school vouchers” program he proposed has had excellent results in countries where it has been applied, like Sweden, giving parents a very active participation in the improvement of the education system. The “school voucher” that the state gives to parents allows them to choose the best schools for their children, thus giving greater state aid to the institutions that attract, because of their quality, the largest number of applications for places.

         We should bear in mind that, in our age of great technological and scientific change, education is ever more costly—if one wishes it to be of the highest level—and that means that civil society has as much responsibility as the state in maintaining the highest academic standards in schools, colleges, and universities. It is not fair that children from wealthy families are exempt from paying for their education just as it would not be fair for a young person to be excluded, for economic reasons, from having access to the best institutions if they have the necessary talent and desire. So alongside “school vouchers,” a system of grants and aid is fundamental to achieving equal opportunities in education.

         A minimal state is generally more efficient than a large state: this is one of the firmest convictions of liberal doctrine. The more the state grows and takes on greater influence in the life of nations, the more the freedoms of its citizens are diminished. The decentralization of power is a liberal principle that allows the whole of society greater control over different social and political institutions. Apart from defense, justice, and public order, where the state has primacy (not a monopoly), the ideal is for citizens to have the greatest participation possible in stimulating the remaining social and economic activities through a system of free competition.

         Liberalism, more than any other political outlook, has been traduced and slandered throughout history, first by conservatism—think of the papal encyclicals and the pronouncements of the Catholic Church against it, which still persist despite the existence of so many liberal believers—and later by socialism and communism, which, in the modern era, have presented “neoliberalism” as the spearhead of imperialism and the most shameless forms of colonialism and capitalism. The truth of history gives the lie to these calumnies. From its very beginnings, liberal doctrine has given expression to the most advanced forms of democratic culture, and in free societies has given the greatest impulse to human rights, freedom of expression, the rights of sexual, religious, and political minorities, the defense of the environment and the participation of ordinary citizens in public life. In other words, it has given us the greatest protection from the inextinguishable “call of the tribe.” This book seeks to be a small contribution to this indispensable task.

         madrid, august 2017

         
            * Mario Vargas Llosa, Entre Sartre y Camus, Ediciones Huracán, San Juan, Puerto Rico, 1981.
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         We know almost nothing about the childhood and early years of Adam Smith save that he was born one day in 1723, in Kirkcaldy, a Scottish trading town located some ten miles north of Edinburgh, where he spent much of his life and at least six of the ten years that it took him to write his magnum opus: An Inquiry into the Nature and Causes of the Wealth of Nations (1776). He did not know his father, a lawyer and customs inspector who died before he was born, and he always loved his mother, Margaret Douglas, with a great passion. There is no proof to the story that he was abducted by gypsies at the age of three and rescued a few hours later. He was a sickly, rather plain child, and before he was known for his wisdom he was known for being extraordinarily absentminded. One day the driver of the coach coming from London discovered on the outskirts of Kirkcaldy a solitary figure walking in the middle of the countryside far from the town. He stopped the coach to ask Mr. Smith where he was going; disconcerted, Adam Smith acknowledged that he had been so lost in his thoughts that he had not noticed how far he had strayed. And one Sunday he appeared with his strange swaying gait—like a camel’s—still in his dressing gown, in Dunfermline, some fifteen miles from Kirkcaldy, staring into space and talking to himself. Years later the residents of Edinburgh would get used to him wandering around the Old Town, at odd hours, lost to the world, his lips moving silently, that solitary, somewhat hypochondriacal old man who everyone called the wise man. There are dozens of similar stories from throughout his life.

         He went to school on Hill Street, near his house, between 1731 and 1737 and he must have been a good student of Latin and Greek because when he matriculated at Glasgow University, at age fourteen, he was exempted from the first year, which was dedicated to the classics. He described his three years in Glasgow in a letter quoted by his biographer Nicholas Phillipson as, “by far the most useful, and, therefore, as by far the happiest and most honourable period of my life.”* He discovered Newton’s physics, and Euclidian geometry, and was taught by a professor of moral philosophy, Francis Hutcheson, an eminent figure of the Scottish Enlightenment, who would have a great influence on his intellectual development. After spending three years at the University of Glasgow, he was awarded a scholarship to Oxford, where he studied from 1740 to 1746, at Balliol College. We know almost nothing about the life he led during those six years. His biographies surmise that he must have been quite lonely because the political and cultural climate of the university was imbued with a most conservative and reactionary “Jacobitism,” at odds with his own Presbyterian, Whig formation. We do know that he learned French by himself and read French literature with a passion, and that his favorite authors were Racine and Marivaux. But the most important thing that happened to him in those years in Oxford was that he became acquainted with the work of David Hume, another of the great figures of the Scottish Enlightenment, and perhaps even met the man himself. Twelve years older than Smith, Hume, who was held in high regard in intellectual circles, was nonetheless condemned by the university hierarchy for being an atheist. One of the few things that we know about Adam Smith in Oxford was that he was reprimanded by his college after he was discovered reading the Treatise of Human Nature (1739) by the influential Scottish philosopher who would later become his best friend. He praised him and Hutcheson in his The Theory of Moral Sentiments (1759).

         There is still the mistaken idea making the rounds that Adam Smith was first and foremost an economist—he is called the “Father of Economics”—something that would have amazed him. He always thought of himself as a moralist and a philosopher. His interest in economic questions, as in other disciplines like astronomy—he wrote a “History of Astronomy” that was only published after his death—came as a consequence of his endeavors to develop a “science of human nature” and to explain how society functions. There is more news of him after he left Oxford and arrived in Edinburgh where, between 1748 and 1751, thanks to Lord Kames, another figure of the Scottish Enlightenment, he gave a series of public lectures that had a great impact and cemented his reputation. The texts of these talks have been lost but we know of them through the notes of two students who took a similar course with Smith a number of years later. The first course of lectures was on rhetoric and the way in which language and human communication had developed, an activity that Smith identifies not only as a need for survival but also as a form of propriety and congeniality, based on people’s customs and common sense, that underpinned society and sociability. To demonstrate this he used examples from literature. In his opinion, clear, direct, and concise language best expresses emotions, feelings, and ideas and should be preferred to a baroque and pompous style (like that of the third Earl of Shaftesbury, he said) that was favored by a select minority and excluded the common man.

         In another course of lectures, on jurisprudence, Smith sketched out some of the ideas that he would develop later, based on David Hume’s thesis that property was “the mother of the civilizing process.” This topic fascinated the leading Scottish intellectuals of the time. Lord Kames, for example, argued that the most prominent instinct in human beings was “the hoarding appetite” and, from that, private property and, to some extent society itself, had been born. In his book, Historical Law-Tracts (1758), Lord Kames maintained that the development of history was made up of four stages: (a) hunter-gatherer society; (b) nomadic-pastoral society; (c) agrarian society and, finally, (d) commercial society. The exchange of goods, within and outside the group, would have been the true driving force of civilization. Governments appeared when the members of the community became aware of the importance of private property and understood that this needed to be protected by laws and by authorities who would uphold these laws. These ideas greatly influenced Adam Smith, who adopted them and would, over time, develop and nuance them. Perhaps from his Edinburgh years he began to formulate the conviction—that he held throughout his life—that the worst enemy of property was the landed nobility, that rentier aristocracy who often brought down governments that limited its powers and that was always a threat to justice, social peace, and progress. Thanks to these lectures in Edinburgh, this young man was beginning to be seen as a part of that movement, the Scottish Enlightenment, that would revolutionize the ideas, values, and culture of the time.

         From Edinburgh, Adam Smith moved to Glasgow, where he stayed for thirteen years—until 1764—briefly as professor of logic and metaphysics and then as professor of moral philosophy. We have more details of his life from this period. He lived with his mother and a cousin, Janet Douglas, who kept house for him throughout all the time he spent in Scotland. His was a life of stoic austerity, Presbyterian, with no alcohol and probably no sex—he never married and there were no known girlfriends and the rumors that circulated about his supposed romantic attachments all sound unreal—dedicated to teaching and research. His prestige as a teacher was so great that, among others, James Boswell, the future biographer of Samuel Johnson, enrolled at the University of Glasgow to attend his courses. According to the testimonies of his students he had a written script for his lectures but often departed from his notes to develop or look more closely at specific topics and he loathed his students taking notes while he was talking: “I hate scribblers.” He also stood out as an administrator. He was tasked with organizing and running the library and acquiring books and with building sites for new disciplines and he was involved in the administration and finances of the university, eventually becoming dean of faculties and vice rector. In all these activities he received the same respect and praise as for his intellectual work.

         In those years Glasgow enjoyed an extraordinary prosperity due to the opening of markets facilitated by the Act of Union with England and, in particular, to the tobacco trade, where boats based in Glasgow brought back tobacco from Virginia in the United States and distributed it throughout the United Kingdom and the rest of Europe. According to Arthur Herman, in his study of the Scottish Enlightenment, it was at this time, and because of Glasgow’s notable development, that Smith began to take an interest in the commercial operations of large companies. “Smith struck up a close relationship with John Glassford, who kept him informed of events in America and also took a keen interest in Smith’s progress with his Wealth of Nations. Glasgow Provost Andrew Cochrane organized a Political Economy Club, whose members included Smith, Glassford, and another wealthy tobacco merchant, Richard Oswald. Cochrane even presided over a special session of the Glasgow town council on May 3, 1762, when Professor Smith was made an honorary burgess of the city.”†

         
THE THEORY OF MORAL SENTIMENTS (1759)

         The first book that Adam Smith published, The Theory of Moral Sentiments (1759), had been taking shape in his classes over the years and shows to what extent morality was central to his vocation.‡ In the theory he develops we find the ideas of his old teacher Francis Hutcheson, as well as those of David Hume, Rousseau’s thoughts on inequality, and Bernard Mandeville’s writings on morality. But in the book there is also a solid spine of his own ideas, a first approximation to the “science of humankind” that he had been dreaming of developing since his childhood.

         Certain words are key to the understanding of this book—sympathy (in the sense of empathy), imagination, propriety, the impartial spectator—and a question that this voluminous inquiry sought to answer: How can human society exist, maintain stability, and progress over time instead of disintegrating under the pressure of rivalries, opposing interests, and the instincts and egotistical passions of humankind? What makes sociability possible, this glue that binds society despite the diverse people and characteristics that comprise this society?

         Human beings get to know each other through imagination, and a natural sense of sympathy toward one’s neighbor is what draws one individual to another, something that would never occur if human actions were exclusively governed by reason. This feeling of sympathy, and imagination, brings strangers together and establishes between them a link that breaks down mistrust and creates reciprocal bonds. The vision of man and society that permeates this book is positive and optimistic, for Adam Smith believes that, despite all the horrors that are committed, goodness—that is, moral sentiments—prevail over evil. A good example of this innate decency that characterizes most human beings appears in the final pages of the book. “To tell a man that he lies is, of all affronts, the most mortal … The man who had the misfortune to imagine that nobody believed a single word he said, would feel himself the outcast of human society, would dread the very thought of going into it, or of presenting himself before it, and could scarce fail, I think, to die of despair” (p. 397). Things have changed a great deal in the centuries since Adam Smith wrote these lines and from a moral point of view human beings in our era have been getting worse because it would be very difficult to imagine at this point in time many people dying of despair at being thought of as a liar. However, Smith was not naive: his analyses of moral conduct are very subtle and complex, always upheld by the conviction that, even in the most dire circumstances, decency prevails over indecency. “Nature, when she formed man for society, endowed him with an original desire to please and an original aversion to offend his brethren. She taught him to feel pleasure in their pleasurable, and pain in their unpleasurable regard” (p. 140).

         Another key word in this study is propriety, not in the sense of possession but rather as a suitable, just, and careful—appropriate—attitude in terms of an individual’s relationship to others.

         It is a curious, versatile, ambiguous, and subtle book: at times it seems a treatise on good manners, at other times a psychological analysis of the feelings and emotions that human beings have for their neighbors, and occasionally a sociology manual. In effect, it is a study of human relations and the ways in which such relations allow a society to function and to develop a sense of basic solidarity, which prevents it from breaking up and disappearing. It is also a study of the moral sentiment that allows us to differentiate between good and evil, falsehood and authenticity, and truth and lies. This was the first book of Adam Smith’s to explore the “science of humankind,” a study that would occupy the rest of his life and that he would never manage to complete.

         The reactions and attitudes that the book describes take account of poverty and wealth, social prejudices, the place of individuals in society but, in general, it concentrates on ordinary citizens, who represent normality. Usually he passes swiftly over those who avoid or transgress normality (those men-monsters who fascinated Georges Bataille). For that reason the society described in The Theory of Moral Sentiments seems at times somewhat idealized as being exemplary and decorous. Because life is not made up just of normal people, there are abnormal and exceptional people as well. But this analysis does not simply correspond to Adam Smith’s outlook on society but also, above all, to his way of being. Although there are not copious testimonies about him, those that do exist coincide in painting him not only as an intellectual of the highest order but also as a good man, with healthy habits, modest, simple, austere, very correct, with occasional outbursts of bad temper, whose life was dedicated to study. He surprised everyone by his habit of losing himself in his own thoughts and cutting himself off from anything around him at any time. One of his friends in the Select Society, who he used to meet in the taverns of Edinburgh, tells of how, in the middle of a discussion on law or philosophy, everyone noticed that Adam Smith had gone: he was there, his eyes staring into space, quietly muttering something almost inaudible, in a private world, absent from all that surrounded him.

         The Theory of Moral Sentiments focuses above all on men, but he does point out certain characteristics that, for him, differentiate women from men; for example, this subtle comment: “Humanity is the virtue of a woman, generosity of a man” (p. 222). A large part of the book analyzes the individual in isolation but, in the final chapters, before he reviews systems of moral philosophy—Plato, Aristotle, Zeno, the Stoics, Epicurus, Cicero—and contrasts them with his own, his analysis extends to the individual as part of the family, of the nation, and finally, of humanity. These chapters anticipate some of the great insights to be found in The Wealth of Nations. For example, his very clear stand against nationalism, the idea that, because of the affective bond that unites individuals to their country, then they must always agree with their nation’s actions, whether right or wrong: “The love of our own nation often disposes us to view with the most malignant jealousy and envy the prosperity and aggrandisement of any other neighbouring nation” (p. 269). He calls this “the mean principle of national prejudice” (p. 270). In a subsequent paragraph, referring to England and France, he states that “for either of them to envy the internal happiness and prosperity of the other is surely … beneath the dignity of two such great nations” (p. 270). This rejection of a nationalist perspective as a superior and egotistical attitude that justifies arbitrary actions leads him to condemn the dogmatic nature of the “man of system” who “is often so enamoured with the supposed beauty of his own ideal plan of government” that “he seems to imagine that he can arrange the different members of a great society with as much ease as the hand arranges the different pieces upon a chess-board” (p. 275). He goes on to state that these pieces have no other “principle of motion” than the hand that guides them, and that “in the great chess-board of human society every single piece has a principle of motion of its own” (p. 275), very different from what the legislature might seek to impose in arbitrary fashion. This is the first time in history that someone has pointed out that society might have a motion of its own, derived from its internal organization, which must be respected in order not to cause anarchy or to have to resort to the most brutal repression to achieve it, something that he opposes, remembering “the divine maxim of Plato”: “never to use violence to his country no more than to his parents” (p. 275).

         But perhaps the most original part of The Theory of Moral Sentiments is the appearance in its pages of the impartial spectator, this judge or arbiter that we human beings carry within us, which takes an objective position on our behavior and judges it, approving or condemning what we do and say. This character is described in different ways throughout the book: “the great demigod within the breast,” “his own conscience,” “this judge within,” “the great judge and arbiter of our conduct,” “the great inmate,” “those vice-gerents of God within us,” etc. This identification of the impartial spectator with one’s conscience is not completely accurate because it supposes that human beings govern their conscience while impartial spectators maintain a distance from the subject that they are part of, a position that allows them to give independent approval or condemnation to whatever they do, think, or say. Nor is this an exact projection of divinity in the individual because, as some of Adam Smith’s most subtle analyses in the book reveal, impartial spectators are not always as neutral as God might be; they tend to soften toward their subject, showing bursts of favoritism, or else demonstrate an excessive severity toward their desires, feelings, and passions, and, in an equally subjective way, exaggerate their condemnation and disapproval. To some extent this impartial spectator of the lives of human beings is, as Professor D. D. Raphael points out in his book on Adam Smith, a forerunner of what a century later Sigmund Freud would call, in his description of the life of the unconscious, the superego.§ This impartial spectator also has a raison d’être that will later appear as one of the pillars of liberal doctrine: individualism. If moral conduct depends to a great extent on the personality of every individual, this then is the basic cell of society, the starting point for all the different communities to which individuals might belong. But none of these communities can subsume or eradicate the individual, be they the family, work, religion, social class, or a political party.

         Adam Smith wrote with elegance and precision and he was sensitive to good literature (in this work there is a very enthusiastic appreciation of Racine’s Phèdre) and beauty, which he found not only in literary and artistic works but also in human actions and, of course, in nature and objects. A virtuous action, a generous gesture, an act of solidarity, he says, awakens a sense of beauty comparable to that elicited by a beautiful landscape, harmonious music, or a life governed by prudence, respect for one’s neighbors, friendship, and irreproachable behavior. In his conclusion he observes that animate and inanimate objects can give us this taste for beauty.

         The Theory of Moral Sentiments was Adam Smith’s favorite book and he never imagined the revolution that The Wealth of Nations would cause in the world of ideas, politics, and economics. The Theory of Moral Sentiments received great praise from David Hume, Edmund Burke, and, in the rest of Europe, from intellectuals as prestigious as Kant and Voltaire. Voltaire was reported to have said after reading it, “We have nobody to compare with him, and I am embarrassed for my dear compatriots.”

         But there was something even more important: the prestige that he achieved allowed him to free himself from his university obligations, be offered a job that would guarantee his future, allow him to write without impediments, and make a much coveted journey to the most cultured spots in Europe. David Hume informed him in April 1759 that Charles Townshend, the stepfather of the young Duke of Buccleuch, who was still at Eton, was considering sending him to Glasgow to study with Smith. This did not happen but, some years later, Adam Smith received a very concrete proposal from Townshend: to tutor the young duke—the heir to a great fortune—and accompany him on a long study visit to Europe. The conditions could not be more advantageous: a salary of five hundred pounds and a pension of three hundred pounds (much more than his professorial income). Smith accepted, resigned from the University of Glasgow, and set off for London to meet the young man—he was eighteen—who would be his student for the next three years. There was an immediate bond of understanding and affection between the two that would last for the rest of their lives. The young aristocrat was attentive and hardworking, respectful, and amiable and always felt an enormous admiration and gratitude for the private tutor who accompanied him on his European tour between 1764 and 1766.

         Smith and his disciple went first to Toulouse, where they stayed for eighteen months. There are indications that in Toulouse Smith began to take notes for The Wealth of Nations. The second city of France was still shaken by “l’affaire Calas,” which resonated through much of Europe due to the fanaticism and cruelty that surrounded it. In 1761 the son of a protestant merchant, Jean Calas, was found dead in the city. Calas was accused of having murdered his son to prevent him from converting to Catholicism. The poor man was sentenced by the Parlement, broken at the wheel, hanged, and then burned in March 1762. This led to the famous campaign by Voltaire against the injustice committed, seeking a posthumous exoneration for the victim. His famous pamphlet on the subject, published in his Traité sur la tolérance, was one of the many books and pamphlets that Smith sent back to Scotland in the two years that he spent in France and Switzerland.

         This was the only occasion that Adam Smith visited these countries and, thanks to the recommendations of the stepfather of the Duke of Buccleuch, of David Hume and others, he attended the fashionable salons in Paris, went to the theater and to concerts, and got to know the most famous intellectuals. There is also word of a lady who was taken by him and pursued him, while he did what he could to escape her. He visited Voltaire several times in Ferney, and in Paris he met philosophers and writers like D’Alembert, Turgot, Helvétius, Baron d’Holbach, Marmontel, and, above all, François Quesnay and the physiocrats, whose economic theories he would later strongly criticize in The Wealth of Nations. But he got on well with Quesnay in person when they had several what must have been lively and argumentative meetings; he once said that if Quesnay had been alive when his book appeared, he would have dedicated it to him. The stay in Europe had to be cut short because the Duke of Buccleuch became ill and a younger brother of the duke died, forcing them to move forward their return. In the middle of November 1766 they were back in England. Adam Smith would never leave Britain again.

         WRITING THE WEALTH OF NATIONS


         On his return from France, he stayed some six months in London, until May 1767. He delayed returning to Scotland to correct the third edition of The Theory of Moral Sentiments and he worked in the extraordinary library of the recently opened British Museum. He traveled to Kirkcaldy with four big chests of books and stayed there for six years, living with his mother and Janet Douglas. It was in this period that he made great progress with an ambitious book in which he wanted to test his theories on the systems that maintained natural and social order. From an early age he had been convinced that only reason—not religion—could understand these systems and explain them. He had set himself the task, now, to describe the organization of economic life and the progress in society.

         His life was spartan and he concentrated on his research and on the drafts of the book. He went out infrequently, usually for long walks along the seashore. The story goes that he could sometimes be found, very out of breath, in villages miles from his home, lost in his own world until the sound of church bells or the bells of a flock of sheep brought him out of his reveries. In his free moments he became absorbed in botany, classifying the plants in his garden according to the nomenclature of the Swedish naturalist Carolus Linnaeus, whose studies had impressed him. One of his few journeys was to attend the birthday party of his former pupil the Duke of Buccleuch, who had married Elizabeth, the daughter of the Duke of Montagu. He stayed two months with them at their residence, Dalkeith Palace, on the outskirts of Edinburgh.

         Although he had assembled in his splendid library in Kirkcaldy most of the economic and political material that he needed to consult, we can see from his letters, asking friends in Britain and in Europe to send him books or pamphlets or other information, just what a demanding and lengthy task it was to write The Wealth of Nations.

         In the spring of 1773, he decided to leave Kirkcaldy and move to London, where he spent the next three years. That is where he finished his book. But before leaving, he decided to make a will. He made David Hume the executor of the will and he stipulated that Hume should be sent the manuscript of The Wealth of Nations if he died before completing it. He also stipulated that all his papers should be destroyed with the exception of his unpublished history of astronomy: his friend would decide whether it was worth publishing. It is thought that health issues prompted him to make his will, but the truth is that in the seventeen years that he had still to live, he never had physical complaints that much bothered him. And there has never been a persuasive explanation as to why he decided to burn his manuscripts.

         Unlike his time in Kirkcaldy, where he was completely isolated, in London he had an intense social life. He met up with his friends for discussions in the two clubs where he was a member—the Royal Society and the Club—both of which enjoyed high intellectual and social status, and in the homes of wealthy and high-ranking people, where he met and engaged with politicians and influential intellectuals like Edmund Burke, Edward Gibbon, and Samuel Johnson. Generally he was popular with his interlocutors, who were amused by his inevitable idiosyncracies. One exception was Samuel Johnson, for it seems that in one discussion Smith, who was usually so good-humored, got so irritated that he swore at him. It is not surprising, therefore, that the famous lexicographer and literary critic wrote a cruel comment about him: that he was “as dull a dog as he had ever met with,” who slobbered and “was a most disagreeable fellow after he had drank some wine.”¶ Adam Smith has left a similarly disdainful and sarcastic account of the great British lexicographer, traveler, and critic.||

         THE WEALTH OF NATIONS

         The book was published on March 9, 1776, and the first edition of five hundred copies sold out in six months; Smith received three hundred pounds from his editors. Almost at the same time another masterpiece of Western culture appeared: Edward Gibbon’s Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire. The second edition of The Wealth of Nations was published a couple of years later, with some changes; the third edition, in 1784, included a number of corrections and additions. During Adam Smith’s lifetime fourth and fifth editions appeared in 1786 and 1789, with new changes, along with translations of the book into French (there were three versions), German, Danish, and Italian.# In Spain, Carlos Martínez de Irujo translated the work into Spanish and it was published in 1791, but the book was denounced to the Tribunal of the Holy Office (the Inquisition) and banned the following year. Three years later, in 1794, a small compendium of the work was published in Valladolid, without the name of Smith on the cover.**

         Remarkable for the variety of themes that it covers, a monument to the culture of its time, a testament to what knowledge in the fields of politics, economics, philosophy, and history signified in the last third of the eighteenth century, what is most notable and long-lasting about the book is the discovery of the free market as a motor for progress. A mechanism that no one invented, that humanity arrived at through commerce. This continuous exchange produced the division of labor and the appearance of the market, a distributive system of resources that—without their intending to do so or even knowing what they were doing—all members of society, be they sellers, buyers, or producers, contributed to, thus increasing general prosperity. It was a rare insight to be told that, while working to achieve their own desires and egotistical dreams, ordinary men and women contributed to the well-being of everyone. This “invisible hand” that pushes and guides workers and creators of wealth to cooperate with society was a revolutionary insight and, at the same time, the strongest defense of freedom in the economic arena. The free market presupposes the existence of private property, equality of citizens before the law, a rejection of privileges, and the division of labor. No one before Adam Smith had explained so precisely and lucidly this self-sufficient system that brings progress to nations and for which freedom is essential, or argued so eloquently that economic freedom upholds and drives all other freedoms.

         Reading this oceanic book, which is divided into an infinitude of themes and subthemes, one gets the impression that not even Adam Smith himself was aware of the importance of his findings. It is disconcerting for many readers of The Wealth of Nations to discover that the motor of progress is not altruism or charity but rather egotism: “It is not from the benevolence of the butcher, the brewer, or the baker that we expect our dinner but from their regard to their own interest. We address ourselves not to their humanity but to their self-love and we never talk to them of our own necessities but of their advantages” (vol. 1, pp. 26–27).

         John Maynard Keynes, a diligent though somewhat unruly follower of Adam Smith, joked that Smith maintained that capitalism was founded on the astonishing belief that the nastiest motives of the nastiest men somehow work for the benefit of all. However, like all the great social and political thinkers who followed him, including Marx, Keynes ended up accepting, with great reluctance, the discovery that Adam Smith sums up here: “He [the individual] generally, indeed, neither intends to promote the public interest, nor knows how much he is promoting it. By preferring the support of domestic to that of foreign industry, he intends only his own security; and by directing that industry in such a manner as its produce may be of the greatest value, he intends only his own gain, and he is in this, as in many other cases, led by an invisible hand to promote an end which was no part of his intention” (vol. 1, p. 456).

         The system that Adam Smith describes is not created, it is spontaneous: it came about through practical necessities that began with barter among primitive peoples, continued with more developed forms of trade, the appearance of private property, laws, and courts, that’s to say, the state, and above all from the division of labor, which sparked productivity. This spontaneous order, as Hayek would later call it, has freedom—freedoms—at its foundations: free trade, freedom to intervene in the market as a producer and consumer in conditions of equality under the rule of law, freedom to sign contracts, export and import, to enter into partnerships and to form companies, et cetera. The great enemies of the market are privileges, monopolies, subsidies, controls, and prohibitions. The spontaneity and naturalness of the system reduce as society progresses and creates legal structures to regulate the market. But so long as these structures allow for freedom in large part, then the system will be efficient and produce positive results.
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