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Transportation subsidies distort the marketplace, create inefficiencies, and preclude aff solvency -- rejecting government intervention in favor of the free market solves best. 
Carson 10-senior fellow and holder of the Karl Hess Chair in Social Theory at the Center for a Stateless Society. He won the 2011 Beth A. Hoffman Memorial Prize for Economic Writing.( Kevin A. “The Distorting Effects of Transportation Subsidies”November 2010 • Volume: 60 • Issue: 9 • Print This Post • 56 comments, The Freeman, http://www.thefreemanonline.org/features/the-distorting-effects-of-transportation-subsidies/)//EL

Although critics on the left are very astute in describing the evils of present-day society, they usually fail to understand either the root of those problems (government intervention) or their solution (the operation of a freed market). In Progressive commentary on energy, pollution, and so on—otherwise often quite insightful—calls for government intervention are quite common. George Monbiot, for instance, has written that “[t]he only rational response to both the impending end of the Oil Age and the menace of global warming is to redesign our cities, our farming and our lives. But this cannot happen without massive political pressure.” But this is precisely backward. Existing problems of excess energy consumption, pollution, big-box stores, the car culture, and suburban sprawl result from the “massive political pressure” that has already been applied, over the past several decades, to “redesign our cities, our farming, and our lives.” The root of all the problems Monbiot finds so objectionable is State intervention in the marketplace. In particular, subsidies to transportation have probably done more than any other factor (with the possible exception of intellectual property law) to determine the present shape of the American corporate economy. Currently predominating firm sizes and market areas are the result of government subsidies to transportation. Adam Smith argued over 200 years was user fees rather than ago that the fairest way of funding transportation infrastructure general revenues: “When the carriages which pass over a highway or a bridge, and the lighters which sail upon a navigable canal, pay toll in proportion to their weight or their tonnage, they pay for the maintenance of those public works exactly in proportion to the wear and tear which they occasion of them.” This is not, however, how things were actually done. Powerful business interests have used their political influence since the beginning of American history to secure government funding for “internal improvements.” The real turning point was the government’s role in creating the railroad system from the mid-nineteenth century on. The national railroad system as we know it was almost entirely a creature of the State. The federal railroad land grants included not only the rights-of-way for the actual railroads, but extended 15-mile tracts on both sides. As the lines were completed, this adjoining land became prime real estate and skyrocketed in value. As new communities sprang up along the routes, every house and business in town was built on land acquired from the railroads. The tracts also frequently included valuable timberland. The railroads, according to Matthew Josephson (The Robber Barons), were “land companies” whose directors “did a rushing land business in farm lands and town sites at rising prices.” For example, under the terms of the Pacific Railroad bill, the Union Pacific (which built from the Mississippi westward) was granted 12 million acres of land and $27 million worth of 30-year government bonds. The Central Pacific (built from the West Coast eastward) received nine million acres and $24 million worth of bonds. The total land grants to the railroads amounted to about six times the area of France. Theodore Judah, chief engineer for what became the Central Pacific, assured potential investors “that it could be done—if government aid were obtained. For the cost would be terrible.” Collis Huntington, the leading promoter for the project, engaged in a sordid combination of strategically placed bribes and appeals to communities’ fears of being bypassed in order to extort grants of “rights of way, terminal and harbor sites, and . . . stock or bond subscriptions ranging from $150,000 to $1,000,000” from a long string of local governments that included San Francisco, Stockton, and Sacramento. Government also revised tort and contract law to ease the carriers’ way—for example, by exempting common carriers from liability for many kinds of physical damage caused by their operation. Had railroad ventures been forced to bear their own initial capital outlays—securing rights of way, preparing roadbeds, and laying track, without land grants and government purchases of their bonds—the railroads would likely have developed instead along the initial lines on which Lewis Mumford speculated in The City in History: many local rail networks linking communities into local industrial economies. The regional and national interlinkages of local networks, when they did occur, would have been far fewer and far smaller in capacity. The comparative costs of local and national distribution, accordingly, would have been quite different. In a nation of hundreds of local industrial economies, with long-distance rail transport much more costly than at present, the natural pattern of industrialization would have been to integrate small-scale power machinery into flexible manufacturing for local markets. Alfred Chandler, in The Visible Hand, argued that the creation of the national railroad system made possible, first, national wholesale and retail markets, and then large manufacturing firms serving the national market. The existence of unified national markets served by large-scale manufacturers depended on a reliable, high-volume distribution system operating on a national level. The railroad and telegraph, “so essential to high-volume production and distribution,” were in Chandler’s view what made possible this steady flow of goods through the distribution pipeline: “The revolution in the processes of distribution and production rested in large part on the new transportation and communications infrastructure. Modern mass production and mass distribution depend on the speed, volume, and regularity in the movement of goods and messages made possible by the coming of the railroad, telegraph and steamship.” The Tipping Point The creation of a single national market, unified by a high-volume distribution system, was probably the tipping point between two possible industrial systems. As Mumford argued in Technics and Civilization, the main economic reason for large-scale production in the factory system was the need to economize on power from prime movers. Factories were filled with long rows of machines, all connected by belts to drive shafts from a single steam engine. The invention of the electric motor changed all this: A prime mover, appropriately scaled, could be built into each individual machine. As a result, it was possible to scale machinery to the flow of production and situate it close to the point of consumption. With the introduction of electrical power, as described by Charles Sabel and Michael Piore in The Second Industrial Divide, there were two alternative possibilities for organizing production around the new electrical machinery: decentralized production for local markets, integrating general-purpose machinery into craft production and governed on a demand-pull basis with short production runs and frequent shifts between product lines; or centralized production using expensive, product-specific machinery in large batches on a supply-push basis. The first alternative was the one most naturally suited to the new possibilities offered by electrical power. But in fact what was chosen was the second alternative. The role of the State in creating a single national market, with artificially low distribution costs, was almost certainly what tipped the balance between them. The railroads, themselves largely creatures of the State, in turn actively promoted the concentration of industry through their rate policies. Sabel and Piore argue that “the railroads’ policy of favoring their largest customers, through rebates” was a central factor in the rise of the large corporation. Once in place, the railroads—being a high fixed-cost industry—had “a tremendous incentive to use their capacity in a continuous, stable way. This incentive meant, in turn, that they had an interest in stabilizing the output of their principal customers—an interest that extended to protecting their customers from competitors who were served by other railroads. It is therefore not surprising that the railroads promoted merger schemes that had this effect, nor that they favored the resulting corporations or trusts with rebates.” Reprising the Role As new forms of transportation emerged, the government reprised its role, subsidizing both the national highway and civil aviation systems. From its beginning the American automotive industry formed a “complex” with the petroleum industry and government highway projects. The “most powerful pressure group in Washington” (as a PBS documentary called it) began in June 1932, when GM president Alfred P. Sloan created the National Highway Users Conference, inviting oil and rubber firms to help GM bankroll a propaganda and lobbying effort that continues to this day. Whatever the political motivation behind it, the economic effect of the interstate system should hardly be controversial. Virtually 100 percent of roadbed damage to highways is caused by heavy trucks. After repeated liberalization of maximum weight restrictions, far beyond the heaviest conceivable weight the interstate roadbeds were originally designed to support, fuel taxes fail miserably at capturing from big-rig operators the cost of pavement damage caused by higher axle loads. And truckers have been successful at scrapping weight-distance user charges in all but a few western states, where the push for repeal continues. So only about half the revenue of the highway trust fund comes from fees or fuel taxes on the trucking industry, and the rest is externalized on private automobiles. This doesn’t even count the 20 percent of highway funding that’s still subsidized by general revenues, or the role of eminent domain in lowering the transaction costs involved in building new highways or expanding existing ones. As for the civil aviation system, from the beginning it was a creature of the State. Its original physical infrastructure was built entirely with federal grants and tax-free municipal bonds. Professor Stephen Paul Dempsey of the University of Denver in 1992 estimated the replacement value of this infrastructure at $1 trillion. The federal government didn’t even start collecting user fees from airline passengers and freight shippers until 1971. Even with such user fees paid into the Airport and Airways Trust Fund, the system still required taxpayer subsidies of $3 billion to maintain the Federal Aviation Administration’s network of control towers, air traffic control centers, and tens of thousands of air traffic controllers. Eminent domain also remains central to the building of new airports and expansion of existing airports, as it does with highways. Subsidies to airport and air traffic control infrastructure are only part of the picture. Equally important was the direct role of the State in creating the heavy aircraft industry, whose jumbo jets revolutionized civil aviation after World War II. In Harry Truman and the War Scare of 1948, Frank Kofsky described the aircraft industry as spiraling into red ink after the end of the war and on the verge of bankruptcy when it was rescued by the Cold War (and more specifically Truman’s heavy bomber program). David Noble, in America by Design, made a convincing case that civilian jumbo jets were only profitable thanks to the government’s heavy bomber contracts; the production runs for the civilian market alone were too small to pay for the complex and expensive machinery. The 747 is essentially a spinoff of military production. The civil aviation system is, many times over, a creature of the State. The State and the Corporation It’s hard to avoid the conclusion that the dominant business model in the American economy, and the size of the prevailing corporate business unit, are direct results of such policies. A subsidy to any factor of production amounts to a subsidy of those firms whose business models rely most heavily on that factor, at the expense of those who depend on it the least. Subsidies to transportation, by keeping the cost of distribution artificially low, tend to lengthen supply and distribution chains. They make large corporations operating over wide market areas artificially competitive against smaller firms producing for local markets—not to mention big-box retailers with their warehouses-on-wheels distribution model. Some consequentialists treat this as a justification for transportation subsidies: Subsidies are good because they make possible mass-production industry and large-scale distribution, which are (it is claimed) inherently more efficient (because of those magically unlimited “economies of scale,” of course). Tibor Machan argued just the opposite in the February 1999 Freeman: Some people will say that stringent protection of rights [against eminent domain] would lead to small airports, at best, and many constraints on construction. Of course—but what’s so wrong with that? Perhaps the worst thing about modern industrial life has been the power of political authorities to grant special privileges to some enterprises to violate the rights of third parties whose permission would be too expensive to obtain. The need to obtain that permission would indeed seriously impede what most environmentalists see as rampant—indeed reckless—industrialization. The system of private property rights . . . is the greatest moderator of human aspirations. . . . In short, people may reach goals they aren’t able to reach with their own resources only by convincing others, through arguments and fair exchanges, to cooperate. In any case, the “efficiencies” resulting from subsidized centralization are entirely spurious. If the efficiencies of large-scale production were sufficient to compensate for increased distribution costs, it would not be necessary to shift a major portion of the latter to taxpayers to make the former profitable. If an economic activity is only profitable when a portion of the cost side of the ledger is concealed, and will not be undertaken when all costs are fully internalized by an economic actor, then it’s not really efficient. And when total distribution costs (including those currently shifted to the taxpayer) exceed mass-production industry’s ostensible savings in unit cost of production, the “efficiencies” of large-scale production are illusory. 
Faith in central planning is dangerous --  turns solvency, and makes nuclear war inevitable. 
Rockwell, 03 American libertarian political commentator, activist, proponent of the Austrian School of economics, and chairman/CEO of the Ludwig von Mises Institute. (Llewellyn, “The Hayek moment”, Mises Institute, May 2003, http://mises.org/freemarket_detail.aspx?control=439, Callahan)

But failure does not deter the state. Indeed, we are now asked to believe that the White House is not only omnipotent but omniscient as well. These people in government presume to make definitive judgments about the entire Iraqi ruling class, even going so far as to say that they know the secret hostility of a huge range of people toward Saddam, which thus qualifies them (who just happen to have essential technical knowledge) to help in administering the country. They can't possibly know this. That they believe they can, or they believe we will believe their claims to know, is incredible and frightening. The alarming reality brings to mind Hayek's Nobel Prize lecture in 1974. With great courage, Hayek spoke of the tendency of economists to presume that they know things about human behavior that they do not and cannot know. They do this because they try to apply the models of the physical sciences to explain human action, always with an aim toward controlling the outcomes of human choice. In truth, human action is too complex and subjective to be accessed by social scientists, and the attempt will always lead to abysmal failure. Hayek went on to explain how his critique of positivist economic modeling applies more broadly to anyone who would attempt to imitate the form while missing the substance of scientific procedure. "But it is by no means only in the field of economics that far-reaching claims are made on behalf of a more scientific direction of all human activities and the desirability of replacing spontaneous processes by 'conscious human control'." He mentions that the point applies to sociology, psychiatry, and the philosophy of history. Hayek was raising an objection not to the idea of omniscience but of the possibility of accessing even mundane knowledge. No small group in government, much less a single person, can accumulate and sort through the kinds of information necessary to administer society, much less destroy and reconstruct one, as the Bush administration proposes to do throughout the Gulf region and the Middle East. The attempt to assemble such a list is an act of power, not intelligence. We are being asked to make an enormous leap of faith that the Bush administration has somehow solved the great problem that afflicts us all: the limits of human comprehension. Because of those limits, we are right to try to limit the ability of men to exercise power over their fellows, at home or abroad. Thus does Hayek's point apply to politics, especially to politics, even more especially to the politics of the military machine. The social scientist who believes he has the master plan to run the world is enough of a menace. But the politician who believes this, and is contemplating war, can bring about massive amounts of destruction and death. In these nuclear days—and let us say what we don't like to contemplate but which is nonetheless true—he can bring about the end of the world as we know it. As Hayek notes, a tyrant who carries the pretense of knowledge too far can become "a destroyer of civilization." "If man is not to do more harm than good in his efforts to improve the social order," said Hayek, "he will have to learn that . . . he cannot acquire the full knowledge which would make mastery of the events possible." To believe otherwise is foolhardy and dangerous. "The recognition of the insuperable limits to his knowledge ought indeed to teach the student of society a lesson of humility which should guard him against becoming an accomplice in men's fatal striving to control society."’
We should reject the affirmative and it’s assumptions that the government has the knowledge and power to effectively organize and manage societal affairs.

That intellectual stance is critical to survival -- the problem of socialist systems of thought lies in a false faith in central authority to correctly interpret and manage data -- exposing the failures of centralized systems of knowledge is a prerequisite to resolving all major social problems.
Ebenstein, 03 Alan, adjunct scholar at the Cato institute, author of the first English language biography of Hayek, received his Ph.D. from the London School of Economics, Hayek’s Journey: The Mind of Friedrich Hayek Palgrave Macmillan p. 238-239

To convince the leaders of public opinion of “this truth” became Hayek’s major project, and in considerable part he succeeded in this task. He wrote in the published version of The Fatal Conceit, in sentiments that were largely his alone: “The dispute between the market order and socialism is no less than a matter of survival. To follow socialist morality would destroy much of present [man]kind and impoverish much of the rest.” Classical socialism is dead. The division of knowledge is the factual premise on which economic systems and societies should be based. The fragmentation of knowledge renders central government control of an economy impossible, he argued. The best societies and economies are those that recognize and accommodate divided knowledge. He emphasized that as a result of inevitable imperfections inhuman knowledge and communication, free market order is the most productive. It overcomes the division of knowledge and the absence of verbal knowledge. The great insight toward the end of his career that he attempted to enunciate in “The Fatal Conceit” is that humanity’s instinctive emotions are often at war with the morals, rules, and laws necessary to sustain free market order. Through understanding this conﬂict, humanity may resolve it. The struggle between the advocates of free market order and of classical socialism is not, Hayek concluded, a moral but an intellectual one: “The main point of my argument is...that the conﬂict between...advocates of the spontaneous extended human order created by a competitive market...[and] those who demand a deliberate arrangement of human interaction by central authority based on collective command over available resources is due to a factual error by the latter about how knowledge of these resources is and can be generated and utilised. As a question of fact, this conﬂict must be settled by scientiﬁc study.” “I am now profoundly convinced,” he believed, “of what I had only hinted at before, namely, that the struggle between the advocates of a free society and the advocates of the socialist system is not a moral but an intellectual conﬂict.” “What I am trying to do in The Fatal Conceit is to show that their [classical socialists’] argument is wholly based on factual mistakes.” The division of knowledge, Hayek thought, precludes classical socialism. Ignorance of this truth, he believed, was the greatest obstacle to increased and improved economic production. Now, of course, through the Internet and other improvements in communication technology, it is possible to centralize knowledge and decision making as never before. To the extent that Hayek’s arguments for free market order rest on the inability to centralize knowledge and decision making, circumstances are likely to change—perhaps dramatically—in the years ahead. John Stuart Mill wrote 150 years ago in his great work Utilitarianism: “No one whose opinion deserves a moment’s consideration can doubt that most of the great...evils of the world are in themselves removable, and will, if human affairs continue to improve, be in the end reduced within narrow limits. Poverty, in any sense implying suffering, may be completely extinguished by the wisdom of society....Even that most intractable of enemies, disease, may be indeﬁnitely reduced in dimensions....All the grand sources...of human suffering are in a great degree, many of them almost entirely, conquerable by human care and effort.” The economic problem for much of the world is close to being solved. While, particularly in sub-Saharan Africa, extreme privation regularly occurs, almost every other major population area on earth is now in better shape. There is no reason that this trend of improvement should not continue. In short, as Mill had it, almost all the main sources of human suffering may be conquered by “human care and effort.” The greatest human population combined with the highest standard of living is both the utilitarian and the libertarian vision.

Epistemology/Predictions 
1NC/2NC – Epistemology Indict

The affirmative relies on the synoptic delusion, assuming that the government can understand the marketplace -- knowledge is too fragmented for any entities to accurately process it. 
Koopman 09- Professor of Philosophy at the University of Oregon (Colin, "Morals and Markets: Liberal Democracy Through Dewey and Hayek." The Journal of Speculative Philosophy. 1/1/09. Project Muse.)//TD

Throughout his writings on politics and economics Hayek argues that knowledge can only be accomplished within practice, not prior to practice in standards to which practice ought to conform. He thus understands knowledge as an effect of a complex coordination of a variety of actors. Reason, writes Hayek, "does not exist in the singular, as given or available to any particular person … but must be conceived as an interpersonal process."3 Hayek here names two crucial features of rationality: process and plurality. The first feature is process, namely, the idea that knowledge can be effective only in the context of actual practical processes.4 It is not individuals who express rationality by themselves but, rather, processes in which individuals interact where rationality evolves. The second crucial feature of Hayek's account of knowledge stresses its pluralism.5 There is no singular rational order in which we are all participants but, rather, a plurality of orders of [End Page 155] rationality. We cannot rise above the plurality of our epistemic processes to get a monistic view of knowledge as a whole. The most important consequence of Hayek's stress on these two features of process and plurality is a deep respect for uncertainty that in turn fuels a degree of skepticism. As another great political skeptic, Michael Oakeshott, claimed, the fact of uncertainty is "the heart of the matter" in distinguishing political evolutionists from political rationalists.6 Hayek goes on to deploy his evolutionary epistemological skepticism to credit the political claim that to "turn the whole of society into a single organization built and directed according to a single plan would be to extinguish the very forces that shaped the individual human minds that planned it."7 Planned organization is dangerous because, as Adam Ferguson put it at the dawn of the Scottish Enlightenment, civilization is the result of human action but not of human design.8 Hayek frequently underscored his debts to the eighteenth-century Scottish liberals who first worked out an evolutionary conception of cultural progress: "The evolutionists made it clear that civilization was the accumulated hard-earned result of trial and error; that it was the sum of experience, in part handed from generation to generation as explicit knowledge, but to a larger extent embodied in tools and institutions which had proved themselves superior."9 Progress is achieved through coordinated and cooperative action. As such, it relies on social mechanisms whose complexity is so great that we cannot possibly grasp all of the information contributing to the success of the processes. Hayek's vision of epistemic and political orders as evolving, self-creative, and free processes turns out to be remarkably resonant with Dewey's conception of scientific knowledge and democratic politics as, well, evolving, self-creative, and free processes. Dewey would have found particularly attractive Hayek's reproach of attempts to replace bottom-up cultural evolution with the top-down rule of expert planning. In a passage that Hayek probably could have copied verbatim without anyone noticing, Dewey argues, "It is impossible for high-brows to secure a monopoly of such knowledge as must be used for the regulation of common affairs. In the degree in which they become a specialized class, they are shut off from knowledge of the needs which they are supposed to serve."10 Political practices, Dewey claims on behalf of democracy, simply cannot be effectively ruled from above. But Dewey and Hayek do not merely concur in their political preference for evolved rather than designed institutions. They also agree on the broader epistemological points that lead them to [End Page 156] this preference. This has been recently noted by Richard Posner, who is one of a very small number of contemporary political theorists intimately familiar with both Dewey and Hayek. 11 Posner suggests that Dewey would agree with much of Hayek's skeptical critique of subject-centered rationalism and with Hayek's thought that such rationalism leads straight to a troubling divorce of theory and practice. Dewey would also agree with Hayek that the best counterweight to such rationalism is to allow additional freedom of movement to those evolved intersubjective practices in which our democratic forms of life have taken root. But most important, Dewey would agree with Hayek that rationalistic philosophical tendencies neglect the ever-important role that uncertainty plays in every facet of our lives.12 
Predictions Fail – General 

The aff’s assumption that most factors are knowable and hence predictable establishes the legitimacy of using political and military intervention to manage international politics. 
Dalby, 3- professor of geography at the University of Carleton (Simon, Critical Security Studies: Concepts and Cases, ed. by Keith Krause & Michael Williams p.24)//EL

Finally, possibly the most important reason for unbundling the theoretical dimensions of security is related to the epistemological and political matters implicit in the positivist assumptions of neorealism. The assumption that most, if not all, things are both knowable and hence predictable through the application of social scientific methods and reasoning is intimately related to the formulation of security as the management and control of risks and threats. But just about any social or natural phenomenon can potentially be hazardous; protecting against every eventuality is clearly impossible. But the assumptions of control and predictability suggest that political and military interventions offer the possibility of managing international politics. As so much of the past decade’s political history suggests, however, this may be a dangerous illusion. The will to power that is implicit in the positivist epistemology of neorealism suggests that other less ambitious approaches deserve to be taken more seriously. 83

Predictions Fail – Economics

The affirmative places too much faith in central planning solutions -- ceding decision-making authority to supposed experts guarantees the collapse of individual liberty and irresponsible domestic and foreign policy solutions -- free market solutions are more accurate and effective. 
Rockwell, 03. American libertarian political commentator, activist, proponent of the Austrian School of economics, and chairman/CEO of the Ludwig von Mises Institute. (Llewellyn, “The Hayek moment”, Mises Institute, May 2003, http://mises.org/freemarket_detail.aspx?control=439, Callahan)

The relevance of Hayek in our times extends beyond just business cycle analysis. In later years, Hayek turned his attention to other matters concerning the methods of science (he decried the "pretense of knowledge" affected by social scientists) and the uses of power in society. His Road to Serfdom warned that the regimentation of totalitarian societies can only come to Britain and the US through central planning. What is at stake, he wrote, is not just productive economies but freedom itself. In our time, that freedom is threatened by intervention in every aspect of economic life but also through the use of military power. Government not only claims it is smart enough to manage the economy, fix up our communities, run our schools, but also to decide which foreign politicians deserve to be protected and which deserve to be destroyed. The implicit assumption is always that government knows more and better than the rest of us, and that this knowledge is sufficient to give it rights the rest of us do not have. It is often said that knowledge is power. In the case of government, however, its power vastly exceeds its knowledge. When Alan Greenspan of the Fed (a branch of government in every important respect) testifies before Congress, legislators listen attentively to find out what he knows about the state of the economy, as if he has some privileged access to high-level data not reported elsewhere. It is further assumed that he knows precisely how to act on it. It is this knowledge that allows him to operate the gears and levers of the economy, so it is believed. The same assumptions are made about many aspects of government. Many people who have backed war with Iraq assume that the government must know something awful about Saddam that it cannot share with the general public. It's true, they admit, that Saddam does not have nuclear weapons and that there is not public information that suggests he is plotting the destruction of America as we know it. But surely the White House must know something we do not, and know what to do about it, else why would the administration be so intent on removing him from power? The belief that powerful people know more than the rest of us is a main source of their power. It's true only to this extent: powerful people are likely to know when they are telling the truth and when they are not. The rest of us are put in a position of having to guess or dig to verify their claims point by point. Experience teaches that politicians often lie. But there's an even more important point: because government activity takes place outside the framework of the market economy, government has no idea how to use the information it does have to achieve social good. Think of all the bits of information the government had been collecting to assess the likelihood of a terrorist incident. A few warnings among tens of thousands of tips did not suffice to prevent this destructive attack. The accumulation of information has grown steadily more voluminous. The government is in no better position to make judgments about it today than it was two years ago. In contrast, insurance companies are in the business of assessing risk all the time, and they do this by means of a system of profit and loss, which Mises demonstrated is essential to a rationally organized society. Government, on the other hand, just collects piles of data and is completely at a loss on how to assess the relative likelihood of any particular scenario, or what to do about it. 

Predictions are impossible -- the human mind can’t process all the knowledge necessary to accurately understand economics. 
Crowley, 12. Managing Director of the Macdonald-Laurier Institute, a national public policy think tank based in Ottawa. He was also the founding President of the Atlantic Institute for Market Studies (AIMS), a public policy think tank based in Atlantic Canada. (Brian Lee, “The Man Who Changed Everyone's Life”, The Macdonald-Laurier Institute, 2012, http://www.macdonaldlaurier.ca/files/pdf/Hayek-Commentary-May-2012.pdf, Callahan)

Planning an economy therefore implies knowing all sorts of things: When and why people want to work, and when and where their particular skills are required; the state of future demand for particular goods and services, and therefore when to build new productive capacity or when to close down the old; how emerging technologies and other discoveries will cause people's needs and wants to shift in unforeseen directions. Most crucially, it involves knowing what people actually want and need. Put a foot wrong in any of these decisions and the whole complicated fabric of the economy begins slowly to unwind. Yet Hayek's main point is that all human knowledge, and especially that available to social planners, is irremediably fragmentary and incomplete. No one can have the knowledge that planners require to successfully order social relations. The author of The Road to Serfdom never tired of claiming that his own economics profession was guilty of pretending to have knowledge at its disposal that it did not and could not have, thus using the prestige of science to mask a crude grab for power and influence. So central was this idea to his whole view of social science's role in the evolution of civilization that Hayek used the most prestigious platform he was ever to occupy, his Nobel Prize acceptance speech, to drive it home. Unrepentant in the views that had earned him academic ostracism 30 years earlier, he castigated his fellow economists for their "pretence of knowledge" (the title of the lecture): Believing, and leading others to believe, that they knew enough, or could know enough, to direct and control something as intricate and complex as an economy. TO THE MODERN MIND, OF COURSE, HAYEK’S ATTACK ON SOCIAL SCIENCE MAY APPEAR TO BE A KIND OF KNOW-NOTHINGISM. After all, modern civilization clings to few prejudices more tenaciously than the belief that nothing is beyond the grasp of human understanding and control. And science and reason, through their many apparent marvels and miracles, have given us little reason to doubt their power. Perhaps ironically, Hayek's mission in life was to use reason to convince humanity of the limits of reason. He thought that, whatever our impressive information-gathering and processing tools, we are all unavoidably human and therefore subject to the weaknesses of the human condition. Heading the list of these weaknesses is our main instrument for understanding and interpreting our impressive scientific knowledge: The human mind. For all the wonders that the collective human mind has accomplished within the context of culture and society, the individual human mind remains a remarkably limited instrument. This was a subject of enduring fascination for Hayek, the early student of psychology, who in the 1950s wrote a seminal work in the field called The Sensory Order (1952). Research demonstrates, for example, that each of us is capable of having an astonishingly limited number of ideas in our mind at any moment – ideas available to the disciplined imagination for reflection, juxtaposition, and manipulation. This "channel capacity," as it is known, is limited in the average person to between 5 and 10 ideas at a time and has changed little over the course of human civilization. It is humbling, but instructive, to compare this pitiful channel capacity with the quantity of information that exists about the social, economic, and physical world. Human knowledge is exploding at an unprecedented rate. It has been argued that, in cutting edge fields such as computer science or nanotechnology, the total amount of knowledge doubles approximately every 18 to 24 months, while the whole body of human knowledge may double roughly every 15 years or so. Each of us is thus pushed to an ever greater degree of specialization in an ever narrower field. Put another way, our relative ignorance grows faster than we can ever hope to educate ourselves because our ability to acquire and reflect on information is relatively fixed, while our collective knowledge is expanding exponentially.

Economic predictions are impossible -- differing expectations make consumer decisions unpredictable. 
Arthur 94- Researcher at the Sante Fe Institute (Brian, "The End of Certainty in Economics." Kluwer Academic Publishers. 1994. tuvalu.santafe.edu/~wbarthur/Papers/Magritte.pdf)//TD

Worse, expectations become unstable. Imagine that a few people think that prices on the market are going to go up. If I believe this and I believe that others believe this, I will revise my expectations upward. But then I may pick up some negative rumor. I will reassess downward, but realizing that others may reassess and that they too realize that others, I may further reassess. Expectations become fugitive, rippling up or down whether trades are made or not. Predictions become unstable. This is the way price bubbles start. If somehow people expect prices to go up, they will forecast that other people will forecast that prices will go up. So they will buy in, and once the bubble thus starts off, people can see prices go up and their expectations of upward motion fulfilled. Therefore prices may continue to go up. Similar logic applies to “floors” and “ceilings.” If, for example, the price is 894, many investors believe that at 900 there is some sort of membrane, a ceiling, and when the price reaches this ceiling it will bounce back down with a certain probability or it may “break through.” Such ideas seem strange at first. But it is quite possible that many investors have sell orders at 900, simply because it is a round number. So expectations that the price will fall if it hits 900 are likely to be fulfilled. Ceilings and floors emerge as partially self-fulfilling prophesies, held in place by their being convenient sell and buy places. We are now a long way from homogeneous rational expectations. Under the realistic assumption that traders may interpret the same information differently, expectations become indeterminate and unstable. And they may become mutually self-fulfilling.10

Predictions Fail – IR 

Governments capacity to understand international relations is limited --  reliance on insular and inaccurate knowledge create bad foreign policy decisions and turns the case. 
Hader 04- PhD in International relations from American University, Washington correspondent for the Singapore Business Times (Leon, "Intelligence Services are Not Intellegent." Cato. August 21, 2004. www.cato.org/publications/commentary/intelligence-services-are-not-intelligent)//TD
It's that kind of belief in the possibility of individuals and organizations knowing enough to predict human behavior and to alter its outcome that was criticized by the renowned economist Friedrich Hayek as "hubris"-- that is, the pride which challenges the gods. Leon Hadar, a research fellow in foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute, is the author of Quagmire: America in the Middle East (1992). The winner of the Nobel Prize in economics and one of the leading intellectual forces behind free market economics in the late 20th century didn't focus much attention on national security policy, and he never studied the operations of government intelligence agencies. But Hayek, throughout his life, attacked what he called "scientism" -- the imitation in the social sciences, including economics and political science, of the methods of the physical sciences. It was the limitations of human knowledge that in Hayek's view, made the market so important because it created, conveyed, and revealed information in a way no other human institution, and certainly no government agency, could ever emulate. The free market model presumes that the flow of data, knowledge, and ideas can permit consumers to gain access to complete and accurate information on the basis of which they can make the reasonable choices. As Hayek argued, a market of information and ideas, free from the control of government and other centralized powers, results in a competitive discovery process that cannot be predicted in advance. His ideal model was based on cooperative and competitive behavior among individuals, households, and enterprises that appears haphazard and anarchic but that helps produce accurate information and efficient results. The government's intelligence agencies are the ultimate antithesis to this model of a free market of information and ideas. If anything, they represent the ideal of "scientism" and social engineering that was disparaged by Hayek. By definition, these institutions are public monopolies that collect and manipulate information. They represent the most secretive, restrictive, and a tightly controlled bureaucracy in a government that abhors the notion of a "spontaneous order" that results from the competition of ideas. That is the nature of the beast, of the intelligence agency that operates in a confined and elusive sphere of public policy called "national security," under the strict control of government officials that are driven not by the search for the truth but rather by bureaucratic and political interests. It is a system that is bound to create a "group think" mentality and to downplay and dismiss information that doesn't fit the agenda of policymakers. Even under the best of circumstances in which the CIA is able to recruit the best and the brightest, it will never be able to predict the outcomes of global political and economic phenomena. If anything, as the case of Iraq's alleged WMD demonstrates, the monopoly over information and political authority that the intelligence agency has could end up distorting the free flow of information and ideas. And that will make it less likely that the public and the government will arrive at decisions that reflect the interests and values of a majority of Americans.
A2 Experts Good

Reliance on elite experts ensures policy failure -- knowledge is too decentralized for any individual to gain an accurate picture of the world.  
King 10- PhD in economics from MIT, former senior economist for Freddie Mac, and adjunct scholar at the Cato Institute. (Arnold, "The Era of Expert Failure." Cato. September/October 2010.www.cato.org/pubs/policy_report/v32n5/cp32n5-1.html

With government experts, the knowledge- power discrepancy is particularly acute. As we have seen, the expectations placed on government experts tend to be unrealistically high. This selects for experts with unusual hubris. The authority of the state gives government experts a dangerous level of power. And the absence of market discipline gives any errors that these experts make an opportunity to accumulate and compound almost without limit. In recent decades, this knowledge-power discrepancy has gotten worse. Knowledge has grown more dispersed, while government power has become more concentrated. The economy today is much more complex than it was just a few decades ago. There are many more types of goods and services. Consumers who once were conceived as a mass market now have sorted into an everexpanding array of niches. In the 1960s, most households had one television, which was usually tuned to one of just three major networks. Today, some households have many televisions, with each family member watching a different channel. Some people still watch major networks, but many others instead focus on particular interests served by specialty cable channels. Still others watch very little TV at all. This increased diversity of consumer tastes in a world of tremendous variety makes the problem of aggregating consumer preferences more difficult. It becomes harder for government experts to determine which policies are in consumers' interests. For example, is a national broadband initiative going to give consumers access to something they have been denied or something that they do not want? The advances of science are leaving us with problems that are more complex. As fewer Americans die of heart ailments or cancer in their fifties and sixties, more of our health care spending goes to treat patients with multiple ailments in their eighties and nineties. Given the complexity of each individual case, it seems odd that health care reformers believe that government can effectively set quality standards for doctors. In business, performance evaluation of professionals is undertaken by other professionals who are in the same work group, observing their workers directly, and who understand the context in which the professionals are working. Even then, performance evaluation and compensation-setting are challenging tasks. In health care, proponents of government "quality management" propose to evaluate the decision-making of professionals and adjust their compensation on the basis of long-distance reports. Taking into account the knowledge-power discrepancy, this notion of quality management from afar is utterly implausible. Financial transactions have gotten extremely complex. Some critics blame the use of quantitative risk models and derivative securities. However, removing these tools would not remove financial risk, and in many respects could make it more troublesome. One consequence of modern finance is that it exacerbates the knowledge-power discrepancy. It is as futile for financial regulators to try to track down all sources of risk as it is for security agencies to try to keep track of all possible terrorist threats. How can we deal with the knowledgepower discrepancy in government? It would be great if we could solve the problem by increasing the knowledge of government experts. Unfortunately, all experts are fallible. If anything, expert knowledge has become more difficult for any one individual to obtain and synthesize. Analysts of the scientific process have documented a large increase in collaborative work, including papers with multiple authors and patent filings by groups and organizations. Scientists tend to be older when they make their key discoveries than was the case in the first half of the 20th century. When he was an executive at Sun Microsystems, Bill Joy said, "No matter who you are, the smartest people work for someone else." Joy's Law of Management applies to government at least as much as to business. There is no way to collect all forms of expertise in a single place. Instead, the way to address the knowledge- power discrepancy is to reduce the concentration of power. We should try to resist the temptation to give power to government experts, and instead allow experts in business and nonprofit institutions to grope toward solutions to problems. 

Reliance on expertism to guide government planning is the wrong approach -- it degrades democracy, diminishes freedom, and can’t produce accurate knowledge. 

King 10- PhD in economics from MIT, former senior economist for Freddie Mac, and adjunct scholar at the Cato Institute. (Arnold, "The Era of Expert Failure." Cato. September/October 2010.www.cato.org/pubs/policy_report/v32n5/cp32n5-1.html

The additional power that is being granted to experts under the Obama administration is indeed striking. The administration has appointed "czars" to bring expertise to bear outside of the traditional cabinet positions. Congress has enacted sweeping legislation in health care and finance, and Democratic leaders have equally ambitious agendas that envision placing greater trust in experts to manage energy and the environment, education and human capital, and transportation and communications infrastructure. However, equally striking is the failure of such experts. They failed to prevent the financial crisis, they failed to stimulate the economy to create jobs, they have failed in Massachusetts to hold down the cost of health care, and sometimes they have failed to prevent terrorist attacks that instead had to be thwarted by ordinary civilians. Ironically, whenever government experts fail, their instinctive reaction is to ask for more power and more resources. Instead, we need to step back and recognize that what we are seeing is not the vindication of Keynes, but the vindication of Hayek. That is, decentralized knowledge is becoming increasingly important, and that in turn makes centralized power increasingly anomalous. THE AGE OF THE EXPERT Populists often make the mistake of bashing experts, claiming that the "common man" has just as much knowledge as the trained specialist. However, trained professionals really do have superior knowledge in their areas of expertise, and it is dangerous to pretend otherwise. I have faith in experts. Every time I go to the store, I am showing faith in the experts who design, manufacture, and ship products. Every time I use the services of an accountant, an attorney, or a dentist, I am showing faith in their expertise. Every time I donate to a charity, I am showing faith in the expertise of the organization to use my contributions effectively. In fact, I would say that our dependence on experts has never been greater. It might seem romantic to live without experts and instead to rely solely on your own instinct and know-how, but such a life would be primitive. Expertise becomes problematic when it is linked to power. First, it creates a problem for democratic governance. The elected officials who are accountable to voters lack the competence to make well-informed decisions. And, the experts to whom legislators cede authority are unelected. The citizens who are affected by the decisions of these experts have no input into their selection, evaluation, or removal. A second problem with linking expertise to power is that it diminishes the diversity and competitive pressure faced by the experts. A key difference between experts in the private sector and experts in the government sector is that the latter have monopoly power, ultimately backed by force. The power of government experts is concentrated and unchecked (or at best checked very poorly), whereas the power of experts in the private sector is constrained by competition and checked by choice. Private organizations have to satisfy the needs of their constituents in order to survive. Ultimately, private experts have to respect the dignity of the individual, because the individual has the freedom to ignore the expert. These problems with linking expertise with power can be illustrated by specific issues. In each case, elected officials want results. They turn to experts who promise results. The experts cannot deliver. So the experts must ask for more power. JOB CREATION With the unemployment rate close to 10 percent, there is a cry for the government to "create jobs." But the issue of job creation illustrates the increasingly decentralized nature of the necessary knowledge.

Reliance on experts is also bad because it excludes the voices of the people with lived experiences thereby missing the root causes of conflict
Milovanovic & Schehr, 99 (Dragon Milovanovic – Assistant Professor in the Criminal Justice Program at the University of Illinois Springfield & Robert C. Schehr – Professor in the Department of Criminal Justice, Sociology and Social Work at Northeastern Illinois University, Social Justice, “Conflict mediation and the postmodern: Chaos, catastrophe, and psychoanalytic semiotics,” Spring, vol. 26, no. 1, Proquest)

Recent indications of renewed hostilities in countries not unfamiliar with ethnic, religious, geopolitical, economic, and cultural struggle (e.g., America/Iraq, India, Pakistan, Peru, Rwanda, Yugoslavia, Northern Ireland, the South China Sea, Burundi, and the Arab/Israeli conflict) once again give rise to methodological concerns regarding the efficacy of contemporary conflict intervention strategies. Similarly, with the U.S. prison population well over 1.5 million inmates, with prison construction booming, and with some five million Americans under some form of supervision, alternative thought is surely needed that more adequately deals with the crisis and particularly with conflict intervention approaches. In this essay, we contend that conventional conflict resolution methods - those articulated by Fisher (1991) as conciliation, consultation, arbitration and mediation with muscle, and peacekeeping - will continue to prove to be only partially effective in calming disquiet and new directions must be sought. There are five primary reasons for the shortcomings: the privileging of hierarchical representations, the supposition of order, the celebration of the ideal speech situation and consensus dynamics, the continuous encroachment of legal discourse at the expense of alternative discourses, and, finally, the lack of connected strategies between the macro and micro domains. First, contemporary conflict resolution strategies generally rely on hierarchical representation of conflicting groups, neglecting the complex composition of phenomenological and group identification. Political, economic, and cultural beliefs, interests, and concerns intersect within the lifeworld(1) to create and recreate modes of subject and group identification that may or may not be adequately represented by elected, appointed, or declared representatives during conflict negotiation sessions. This point has recently been made by Timothy Sisk (1996) of the United States Institute for Peace (USIP). In a manuscript meant to guide policy-makers through the conflict negotiation process, Sisk contends that power-sharing arrangements "should be based primarily on the political will of the parties in conflict and not be the result of excessively heavy pressures from the outside" (Ibid.: 11). The second, related concern in this essay is the privileging of order in much of the literature. We wish to resituate the discussion in order to cultivate methods of conflict resolution that privilege both instability and difference, within a more stable whole. That is, rather than viewing conflict and instability as anomalous and uncharacteristic of human behavior, they should be viewed as an inevitable product of human interaction. Most radical and potentially contentious in our proposition is to explode the boundaries constituting previous conceptualizations of conflict resolution to eliminate morphological efforts that privilege intervention at the state level. Therefore, the linearity implied in conflict negotiation (Prein, 1984) will be called into question here. To establish an alternative to established modes of conflict resolution, we will turn to the theoretical insights of chaos, catastrophe theory, and psychoanalytic semiotics. Our third concern with much of the conventional literature is the assumption of an underlying metaphysics celebrating "rational" arguments tending toward ideal speech situations (Habermas, 1984) and consensus (Lyotard, 1981). It is not that we cannot come up with tentative conclusions, positions, viewpoints, standpoints, binding resolutions, etc.; rather, following the dynamics implied by chaos theory, with its notion of "dissipative structures," along with the close nexus with postmodern feminist positions of "contingent universalities," contingent positions can be developed that become the basis of relatively stable forms of action and lifeworlds. Yet these positions or standpoints are always subject to revision, change, deletion, and substitution. The lifeworld, in short, can be reconceptualized in terms of dissipative structures and far-from-equilibrium conditions. Fourth, mediation programs are in continuous danger of being subverted by legal discourse (Delgado, 1989; Delgado et al., 1985; Grillo, 1991; Hudson, 1993; Massaro, 1989). Linear logic (syllogistic reasoning), deductive logic, legal abstractions (e.g., the juridic subject), formalism (e.g., formal rationality), and the law of equivalence (e.g., capital logic) undermine other discourses (e.g., based on needs, differences, multicultural diverse voices, etc.) and possibly more liberating narrative constructions. Finally, traditional programs generally lack linkages between the macro and micro levels where change is concerned. Pavlich (1996b), for example, has indicated that mediation programs often have more to do with being "confessionals," whereby a nonconflictual self is constituted. This is well in line with Foucault's notion of "docile bodies" and "bodies of utility," results of panopticism. Elsewhere (Henry and Milovanovic, 1996: 189), we indicated that of six ideal types of social intervention strategies, two (e.g., "radical accusatory" and "reformist remedial") remain unused. Emphasis in criminal justice policy would also include macro-level change since the underlying assumptions include the idea that social structure is a contributing factor in the manifestation of conflict. Conflict Mediation as Contingency: Cross-Cultural Macro- and Micro-Level Dispute Resolution A theoretical and procedural emphasis on privileging multiple possible methods for resolving disputes is one of the more recent innovations in conflict resolution (Fisher, 1983; Prein, 1984; Cohen, 1991; Fisher and Keashly, 1991; Keashly and Fisher, 1990; Keashly, Fisher, and Grant, 1993; Miall, 1992). Following Hugo Prein (1994), a contingency-centered conflict resolution strategy avoids privileging any one specific method of conflict resolution, while opting instead for a more fluid, and perhaps reflexive, interpretation and response to conflictual situations. Contingency-centered conflict resolution first appeared in organizational settings during the late 1960s and 1970s (see Hazewinkel, 1980; Vroom and Yetton, 1973; Bowers, Franklin, and Pecorella, 1975; Robbins, 1974). At a specific stage in the evolution of a conflictual situation, it was argued, a mode of intervention most appropriate for that situation should be identified and applied. Interestingly, although Prein (1984) establishes what is generally considered to be the first empirical support for a contingent intervention strategy, he is quick to note that there are good reasons to proceed with due caution when considering its application. Contingency models assume the existence of more or less identifiable stages characteristic of all conflicts that are recognizable by the trained third-party practitioner. In a hypothesis approaching an insight of chaos theory, Prein contends that the foundational assumptions of contingency may be inherently flawed. To speculate that all conflicts assume the same morphological character from start to finish and that one must merely correctly assess the specific stage in the evolution of that conflict to determine the specific intervention strategy is to privilege both essentialism (in suspecting there may only be easily observable Truths) and Enlightenment-inspired linear thought (which, in the view of chaos and postmodern theorists, is pathologically relied upon). Prein clearly saw that: conflicts are not given. Conflicts are complex and dynamic processes, of which it is difficult to say what the content exactly is. The characterization of a conflict is a matter of definition; several different perspectives are usually possible and those perspectives are - especially in conflict situations - often incompatible (Prein, 1984: 82). This indicates a fissure in the conflict resolution literature that may be substantial enough to allow a deeper probe into a more genuine model of contingency. Although Prein clearly recognizes the contingent nature of group interaction (see Tajfel, 1978) as possibly producing unanticipated outcomes, he nevertheless pushes ahead with his efforts to construct a linear conflict resolution typology based on the premise that third-party actors have the option of choosing which intervention strategy to use according to the specific stage of the conflict (see Fisher and Keashly, 1991). The literature supporting contingency is characterized by two significant tensions: reliance upon a linear morphological account of conflict and the reproduction of hierarchical decision-making models. We will seek to establish not only the perpetual nature of conflict, but also the presence of multiple possible modes of expressing antagonism that may be more efficaciously addressed and diffused within civil society at the level of the lifeworld. To accomplish this, we must relinquish the social scientific biases that privilege viewing systems and behavior through morphological (beginning, middle, and end) lenses, which limits our conceptualization and recognition of nonlinear modes of resistance acted out daily in numerous ritualistic ways, but which may not produce the moment of collective effervescence privileged by our current academic research. Indeed, a model of intervention that recognizes the contingent nature of human interaction in groups and institutions would go far toward comprehending the root causes and rationales for all varieties of conflict. To summarize, contingency in the conflict resolution literature, which emphasizes the procedural dimension of conflict intervention models, differs vastly from the way in which chaos and postmodern theorists view contingency. As will become clear, a more genuine contingent model of conflict intervention will move to the level of the lifeworld, without neglecting either civil society or the state, to uncover phenomenological and group-level interpretations of situations. This poses a far more complex array of problems for third-party intervention, but groups and organizations continue to recognize this as the most relevant component of conflict resolution. The second tension in the conventional literature is its prioritization of hierarchical decision-making. It is manifested in two ways. First, it offers a restricted articulation of the third-party consultant, which is intimately related to a limited conceptualization of contingency. Shared by the literature as a whole, this artificially minimizes emphasis on micrological interpretations of events. Second is the conspicuous privileging of third-party "experts" - what Lacan (1977) referred to as the discourse of the master - where only knowledgeable and dispassionate actors are capable of procuring a reasonable settlement. An emphasis on experts devalues the knowledges of the subaltern, while privileging the interests and knowledges of elected, appointed, or declared representatives (Freire, 1973). We will briefly comment on each of these in turn. The conventional conflict mediation literature privileges recognition of hierarchical decision-making (Rigby, 1995; see Cruikshank, 1987, for an exception). Indeed, it is typically assumed that the participants in conflict negotiation are the elected, appointed, or declared representatives of "the people." Overlooked, however, are the voices from the streets. A primary methodological focus should be on the elimination of hierarchical decision-making and the inclusion of multiple sites for the perpetual discussion of matters of interest to the subaltern. Overreliance on master narratives promotes an ideological commitment to dominant interests by occluding the language and, hence, the cultural capital and habitus of the subaltern (see Bourdieu, 1984). Put in another way, signifiers are "filled" with the content of dominant groups and interests (Laclau, 1996: 44). Master signifiers (those emanating from the powerful) produce knowledge via a linear deductive logic. Alternative constructions are repressed. Conventional conflict resolution discourse assumes and values stability, predictability, consistency, stases, equilibrium/homeostatic dynamics, and permanence. Those officially recognized as being responsible for the articulation of interests within conflictual settings will find that their decisions (their methods of resolving disputes and their specific remedies) will, over time and with repeated application, approach stasis. The methods and conclusions, discerned via the discourse of the master, coalesce into what chaos theorists refer to as point attractors. That is, they establish the knowledge, interests, values, and beliefs of the master discourse (hierarchical representative of conflicting interests) as legitimate. The effect is not only to limit access to decision-making to those who have the recognized symbols constituting the discourse of the master, but also to diminish the legitimacy of knowledge, interests, values, and beliefs of the subaltern. This situation is both unequitable and potentially dangerous, as history seems to bare out.
Cognitive psychology proves our knowledge arguments. 
Gick 03- Professor of economics at Dartmouth (Evelyn, "Cognitive theory and moral behavior: The contribution of F. A. Hayek to business ethics: JBE." Journal of Business Ethics. June 2003. Proquest)

In Hayek's seminal work, "The Sensory Order" (1952) as well as in his essays "Rules, Perception and Intelligibility" (1967, pp. 43-65), "The Primacy of the Abstract" (1978, pp. 35-49), and "The Theory of Complex Phenomena" (1967, pp. 22-42), his aim is to explain perception as well as human action as a purely individual or subjective phenomenon. Hayek combines metaphysical issues with neurobiological ones in showing how neurons and neuronal connections play a specific role in the human brain. Although these arguments were largely rejected during his lifetime, current research in cognitive psychology reveals that Hayek's approach is correct in most aspects (Rizzello, 1999). The starting point of Hayek's cognitive theory is the relationship between stimulus and response on an individual plane.1 Hayek thoroughly reflects on a simple stimulus-response mechanism and links processes that occur on a neural plane with philosophical reasoning. The argument that connects Hayek with the cognitive approach called "Gestaltspsychologie" is that stimuli cannot be perceived by an individual in their original and pure shape. Stimuli are only perceived when connected with other stimuli. Every perceived stimulus or bunch of stimuli must fit into socalled categories. These categories work as a filter in that only categorized or classified stimuli may lead to an action. After stimuli have passed the process of classification, the human mind is able to perceive them because they belong to a certain set of categories the brain possesses. One may find parallels to Kant's concept of "categories." While Kant's categories of mind are unchangeable and permanent, Hayek's concept allows for a semi-permanent nature of these patterns. Hayek agrees with Kant that categories are genetically transmitted, but goes further to say that they are also highly influenced by individual experience and, hence, can be changed. This fact marks the starting point of Hayek's individualism. In other words, categories lead to the perception of data from outside the mind. Since these categories are individually unique - inherited and formed by experience - every individual has his own framework by which he is able to perceive the world. In Hayek's (1952) description, the mind itself can be described as a framework that organizes the perceptions received from the outside world. However, perceiving is not a passive act; it entails an act of interpretation (Rizzello, 1999, p. 25): "the placing of something into one or several classes of objects" (Hayek, 1952, p. 142). Furthermore, individual perception is, as Hayek claims, necessarily reduced to parts of any physical event, which refers to those parts that can be related to already classify stimuli (Hayek, 1952, p. 143). Hence, experience plays a crucial role in bundling the results into a group of stimuli. What we perceive is what we have already compared with other classes of events on a neural plane. In other words, mind is a framework attributing classifications to groups of stimuli. In approaching Hayek's individualism, that will explain his thoughts about knowledge we shall become familiar with the central concept of the cognitive writings - "dispositions." With the introduction of the concept of dispositions, Hayek is able to explain why an individual uses certain categories and not others, and why he is likely to respond to stimuli in a certain way. Dispositions are "the most convenient starting point . . . which makes an organism inclined to respond to stimuli of a certain class, not by a particular response, but by a response of a certain kind" (Hayek, 1978, p. 40). Dispositions can be found on two levels: either on the level of perception or on the level of action. Categories follow dispositions. The interpretation of the perceptions or the classifications by which a received stimulus has a specific significance is based on inclination, a disposition of an individual to perceive this stimulus in this way.2 Because dispositions have formed categories, they share some similarities. Dispositions are genetically inherited but are also the result of the society's experiences. Hence they may be regarded as the result of the socialization process in a broader sense, encompassing both education and living conditions, as well as individual experience. A disposition to act is abstract as is the classified perception, which was the starting point for the disposition to act. Therefore, the disposition to act is only a very vague and abstract pattern. It is called a "general rule" or "pattern of action," and is usually superimposed by other dispositions (see Figure 1). These additional dispositions refer to the current situation of the individual and evoke the individual's response. It is important for our purposes to highlight the abstract quality of the primary dispositions. These predispose an action in a very general sense. It explains why Hayek underlines the possibility only to predict a general disposition but the impossibility to predict an individual action. This means that valuable prognosis can be done regarding the pattern of events since knowledge of only a few situational circumstances, which concern the connection between the characteristics of the event, are necessary. In the following section, we will see how the concept of pattern prediction is related to the concept of limited knowledge in a world of complex phenomena. 3. The knowledge problem As we have seen, the concept of the human dispositions underlines Hayek's emphasis on individualism. Although members of a society will tend to act in a specific way because of the social quality of their dispositions, the final individual action cannot be predicted because of the individual quality of the dispositions. Dispositions are therefore responsible for what is perceived by the individual, and perception and action have a subjective character. It is easy to show how this approach links to the concept of knowledge. The key element of Hayek's theory is that human knowledge is limited. Why individuals have only limited knowledge about their environment and are able to act only by referring to a small part of it lies in the fact that the social system, the marketplace in economic systems, and the nervous system are complex phenomena. There are so many variables or circumstances that bring forth a result that one cannot take them all into account (Weimer and Palermo, 1982).
Links 

Links – Centralized Planning

The affirmative’s faith in centralized economic solutions relies on a synoptic delusion -- the market is too complex to be managed or understood by government planners. 
Crowley, 12. Managing Director of the Macdonald-Laurier Institute, a national public policy think tank based in Ottawa. He was also the founding President of the Atlantic Institute for Market Studies (AIMS), a public policy think tank based in Atlantic Canada. (Brian Lee, “The Man Who Changed Everyone's Life”, The Macdonald-Laurier Institute, 2012, http://www.macdonaldlaurier.ca/files/pdf/Hayek-Commentary-May-2012.pdf, Callahan)

Neither of the two coping strategies usually trotted out by aspiring planners can in fact overcome this disability. The first such strategy relies on technology: If we build impressive enough computers and cram them with comprehensive enough data, we can process the information artificially, bypassing the constraints of the human mind. Alas, they forget that computers know no more than the humans that program them, and that many of the pieces of information on which the economy depends are often not known by anybody at all or are inextricably linked to a particular place and time, or their importance is ill understood by humans, including those who program computers. Nor is the stock of knowledge itself a constant, as technical and other innovations – combined with changes in people's needs and preferences – regularly reshape the intellectual landscape of society and the economy. For example, a man in rural Nova Scotia had a little business making and selling highland paraphernalia, such as sporrans, daggers, and belt buckles. One day, his eye fell on a newspaper ad calling for tenders for the making of aircraft parts. He quickly realized that, with the equipment he possessed, he could easily make the parts described, and he submitted a bid. He is now successful in both lines of work. Note, however, that no planner sitting in Halifax or Ottawa would have included this man in their inventory of aircraft parts makers, because he did not know himself that he possessed this capacity. By the chance act of reading the ad, he learned something about himself, and transformed the tiny part of the economy of which he is the centre. The economy as a whole is composed of billions of such individuals whose true circumstances are never fully known to themselves, let alone to distant planners. The other strategy social planners trot out for overcoming their ignorance is to claim that they don't need to know the details, but only the grand outlines – that they can simplify complex social processes down to large statistical aggregates. But in the Hayekian view, this is the "synoptic delusion," like mistaking a two-dimensional map for the real three- dimensional world. Maps are useful for getting around or for seeing key data in relation to one another, but can accomplish this only by stripping the world of its messy complexity, and distorting its real shape to fit on a piece of paper. Because most people's idea of the Earth is shaped by maps based on Mercator's projection, they think Greenland is roughly the same size as South America, whereas in reality the southern continent is 11 times larger. Since people live in a complex reality, not crude pictures, those who try to plan the world on the basis of maps or statistical aggregates only end up sounding like they come from another planet, which, in a sense, they do. All our vast ability to satisfy human wants and needs is created by our knowledge of how to do things, but that knowledge is – and must be – widely dispersed and locked in the minds and experiences of billions of individuals. With minds so limited, and knowledge so vast, variegated, and incapable of comprehensive statement, we are condemned to growing specialization as individuals and, the corollary of that, to a growing dependence on others similarly specialized in their fields. Hayek's Viennese contemporary, and LSE colleague, the philosopher of science Karl Popper, put it this way: "Our knowledge can only be finite, while our ignorance must necessarily be infinite" (1960).

Exts – Centralized Planning Fails

Planning to create growth is impossible --  policymakers can’t control economic complexities. 
Haynes, 05. Represents the 66th Assembly District, which includes portions of Western Riverside County and Northern San Diego County. (Ray, “Government Plans Never Work”, Mises Institute, October 2005, http://mises.org/freemarket_detail.aspx?control=567, Callahan)
Anyone who thinks that planning for "growth" is anything other than a exercise in futility is still experiencing the mind-altering visions that their college chemicals visited upon him or her so many years ago. Today’s planners meet in little rooms, draw pretty pictures on paper maps, use the prettiest crayons they can find, and—whamo—the city has a plan. Wonder and utopia are supposed to follow, and never again will the city experience traffic congestion or cosmic disharmony. We also don’t have enough houses, apartments, or commercial buildings. More important, these necessary commodities all end up in the wrong place, and their placement seems to increase traffic and school congestion. The great plans, drawn by the learned planners, in search of community utopia, have all failed. The fact is, people build stuff where they want to build it, when they want to build it, and how they want to build it, no matter what the government says. The only reason they don’t build it is that the government will throw them in jail if they don’t comply with the plan. The only people that don’t build the right stuff in the right place at the right time are those that work for the government. In other words, we don’t have traffic congestion because of developers; we have traffic congestion because planners don’t build roads, and the government has more planners than they have road builders. When the government draws up a plan, the plan works if the people who own the land agree with the plan (that is, if they think they will make money if they follow the plan). If they don’t think they will make money, the land stays vacant. Interestingly enough, even developers don’t decide what will get built, as they are also subject to market forces. Homebuyers and retail customers decide by choosing to visit the business or buy the homes that are built. Nobody builds a home that no one will buy, or starts a business that no one will visit. Customers and homebuyers decide; not business, not developers, and particularly not government planners. That is why I chuckle whenever I hear my colleagues in Sacramento talk about "ten year plans." This week, the legislature had a bill for a "ten year" road plan. Of course, in California, it takes 23 years to build a freeway, because we plan and plan, and never build. The legislature’s solution? Another plan. We have planned so well in this state that today our roads are extremely congested, our houses cost entirely too much, our schools are horrendously overcrowded, our budget is out of balance, and we are running short on water, electricity, and gasoline. And we continue to extol the virtue of government plans. We know that socialism is a failed experiment, as demonstrated by the failure of the Soviet Union, socialism’s most devoted practitioner. My socialist colleagues in the legislature, however, think that they are smarter than the Russians and that socialism will work here in California if we just have the right plan. The most recent polls tell us that the public is not satisfied with how we are doing our job. Maybe we should try something different, like freedom and free enterprise, the principles that made this country great.

The aff can’t create effective economic solutions -- only the alt solves. 
Williams 99-  PhD from Manchester University (Gareth, "Hayek's Critique of Constructivism: A Liberatarian Appraisal." Liberatarian Alliance. 1999  www.libertarian.co.uk/lapubs/econn/econn085.pdf)

The perceived victory of Lange over Mises prompted Hayek to edit Collectivist Economic Planning (1935). Hayek raised several points. By focusing on the inadequacies of static equilibrium theory, as a description of what the market does, Hayek was able to highlight problems in the decisions of the central planning agency with regard pricing. The Austrian analysis better represents what occurs in the market, and explains the inability of the markets to reach and maintain equilibrium; it would thus seem that the Austrian analysis is superior to that of the neo-classical school on both practical and theoretical grounds. The solution offered by Lange to Mises’ challenge, was based upon the replication of a framework of analysis which both Hayek and Mises explicitly rejected. The model of capitalism which Lange used was a much easier model to duplicate than that adopted by the Austrians, and was a model which does not represent how the market works. The central thrust of Hayek’s response was to deny the possibility of a socialist economy achieving the same level of acquisition and use of knowledge as is achieved in a capitalist economy. Four elements are apparent in Hayek’s theory of knowledge. These are: that information is imperfect, decentralised, impossible to collect in any comprehensive manner, and that it is impossible to select with certainty just what information will prove relevant to one’s project. These problems affect both central planners and market agents, and prevent both from attaining perfect results; the strength of Hayek’s defence of capitalism depends upon the extent to which he can show that knowledge will be better collected and utilised in a capitalist society than in a socialist one. Hayek considers several factors to suggest that the knowledge problem militates in favour of capitalism. Firstly, and most crucially, individual market agents do not have to respond to as vast an array of information as a central planner does. Determining the price of a product, in the way Lange suggests, requires the planner to accumulate information from across the economy (which, depending upon trading relations, can mean up to the size of the world) regarding the product concerned. The information required includes the scarcity of the product relative to demand and relative to other products which could be substituted for it, the (changing) number of uses to which the product can/will be put, and localised variations in demand together or other factors (e.g. transport costs etc.) which affect the social cost of the use of a product within a locality. One must further remember that the accuracy of this information is crucial to determining what primary products should go into making a secondary product. Miscalculation as to the appropriate price for a product can result in a product being used to make a good when another product would be better used in its place, thus creating a mis-allocation of resources. In contrast to a central planner, who has to make (after having collected and processed information) an authoritative decision as to the price at which to sell a product, market agents each try to sell their product at a price they select. They receive a reward in proportion to their success at setting a market clearing price and are able to respond to localised and specific information with immediate effect. Of course, as Hayek’s opposition to static equilibrium theory suggests, the market can incorrectly set the price for a product and the market can fail to clear as a result. When information or its processing are poor and dise5 quilibrium results (or is likely to result if action is not taken) an incentive is produced in the market for the dispersal of the relevant information by those who are party to it. As Hayek states: “where only a few know of a new fact, the much maligned speculators will see to it that the relevant information will rapidly be spread by an appropriate change of prices.” 35 Such speculators are rewarded for accurately assessing future market activity, and penalised for inaccurately assessing it. Their actions convey small pieces of information through the price mechanism to which producers (who need never know of the underlying cause behind the price change) can respond.

Market complexities make central planning impossible. 

Kennedy 01 (Joseph V., “A Better Way to Regulate,” Hoover Institute, Policy Review N.109, http://www.hoover.org/publications/policy-review/article/7073//Mkoo)
MUCH OF WHAT is wrong with government is structural. The traditional approach to government stresses a top-down management style that may have been appropriate in the 1950s and 1960s but is increasingly obsolete in a world of rapid change and increased competition. Programs that centralize control and limit individual discretion must necessarily resort to complex rules. In the absence of competition, centralization has made it easier to co-opt government agencies and has led to a profound rigidity in bureaucratic structures. It has also prevented important sectors of the economy from responding to market forces. Modern society is not well suited to traditional government. Economic and social institutions are increasingly complex. The flow of information from the markets is too great and too differentiated to be managed from the top. Government will therefore have to follow the private sector in moving toward a more decentralized management structure. But decentralization of power without decentralization of responsibility often leads to abuses of discretion. In order to prevent officials from abusing their new powers, government reforms must hold them increasingly accountable for the consequences of their actions and must try to increase the choices available to those who deal with agencies. This is what the profit motive and competition accomplish in the private sector. Such reform will require significant structural changes in the way government operates. Government reform is more likely to be effective if it makes the maximum feasible use of the same competitive pressures that apply to the private sector. Although market forces reduce certainty and increase diversity, there are strong theoretical and empirical reasons for believing that they are more efficient over the medium and long term in fostering economic and social progress. The primary focus of reform efforts should be on making the maximum use of these forces. To do this Congress must rewrite the underlying statutes.

Central regulation fails -- bureaucracy, interest groups, overcomplexity. 

Kennedy 01 (Joseph V., “A Better Way to Regulate,” Hoover Institute, Policy Review N.109, http://www.hoover.org/publications/policy-review/article/7073//Mkoo)
Over the past six decades, two views of the proper relationship between the private and public sectors have contended for support. The left argued that the public sector represents the repository of popular consent without which all private activity is suspect. As the repository of consent, government is better able to consider all the interests of society and, through proper planning, can command the private sector to produce optimal results. This view is motivated by a philosophy of government that puts great faith in the ability of government agencies to discover and implement the best public policies. Regulatory agencies were given broad powers to interpret and enforce legislation. The existence of specialized agencies often gave Congress an excuse to pass vague and often contradictory statutes, leaving important public issues to regulators rather than elected representatives to decide. Unfortunately, this approach often failed to achieve important social goals at a reasonable cost and produced rules that were unable to adapt to changes in the economy. For instance, until recently banking and securities laws seriously impeded the ability of financial markets to take advantage of changes in international finance and technology. Efforts at statutory reform often lag as much as a decade behind market developments as regulators and legislators struggle to understand changing conditions. Several additional years can separate the beginning of reform efforts from the appearance of a final bill and accompanying regulations, by which time the markets have evolved further. Although statutes are frequently amended, changes usually add a new layer of complexity to existing law. The basic approach to federal involvement is seldom reformed to reflect new circumstances. Over time, regulatory agencies often fall into a bureaucratic mindset that lacks an appreciation and understanding of market forces. At other times, agencies become hostage to special-interest groups and reflect their views rather than the public interest. Most important, the goal of minimizing costs is not stressed nearly as much as that of increasing perceived benefits.
Centralization fails -- subsidies are delivered to suppliers not consumers who lack purchasing power. 

Kennedy 01 (Joseph V., “A Better Way to Regulate,” Hoover Institute, Policy Review N.109, http://www.hoover.org/publications/policy-review/article/7073//Mkoo)

Sometimes the government allows private markets to operate but delivers large subsidies to some participants in order to skew the final result. Public transportation is heavily supported by federal subsidies, as is low-income housing. Usually, these subsidies are delivered not to consumers who lack purchasing power, but to suppliers of services that the government thinks are in short supply. Because their consumers continue to lack the purchasing power to shop elsewhere, suppliers continue to lack an incentive to deliver the services efficiently and in good quality. A private monopoly has replaced a government one. Centralizing the delivery of subsidies also allows political favoritism rather than market forces to guide the distribution of funds. To try to prevent this, the government often heavily regulates the use of these subsidies, introducing further complexity. The delivery of vouchers to those who lack purchasing power gives recipients direct market power and allows other suppliers to enter the market, providing greater choice. It also reduces the need for heavy regulation

The government fails -- profit motives are the only effective incentive for progress. 

Kennedy 01 (Joseph V., “A Better Way to Regulate,” Hoover Institute, Policy Review N.109, http://www.hoover.org/publications/policy-review/article/7073//Mkoo)
THE PROBLEM WITH many government standards is that nothing equivalent to the profit motive constantly drives them to add value to society or ensures that they respond to new developments. Making compliance voluntary is the best way to ensure that quality standards reflect improvements that consumers are willing to pay for. Often the main benefit to having a standard depends very little on the actual standard chosen. Most of the benefits come from the mere fact that a single standard or set of standards improves market coordination by giving everyone the same set of expectations.

Links – Govt Intervention

Intervention in the free market forces the government into a cycle of continuous intrusion -- distorts the market, destroys individual liberty, and turns the case.
Crowley, 12. Managing Director of the Macdonald-Laurier Institute, a national public policy think tank based in Ottawa. He was also the founding President of the Atlantic Institute for Market Studies (AIMS), a public policy think tank based in Atlantic Canada. (Brian Lee, “The Man Who Changed Everyone's Life”, The Macdonald-Laurier Institute, 2012, http://www.macdonaldlaurier.ca/files/pdf/Hayek-Commentary-May-2012.pdf, Callahan)

This too, Hayek countered, is a delusion. Supply and demand, and the prices that summarize it, represent a vast and tightly interwoven communication network. Replace one part of the network with false information – that is, with bureaucrats' notions of what the information should be, as opposed to what people's actions indicate it is – and the network starts to unravel. The effect is very slow and almost imperceptible at first, but again, there is that inconvenient long run. Hayek argued forcefully that the consequence of even very limited intervention would be a growing demand for ever more intervention. Suppose, for example, that the government decides that it would be good for children's health if more milk were drunk by families. Most people would agree that this was a worthy objective. The government decides that the best course is to set the price of milk, by bureaucratic order, at a lower price than it is offered on the market. Presto: Cheaper milk appears in the stores. But of course two contradictory effects result from such action. On the one hand, as the government intended, demand is stimulated: More milk is drunk than before. But the unintended consequence is that marginal milk producers, those who were just making it at the original milk price, are driven out of business, taking a part of the supply out of the market. Shortages result. Now the government has a choice: It can either withdraw its original intervention, which unbalanced the equilibrium between the demand for and the supply of milk, or it can allow itself to be drawn further into substituting its own judgment for the market's. For example, it can try to lower farmers' costs, by controlling the prices of things like feed, cattle, and farmland. Or it can pay farmers more and subsidize the price difference with tax dollars. Or it can nationalize the farms, thus eliminating "wasteful" profit. Or it can coerce farmers to produce milk at a loss. But each one of these responses brings further undesirable consequences. Milk lakes emerge that must be stored or dumped on international markets, as government tries to stimulate milk production by subsidies and other industries organize politically to have themselves declared essential to public health so that they, too, can receive subsidies. Or suppliers of farm inputs withdraw from business because, under controlled prices, they can't survive either. Or bureaucrats put on gumboots and milk the cows according to the schedule laid down in their collective agreement. Or milk farms are abandoned by impoverished farmers, and supply collapses over time. The circle of disco-ordination widens with every turn of the interventionist screw. Hayek's critics claimed that he argued that the slightest intervention led automatically and inevitably to totalitarianism, but he said nothing of the sort. What he said was that each intervention forces government to make a choice: Either be drawn into ever more intervention than was intended at the outset, or withdraw the original intervention. There is no equilibrium point: One is either swept along by the logic of intervention, which leads to large losses of freedom by tiny degrees, or one turns back. Strictly limited or surgically targeted intervention, whether it be agricultural subsidies, rent controls, managed trade, or demand management, is a myth. Nor is it any more accurate to say that Hayek opposed all forms of planning. On the contrary, Hayek saw that all of us, individually, and in the organizations to which we belong, have to plan constantly in order to realize our goals. Each business must have a plan of how to discover what consumers want, of how to make them aware of what the business offers, of what investments to make, of how to finance them, and so forth. The economy is constituted of myriad little planning organizations, each dealing with a manageably small slice of economic life. But, Hayek noted, planners can only plan for society as a whole by substituting their overall plan for the plans of millions of individuals and organizations, forcing society to rely on a radically less comprehensive stock of knowledge, making everyone's efforts enormously less useful to themselves and others. 
Government intervention in the marketplace has a history of failure -- embracing free enterprise sustains growth best. 
Jordan 10- CEO of The Federal Reserve Bank in Clevland (Jerry, "Use Of Gov't Spending As Stimulus Throws Sand In Gears Of Growth." Investors Business Daily. September 9th 2010. Proquest)//TD

Hayek disagreed with Keynes' diagnosis, believing that a market economy had an inherent resiliency and a natural tendency to expand. The economy was subject to shocks -- wars, bank failures, perverse government policies -- but in the aftermath of the shock was a natural tendency to expand. Call it the "invisible hand" or "magic of the marketplace" or "animal juices of entrepreneurs," but a true market economy supported by sound institutions would exhibit a natural tendency for expansion, without "pump priming" by government. According to a Hayekian view of the world, government actions to "stimulate" growth were counterproductive. They create uncertainties about what the government will impose on us next. Government efforts to manipulate aggregate economic activity yield less stability, greater fluctuations and longer periods of stagnation or subpar growth. If a market economy -- one based on private property and market-determined prices to direct resources to their highest-valued uses -- is not expanding and fully utilizing available productive resources, the question for policymakers should be: What is the sand in the gears that is preventing economic growth? Much of historical experience has been that it is some actions or intrusions of government -- taxes, regulations, tariff and non-tariff barriers, licensure requirements and other interference with price setting or enforcement of property rights. Three central truths have emerged from many years of experience: (1) No country has ever spent and taxed its way to prosperity. That proposition is now being tested. (2) A nation unwilling or unable to maintain fiscal discipline is unlikely to maintain monetary discipline. (3) World inflation came down in the final two decades of the past century, but so did fiscal deficits. What has not been tested is whether divergent fiscal and monetary policies -- huge increases in government spending and massive budget deficits, together with anti-inflationary monetary policies -- can be sustained.

Government intervention can never be successful -- attempts to manage the economy always result in failure. 
Kirzner, 82.  Kirzner is professor of economics at New York University. He is the author of Competition and Entrepreneurship; Perception, Opportunity, and Profit; and The Perils of Regulation: A Market-Process Approach. (Israel, “Competition, Regulation, and the Market Process: An "Austrian" Perspective”, CATO Institute, September 30, 1982, http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa018.html, Callahan)

We are now in a better position to see how the Austrian view of the market outlined in this article may lead to a critical stance toward government regulation, and how the basis for such a critical stance differs from that of the more orthodox, neoclassical defense of the free market. We may put the matter quite succinctly: For reasonably successful coordination within a decentralized decision-making system, the discovery process constituted by competitive-entrepreneurial alertness to profit opportunities is crucial. Attempts at improvement by direct regulation are likely to be based on erroneous information (because the regulators cannot utilize the discovery process of profit pursuit) and are likely to block or distort the market's own delicate discovery process. Let us suppose that the need to regulate is asserted on the basis of some perceived "undesirable" phenomenon arising from the unregulated market. For example, the prices of certain goods are held to be "too high" (milk to consumers?), or "too low" (wheat prices received by farmers?). Or the quantity available of a certain product is held to be "too low" (medical care?) or "too high' (unsafe toys?). And so on. Let us imagine (perhaps fancifully) that government decisionmakers are motivated solely by the urge to induce a pattern of phenomena that faithfully reflects consumer preferences (which they believe to have been somehow frustrated by the uncoordinated free market). Our discussion should have made clear that these selfless, public-minded officials lack the means to be able to respond to the innumerable rankings of preference (by consumers and owners of resources) of which they may initially not be directly aware. There is no way they can know the "correct" price or the "correct" quantity for any particular product or resource. There is nothing (corresponding to the entrepreneurial motive to discover pure profit opportunities) that could lead them systematically to -discover where failures of coordination in fact exist. More serious is the fact that direct controls by government on prices, quantities, or qualities of output production or input employment may unintentionally block activities which have, as yet, not been specifically envisaged by anyone. Where these blocked activities turn out to be entrepreneurially profitable activities (perhaps as a result of unforeseen changes in data), the likelihood of their being discovered is then sharply diminished. Without necessarily intending it, the spontaneous discovery process of the free market has thus been, to some extent, stifled or distorted. We saw earlier how important for the competitive-entrepreneurial discovery process is the potential for unfettered entry by profit-seeking entrepreneurs into existing markets. Inevitably, government regulatory restrictions block such entry. In the relevant sense, such restrictions are anti-competitive. They tend to frustrate the discoveries that the competitive process is likely to generate. Even where government regulation (perhaps inspired by a mistaken ideal of "competition" in which any significant size is suspect per se) is designed to "maintain competition" (e.g. by blocking mergers), this too must be set down as anti-competitive. For example, this may block the entrepreneurial process by which the optimum scale for the producing firm might be discovered. It is easy for competent government officials to imagine that they know what is good for the economy. But this is likely to mean that in the incredibly complex economies of our time, it is easy for well-meaning individuals not to realize their ignorance in specific instances. For private entrepreneurs, the device for the communication of such unsuspected missing information is provided by the attractiveness of the opportunities for pure profit which such missing information generates. Not only are regulators unable to benefit by such profit-inspired discoveries; their direct intervention in the marketplace can hardly fail to frustrate, stifle, and distort the socially benign discovery process that depends on freedom of entry into branches of activity for which the social desirability has not yet been established. It follows that the harmful effects of regulation (as judged from the perspective of consumer preferences, not from that of arbitrarily-adopted canons of social importance) are not necessarily found in palpable failure (as expressed, for example, in shortages, or gluts, or other "obvious" absences of coordination). The harmful effects of regulation also may manifest themselves in cases where there is an absence of coordination of which no one is aware. The point is that regulation may be responsible for such absences of coordination not being discovered. The marvel of the competitive-entrepreneurial market is its ability to inspire coordinative activities the very need for which would, in the absence of the market, never be revealed.

The government doesn’t have enough knowledge to effectively plan the economy --  only embracing free enterprise solves. 
Smith 06- professor of political philosophy at the University of St. Andrew's (Craig, "Adam Smith's Political Philosophy: The Invisible Hand and Spontaneous Order." Routledge. 2006. catchapman.powweb.com/the_swamp/eBooks/Philosophy%20ebooks/adam%20smiths%20pol%20philosophy.pdf)//TD

We should note at this point that Hayek relates this argument to his belief in the existence of concrete epistemic limitations on the ability of government to act efﬁciently. As we will see in the next chapter, he believes that it is impossible for a government to centralize the knowledge necessary to plan a social order in detail. This leads to the superior efﬁciency of self adjustment and spontaneous order formation. The task of government is restricted by the ‘knowledge problem’, and its lawmaking function is shaped by a desire to make use of the spontaneous ordering devices that arise when individuals can rely on generalized rules of behaviour which provide stability of expectations. As we noted in the section on the origin of government the generalized rules are not rationally constructed by a government, but rather represent articulations of established opinion. Such is the importance of public opinion to the continued existence of any government that its actions will always be to a certain extent guided or circumscribed by it. If the law is to be effective in stabilizing expectations and inducing order, then it must be acceptable to the majority of the population. As Hayek notes: ‘To become legitimized, the new rules have to obtain the approval of society at large – not by a formal vote, but by gradually spreading acceptance’ (LLL vol. 3: 167). Government is limited as to the form that these generalized rules of conduct can take by the opinion of the people among whom they seek to induce order. One consequence of this is that the enactments of government ought to be restricted to areas where it is possible to secure an agreement of the majority (Hayek 1991: 45). This agreement need not be formally achieved, but if it were not at least possible then the enforcement of the general rule would require a degree of arbitrary coercive effort by the government which would destabilize expectations and prompt disorder. 15

Centralized intervention destroys market competition, creativity, and innovation. 
Stossel, 10. American consumer reporter, investigative journalist, author and libertarian columnist. (John, “Hurtling Down the Road to Serfdom”, Reason Foundation, February 11, 2010, http://reason.org/news/printer/hurtling-down-the-road-to-serf, Callahan)

Government is taking us a long way down the Road to Serfdom. That doesn't just mean that more of us must work for the government. It means that we are changing from independent, self-responsible people into a submissive flock. The welfare state kills the creative spirit. F.A. Hayek, an Austrian economist living in Britain, wrote The Road to Serfdom in 1944 as a warning that central economic planning would extinguish freedom. The book was a hit. Reader's Digest produced a condensed version that sold 5 million copies. Hayek meant that governments can't plan economies without planning people's lives. After all, an economy is just individuals engaging in exchanges. The scientific-sounding language of President Obama's economic planning hides the fact that people must shelve their own plans in favor of government's single plan. At the beginning of The Road to Serfdom, Hayek acknowledges that mere material wealth is not all that's at stake when the government controls our lives: "The most important change ... is a psychological change, an alteration in the character of the people." This shouldn't be controversial. If government relieves us of the responsibility of living by bailing us out, character will atrophy. The welfare state, however good its intentions of creating material equality, can't help but make us dependent. That changes the psychology of society. I'll explore this tonight on my Fox Business show, 8 p.m. Eastern (rebroadcast Friday at 10 p.m.). According to the Tax Foundation, 60 percent of the population now gets more in government benefits than it pays in taxes. What does it say about a society in which more than half the people live at the expense of the rest? Worse, the dependent class is growing. The 60 percent will soon be 70 percent. Rep. Paul Ryan of Wisconsin seems to understand the threat: He worries that "more people have a stake in the welfare state than in free enterprise. This is a road that Hayek perfectly described as 'the road to serfdom.'" (Tonight I will ask Ryan why, if he understands this, he voted for TARP and the auto bailouts.) Kurt Vonnegut understood the threat of government-imposed equality. His short story "Harrison Bergeron" portrays a future in which no one is permitted to have any physical or intellectual advantage over anyone else. A government Handicapper General weighs down the strong and agile, masks the faces of the beautiful, and distracts the smart. So far, the Handicapper General is just fantasy. But Vice President Joe Biden did shout at the Democratic National Convention: "Everyone is your equal, and everyone is equal to you." If he meant that we're all equal in rights and before the law, fine. If he meant government shouldn't put barriers in the way of opportunity, great. But statists like Biden usually have more in mind: They want government to make results more equal. Two actual examples of the lunacy: When colleges innovated by having students use Kindle e-book readers instead of expensive textbooks, the Justice Department sued them, complaining that the Kindle discriminates against blind students. The department also is suing the Massachusetts prison system because it makes prospective prison guards take a physical test. Since women don't do as well as men on that test, Justice claims the test discriminates against women. Arthur Brooks, who heads the American Enterprise Institute, says statism is becoming the "central organizing power in our economy," and that the battle between free enterprise and statism will shape our futures. He remains optimistic because a recent poll showed that 70 percent of Americans want free enterprise. I'm less sanguine. In that same poll, 54 percent of Americans said government should exert more control over the economy. Brooks discounts that, claiming people forget their "core values" during crises. But he asks the right question: Do we want a culture of takers or makers? Ryan and Brooks say most people want "the American idea": freedom and self-responsibility. I fear they want a Mommy State to take care of them. What do you think? The choice is crucial. If we continue down the Road to Serfdom, our destination will be a poorer society, high unemployment, stagnation, and complacency.

Links – Private-Public Partnerships
Incremental government inclusion of the free market is insufficient -- central planning creates moral failures and distorts the market. 

Slayback, 11 - Fellow at the Harlan Institute (Zachary, “Privatize the Highways — and All Roads for That Matter”, Ludvig von Mises Institute, 8/3, http://mises.org/daily/5498/Privatize-the-Highways-and-All-Roads-for-That-Matter)//RI 

If we truly wish to have 219 — or any other highway or road for that matter — finished, then we ought to be advocating for complete privatization of the highways. Privatization would ensure that the project would be finished in a timely manner, would remove the moral hazard of building a possibly unnecessary highway with public funds, and would not force every individual to fund the project, whether they wish to use it or not. Let us begin with why the market would be a more efficacious tool for completing the highway. The free market has proven throughout history to be a better judge of the enterprises than any government. By opening up the opportunity to finish Route 219 to private companies, these ventures would be able to test the market to see what exactly is necessary for the completion of Route 219. Should a company decide that any highway is a viable venture for their ownership and stockholders, then it would be on that company to build a product that consumers would wish to use. If several companies wished to build a highway, then whichever company offered the best product (i.e., the best-maintained, cheapest, fastest highway) would be chosen by consumers to deliver that product via the price system. When government has a monopoly on any market, competition is stifled, and the ultimate losers are not only the companies who could have invested in a designated area, such as the Somerset County area, but also [and] the consumers, who are forced to settle for a noncompetitive, usually subpar product. But central planners maintain the guise of competition by auctioning off the rights to build their central plans. In a free-market system, the signals sent via the price mechanism allow the market to adjust to any changes much more quickly and efficiently than the current centrally planned model under which we operate.

Impacts 

Impacts – Econ Collapse

Reliance on central planning and government stimulus makes economic collapse inevitable -- government stimulus is empirically unsuccessful. 
Rockwell, 03. American libertarian political commentator, activist, proponent of the Austrian School of economics, and chairman/CEO of the Ludwig von Mises Institute. (Llewellyn, “The Hayek moment”, Mises Institute, May 2003, http://mises.org/freemarket_detail.aspx?control=439, Callahan)

Hayek countered with a defense of laissez-faire beefed up by the insights of the Austrian School of economics. He had worked with Ludwig von Mises in Vienna after the period in which Mises first laid out his business cycle theory. The danger of central banks, wrote Mises, is that they exercise power of interest rates, and can thereby distort the production structure of an economy. They can create artificial booms, which either lead to hyperinflation or economic bust. Hayek advanced this theory as the alternative explanation for the global depression, and worked mightily all those years to show how the stock market crash was not the onset of the crisis but rather the much-needed liquidation of a preceding boom. He further showed how the actions of the British and American governments were prolonging the crisis. In the great debates of the period, it was said that Hayek had lost to the New Economics of Keynes and his followers. It was more precisely true that the Keynesians had won not by having better argument but force of government policy. The Misesians and Hayekians of the time decided that they would fight the battle of ideas and thus sprang up a host of institutions that would continue the work of liberty, despite all political impediments. In a series of lectures named in honor of Hayek and supported by Mises Institute members, the spirit of those years at the London School of Economics is back. The Mises-Hayek explanation for economic booms and busts is receiving all new attention during this current period of recession and market meltdown. The usual Keynesian prescriptions for more consumer spending, ever cheaper credit, and government spending have done nothing to solve the problems in the US, Europe, or Japan. The series begins with lectures by Roger W. Garrison, who has provided the most extended and comprehensive elaboration on the Mises-Hayek theory of the business cycle. 

Impacts – Environment

Swelling government control allows for environmental degradation -- market forces create more sustainable practices. 
Berlau et al 10 - Senior Fellow at the Center for economic freedom (John, "Liberate to Stimulate." Competitive Enterprise Institute. 2010.  cei.org/sites/default/files/CEI%20-%20Liberate%20to%20Stimulate.pdf)//TD

Private stewardship and markets play a critical role in land and natural resource conservation. Much of America’s land and other natural resources have suffered because government ownership encourages mismanagement and overuse, because no individual has a long-term stake in protecting resources owned in common. In addition, public lands are managed based on political priorities that often produce misguided political management decisions. Examples include the devastation caused by uncontrolled forest fires, overgrazing, and destruction of species and habitat. • Lawmakers should consider marketplace incentives and private property-based approaches to encourage land and natural resource conservation. • Existing laws impede private conservation by making property owners lose use of their land. These laws should be reformed. These include measures in the Endangered Species Act, wetlands regulations, and potential invasive species laws. • Lawmakers should look for ways to privatize resources owned in common to allow private conservation. Areas in which this has been done successfully but could be expanded include the establishment of fishing rights, privatization of coral reefs, and privatization of species and their habitats in private wildlife refuges.
Impacts – Ethics

Free market key to ethics

Sirico, 10. American Roman Catholic priest and the founder of the Acton Institute for the Study of Religion and Liberty. He is a well-known political and cultural commentator. (Reverend Robert, “The Moral Basis for Economic Liberty”, Heritage Foundation, July 13, 2010, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2010/07/the-moral-basis-for-economic-liberty, Callahan)
The Ethics of Capitalism Far from having achieved victory, the economic order of liberty is in a precarious position. Its utility has been demonstrated time and again, and very few responsible intellectuals or clergymen are willing publicly to support concrete and radical alternatives to the market economy. If democratic capitalism has won the day, so be it. The big battles over ideology may be over, though recent policy proposals that centralize and increase government control suggest that the question is not entirely settled in our politics. This much we can know: The big battles over morality in public life have just begun. It is, moreover, entirely evident that in this debate on the morality of economic systems, the advocates of the market economy do not yet have the upper hand. Too often, economists refuse to speak in normative terms, and they often act as if they should not. Those who are charged with pronouncing on morality in public life do not have strong sympathies with the ethic of capitalism—if they are sympathetic to it at all. Most people are content to settle with a system that seems to reconcile the “ethics” of socialism with the productivity of capitalism. Yet political economy and ethics should be and must be reconciled. If we continue to promote an “ethics” of socialism, it will eventually endanger institutions that support the productive capacity of capitalism. It is not a trivial fact that every step away from the free market is a step away from voluntarism and that every step toward interventionism is a step away from liberty. It speaks to the essence of what it means to act virtuously. A moral argument for economic liberty should not shrink from its own logical implications, however politically unfashionable. An imperative against theft and in favor of the security of private property must also suggest caution about taxes above the minimal level necessary for the rule of law. Freedom of contract must include the freedom not to contract. Freedom of association must include the freedom not to associate. Toleration of individual differences must include tolerances for the inequality in wealth that will be the unavoidable result. And a morality that favors virtue in the context of liberty must allow room for personal moral failure and an understanding of the difference between vice and crime. It is sometimes said that no one dreams of capitalism. This too must change. Rightly understood, capitalism is simply the name for the economic component of the natural order of liberty. It means expansive ownership of property, fair and equal rules for all, economic security through prosperity, strict adherence to the boundaries of ownership, opportunity for charity, wise resource use, creativity, growth, development, prosperity, abundance. Most of all, it means the economic application of the principle that every human person has dignity and should have that dignity respected. It is a dream worthy of our spiritual imaginations.

Impacts – Freedom

Government intervention creates a bureaucratic nightmare that results in authoritarianism and destroys individual liberty. 
Bernholz, 86. Professor emeritus at Basel University, Switzerland. His work focuses on monetary economics, real capital theory, and public choice. He is a member of the Academic Advisory Board of the German Minister of Economics. (Peter, “Growth of Government, Economic Growth and Individual Freedom”, Journal of Institutional and Theoretical Economics, JSTOR, Callahan)

6. Further Relative Growth of the State: Is It Dangerous to the Rule of Law, Liberty and Democracy? The consequences of ever-increasing state activity are not limited to its effects on economic efficiency and growth, nor are they necessarily more important than those for individual freedom, the rule of law and democracy. The declining share of real disposable per capita income diminishes the relative domain of self-determination and leads to more outside influence upon individuals. Obligatory old age pension schemes imply a distribution of incomes and expenditures over time which may stand in contradiction to individual preferences. An increasing number of laws and decrees means a decline in the proportion of them that can be known by individuals. Citizens are thus more likely to violate the law without intending to do so, and to feel that they are victims of ever more numerous arbitrary orders of anonymous bureaucracies. The complications of tax laws, e.g., are today above the head of every non-specialist. Anyone trying to complete an income tax declaration is aware of these difficulties. Increasing state activity requires a growing bureaucracy, which is scarcely innovative and efficient, and of necessity must make hierarchical decisions. Because of the sheer number of problems to be decided, any individual voter, member of parliament or even cabinet member cannot hope to obtain all the information that is necessary if they are to make meaningful decisions. Even leading members of the government are dependent upon the information provided to them and upon the willing cooperation of their civil servants. The result is that as state activity increases, the control of the bureaucracy by voters, parliamentarians and even by the cabinet becomes less and less effective. It follows that the extension of the state weakens the value of the right of citizens to participate in making public decisions. A meaningful control of the state becomes more and more difficult because of the growing information problem. Increasing state activity and growing concentration and cartelization of the economy strengthen the influence of interest groups including bureaucratic agencies and unions), since they enjoy increasing market power and a quasimonopoly of information with which they are able to influence political decision processes (Dowfls (1957); BLRr’HOLZ 119691). As a consequence, more and more problems are settled outside parliament by bargaining between the groups and political parties. 7. Conclusions Increasing state activity is probably productive up to a certain threshold. Moreover, it enables the elimination of the worst consequences of poverty and want, gross inequality, insecurity and lack of education of broad segments of the population. But the democratic welfare state apparently has an innate tendency in market economies to expand to ever higher levels. It thus ends up by endangering the very economic foundations themselves and the principles of self-determination, participation of citizens in political decision processes and the rule of law upon which it rests and from which it sets out. How, then, may this system develop in the future? Three possibilities seem to suggest themselves. Firstly, because of the ever-increasing influence exerted by interest groups including parties, unions and bureaucracies, the system develops into a kind of Neo-Feudalism on a functional base. The first steps toward such a system can already be observed in many nations. Secondly. the inefficiency brought about by further relative growth of the welfare state may lead to such reductions of individual well-being that the population is prepared to sacrifice their remaining freedoms, in the hope of securing their standard of living by moving to a strictly planned economy organized by a dictatorship or oligarchy. Both Neo-Feudalism and dictator ship or oligarchy would, of course, continue to call themselves democracies. 

Intervention in the marketplace destroys the distinction between government and law, destroying individual freedom. 
Gamble, 79. British author and academic. Since January 2007 he has been Professor of Politics at the University of Cambridge. Previously he worked in the Department of Politics at the University of Sheffield (1973-2007). Educated initially at Brighton College, as an undergraduate he read economics at Cambridge, before gaining his MA in political theory from the University of Durham. (Andrew, “The Free Economy and the Strong State – The Rise of the Social Market Economy”, Socialist Register, 1979, https://twpl-library-utoronto-ca.proxy.lib.umich.edu/index.php/srv/article/view/5431, Callahan)

Democracy therefore encourages ever greater bureaucratic interference with the privileged privaAte sphere—the sphere of market relationships between individuals. As bureaucracy rises, so the law declines—the second of Hayek's basic distinctions. He does not suggest that bureaucracy can be dispensed with (his thought is never utopian in that sense), but he does argue that for liberty to flourish the realm of law must dominate the realm of bureaucracy. General laws, i.e., known rules that are applicable to all, must regulate social behaviour over as wide an area as possible and discretionary administrative decisions be minimized as much as possible. The essence of collectivism (what makes it, for Hayek, the prelude to totalitarianism and allows him to range welfare state and New Deal policies in the same continuum as socialism, fascism, and communism) is the disregarding of the distinction between law and administration, so that law becomes not a means for checking the growth of administration but a means of facilitating it, by providing new unspecified discretionary powers for government agencies. From this flows the opposition between planning and the market. The market is potentially the sphere of free, voluntary individual behaviour regulated by law, and protected from the coercion practised either by other individuals or by the state. Planning signifies the intrusion Of the unregulated discretionary power of politicians and bureaucrats,16 supposedly acting in the national interest, in accordance with the wishes of the electorate, but in practice interfering with and reducing the only kind of liberty that is possible.

Impacts – Totalitarianism

Central planning fails and paves the way for totalitarianism -- the spontaneous order solves better. 

Marks 85- AB from Yale, MA in Law from Oxford, a memeber of the Society of Security Analysts (John, "Two Kinds of Order." 1985. http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=23&ved=0CFEQFjACOBQ&url=http%3A%2F%2Fmx.nthu.edu.tw%2F~cshwang%2Fteaching-economics%2Fecon6171%2Fecon6171-11-Order%2520and%2520Rule%2Fecon6171-11-3-Order%2FHayek%3DKinds%2520of%2520Order%2520in%2520Society.doc&ei=ZiXiT6SxJIi49QTKpOmGCA&usg=AFQjCNFej1Ot-GKYEqVKzxJlG3q115PeBg&sig2=7gypDGOoQeDdFAcpmL_pgg)//TD

But such design is neither actual nor feasible. It is not possible for any individual or small group to know all the relevant facts needed to design complex social institutions. To think that this is possible is to suffer from what Hayek calls the synoptic delusion. And many of the social institutions which are indispensable in a modern industrial society have not been consciously designed. Hence we need to recognise the importance of evolutionary rationalism and of self-generating or spontaneous orders to which the ideas of purpose and design do not apply. Organisms, languages, market economies, societies are orders which were not designed: they evolved. Evolutionary rationalists insist on the distinction between designed and spontaneous orders, especially in understanding man and society. Man is seen as a rule-following animal as well as a purposive one, and human culture as partly an order of rules which we inherit, and only partly as an order of rules which have been either designed or fully explicated. Many rules and institutions have evolved, and have been strengthened and refined by selection. Man has often been successful because he observed rules, not because he understood why de did so. It is not in any way irrational to follow rules we do not clearly understand. For example, even today we have only a small understanding of the structure of language - yet without language virtually nothing of our culture would exist. So evolutionary rationalists argue that the evolution of social rules and institutions is as important for understanding man and society as is biological evolution for understanding man as a species. But to recognise this is not to deny the importance of constructive rationalism in limited areas. In almost all real situations, both kinds of rationalism are involved. If we recognise this, we can appreciate more accurately the potential benefits and limitations of conscious design. We shall also, be able, I hope, to distinguish situations where the constructive rationalist model will be most fruitful. A complex self-generating order of individuals, institutions and organisations, which is a modern society, makes continual use of constructive rationalism in limited areas., but in its totality such a society bears little resemblance to a machine. However, if we adopt a constructive rationalist approach and attempt to plan the whole of our society - just as if it were a machine - then we will be moving in a totalitarian direction.
Impacts – Turns Case

Central transportation planning fails --  incomplete information explains decades of federal failures. 

Love and Cox, 91--Illinois-based consultants who specialize in transportation, privatization, and the economics of the public sector. (Jean and Wendell, “False Dreams and Broken Promises:
The Wasteful Federal Investment in Urban Mass Transit”, 10/17,  http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa-162.html)//EM
Nearly half the plans reviewed here are not cost effective in meeting transportation goals. These plans rely heavily on behavioral tools such as land-use regulation, subsidies to dense or mixed-use developments, and construction of expensive rail transit lines. Nearly 40 years of experience with such tools has shown that they are expensive but provide negligible transportation benefits. Long-range transportation planning necessarily depends on uncertain forecasts. Planners also set qualitative goals such as “vibrant communities” and quantifiable but incomparable goals such as “protecting historic resources.” Such vagaries result in a politicized process that cannot hope to find the most effective transportation solutions. Thus, long-range planning has contributed to, rather than prevented, the hextupling of congestion American urban areas have suffered since 1982. Ideally, the federal government should not be in the business of funding local transportation and dictating local transportation policies. At the least, Congress should repeal long-range transportation planning requirements in the next reauthorization of federal surface transportation funding. Instead, metropolitan transportation organizations should focus planning on the short term (5 years), and concentrate on quantifiable factors that are directly related to transportation, including safety and congestion relief. 
Impacts – War/Extinction
Government management guarantees serial policy failure -- inability to plan accurately risks war and the collapse of civilization. 
Rockwell, 03. American libertarian political commentator, activist, proponent of the Austrian School of economics, and chairman/CEO of the Ludwig von Mises Institute. (Llewellyn, “Central Planning Road Trip”, Mises Institute, November 2003, http://mises.org/freemarket_detail.aspx?control=459, Callahan)

Let's start with the big error. They believed that their will alone was enough to make and remake a country (whether Iraq or Afghanistan) and the world. They saw people as pliable, all events as controllable, and all outcomes as the inevitable working out of a well-constructed plan. Being the top dogs of the world's only superpower, they never doubted their ability to dictate the terms and so they had no plan for what to do if things went wrong. This forgets several essential components of the structure of reality. People's free will is often backed by the willingness to undertake enormous sacrifice. Such sacrifices are made every day by average Iraqis. Most especially it overlooks certain underlying laws that limit what is possible in human affairs. In the scheme of how the world works, even the largest state is only a bit player. It is capable of creating enormous chaos and transferring huge amounts of wealth, but not of controlling events themselves. Government action often generates results opposite of those the policy is constructed to create. The Bush administration did not want to believe this. Officials had a very simple model in mind, namely that Iraq was a country lorded over by a single dictator, and so all that was necessary to take over the country was to displace (decapitate) the dictator and install a new form of government that would run the country according to the liking of the Bush administration. It further believed that all resistance could be crushed by a proper application of violence and the threat of violence. The truth is that no society operates like this. Human beings don't respond well to being treated like prisoners in someone else's central plan. If the desire is to wholly manage the future, the mega-planner is always a mega-failure, if not always in the short term certainly always in the long term. The Bush administration had bigger dreams than Wilson or FDR. But as Maureen Dowd aptly puts it: "The group that started out presuming it could shape the world is now getting shoved by the world." In the meantime, tens of thousands of lives have been snuffed out due to the decisions of this administration. To convince themselves of the rightness of their cause, however, the Bush administration turned to an ancient myth. They came to believe that the nobility and constructive power of war far outweighs its costs. For intellectual support, neocon scholars promoted the pre-Christian romance of war, the idea that war gives life meaning and provides an essential opportunity for bravery, camaraderie, and the cultivation of character, in the life of the individual soldier and that of a nation. It's all lies: war is about blood and destruction and nothing more. The destruction is wrought against the enemy and the victor. After the "heroic" and "noble" struggle is over, what are we left with? Debt, body bags, and a generation scarred by witnessing destruction on a scale no private parties could be capable of. War leaves in its wake a culture that has a lower regard for financial prudence, for freedom from leviathan, and for the value of life itself. War is uncivilized. It is a barbaric enterprise. It has never moved society forward. It is always a setback. It promises to give life meaning but ends in attacking the very source of meaning. One thing war does do in the short term is cause people to rally around the flag, an effect which the political cynics count on to cover the disaster that war always is. But there was more than this operating at the White House. They didn’t want to merely boost Bush's poll ratings; they wanted to instill a new national ethos to supplant one that they didn't like. The neocons who gave us this war believed that Americans needed a new civic mythology to unite the country around great ideals, and that cheering on a war would revive the idea of national unity. They longed for the Cold-War ideal when an entire population hunkered down as hostages to the doctrine of mutually assured destruction. Their writings heralded the eras of "national greatness" when the Panama Canal was built, when every business displayed a Blue Eagle, when every American mourned the death of JFK, when everyone cheered the moonshot. The "national mood" following 9-11 convinced them that this could be revived. Even more than that, they continue to convince themselves of the great Lincoln Myth, a man who used immoral means to unite a country but somehow managed to emerge from it with the reputation of a great liberator, a new founding father. The trick, they believed, was to have the "moral determination" to inflict as much violence as possible in the hopes that they would be seen as visionaries, and to utterly demoralize the enemy. In fact, the idea of national unity, beloved by every would-be tyrant, is something to be feared. It is not a sign of freedom but of despotism. It is the morality of the ant heap. In any case, the forced unity of the World War II era is long gone. Good riddance. The country is too diverse, and the culture too broken into niche markets, too many people too knowing. May the un-American "unity" of the World War II period never return. There were also serious miscalculations concerning Iraq. Officials believed that they could ignore the country's internal ethnic and religious diversity, particularly the religious longings of the Shiites. Perhaps they believed it would be enough to pass a First Amendment to convince these people to privatize their beliefs in the national interest. If so, this is nothing but a variant of the initial error that government can bring about miracles. They are now dealing with managing intractable social and cultural conflicts, and shocked that all their talk about freedom and diversity is falling on uncomprehending ears. Of course there is a contradiction associated with attempting to impose any form of freedom by force. The best symbol of the Bush administration's failure in this regard is the fate of the Iraqi dinar, which the administration assumed would vanish after the invasion. Today it is still the national currency, and the US has taken to printing it, with Saddam's picture. They have utterly failed to manage the money in Iraq. This points to another serious miscalculation. No effort at all was put into how these great conquering heroes would manage an economy after they took power. It's as if they just completely forgot about the people's needs for electricity, clean running water, food, and communication. The one principle that has guided the occupiers in their economic affairs in Iraq has been that whatever happens, the US should be in charge of it. The error has led them to kick out private entrepreneurs who attempted to start cell phone companies and airlines. Not that the Bush administration ever really understood what freedom really meant. They believed it was something granted by government, or the military as a proxy for government. They believed that freedom is something that exists because of the people running the government or the laws that manage society. In fact, freedom means the absence of government. It can never be granted by the state. It can only be taken away by the state. If a government manager desires freedom for a society, his only path is to get out of the way. That is something the Bush administration refuses to do at home or abroad. They can say they want freedom, but in this case, freedom is reduced to a fiction. And speaking of fiction, we now come to the biggest error of all. The Bush administration believed that even in the age of Google, it could still bamboozle the population with claims utterly contradicted by reality. For example, they believed they could continue to assert that Saddam had WMDs and that somehow this would become accepted truth. How could they be so naïve? Their sophistication involved old technologies of the kind you find in the energy industries. This is why the administration always seems to be behind the curve. The average evening web surfer is more ahead of the news and events than the people who gather in the Oval Office to discuss the future of the world. It is increasingly clear that the total cost of the Iraq war will run into the hundreds of billions, and they proceed as if there are no worries about paying it. Of course the administration benefits by the presence of that great marble palace down the street that promises to print unlimited quantities of dollars to pay for whatever government wants to do. But even then, there are limits. The budget deficit has already passed the $500 billion mark and the national debt is an incomprehensible $6.8 trillion. This scandal speaks to a larger truth. The war policy of this administration may have failed in every way to achieve its stated aims, but it has succeeded in the one way war does succeed: it has transferred huge amounts of money and power from the private sector to the public sector. In believing that war is good for the ruling regime, rarely have so few been right about so much. The only way to prevent a repeat of this war mess is through a broader acceptance of the great truth of our time and all time: the state, no matter who is in charge of it, is always and everywhere the enemy of peace, prosperity, and civilization.
Faith in central planning cedes political decisionmaking authority to the elites and guarantees massive military interventions. 
Rockwell, 03. American libertarian political commentator, activist, proponent of the Austrian School of economics, and chairman/CEO of the Ludwig von Mises Institute. (Llewellyn, “War and Central Planning”, Mises Institute, June 2003, http://mises.org/freemarket_detail.aspx?control=443, Callahan)

"The enemy we're fighting is a bit different from the one we had war-gamed against," said General William Wallace after the first week of fighting in Iraq had not gone as planned. The comment speaks to a truth of which we are reminded in wartime: the military is a government operation that undertakes its activities according to a plan cooked up by nonmarket actors. The bureaucrats are denied access to prices, the signaling devices that serve as the basis for assessing the success or failure of any particular project on the market. As such, even the best military plans, even those that lead to a declared victory, will partake of features similar to that of any form of central planning. The reason wars can tend to appear successful whereas socialism never does is due to the goal of the war plan (destruction rather than wealth creation) and the means (firepower proving more accomplished at destruction than efficiency), both of which can be accomplished by governments with enough resources at their disposal. War gaming may be the newest term for the static trial runs that government officials use as proxies for a real world that always surprises them. If we want to call war planning a "social science"—that's how the Pentagon thinks of it—what we have here is a classic error: the belief that government policy and its effects can be modeled in the same way as the physical sciences. But as Ludwig von Mises says, "in the field of purposive human action and social relations no experiments can be made and no experiments have ever been made." To the extent that models deal with real conditions, all data used in the model are derived from history. The future is something else entirely. Conditions change. Variables and change cannot be isolated from other variables and changes. In the games planners play, the model builder wins by outsmarting an opponent programmed to react in predictable ways. The conclusion is decided by the assumptions built into the system. The more variables in the game, the harder it becomes to win. As for truly unpredictable and unknown variables, the kind we associate with acts of human will, they cannot be modeled. If this is true in peace, it is all the more true in war. The games of central planners have nothing to do with the demands placed on the market in the real world. Entrepreneurs must discover the values and priorities of consumers through a real-world process of trial and error. Divvying up capital between competing ends requires property titles, the ability to exchange, and the freedom to choose. The fact of exchange generates market prices that permit profits and losses to be calculated, and hence guide production. Central planners who attempt to replicate this process within the structure of an equation or a static game simulation are fooling themselves. They are merely playing a game called "market," and not truly engaging the real world. The game called "war" is no better at preparing central planners for real-life economizing than the game called "market." What's especially interesting is how attempts at central planning display a series of highly typical features. First, they overutilize resources. At the outset, the war planners anticipated that Iraq could be won with a few strategically placed bombs, and a massive display of human will combined with plenty of psychological operations. Faced with the sudden reality that the first round of plans didn't work, the response is wholly predictable: more of the same. The same approach is used in domestic economic policy. When one "stimulus plan" fails to revive an economy, the government's approach is to spend ever more money or drive interest rates ever lower. In war, the approach is to drop more bombs and send more troops. We are familiar with this line of thinking from the proponents of the welfare state. But the same is true for the warfare state. The rationale behind this approach in war is to convey to the enemy—whether that enemy is a recession or a foreign foe—that planners really mean business. In a world of liberty and peace, the economy is always working to do more with less. No entrepreneur has the luxury of just throwing more money and labor at a problem. When the enterprise is not profitable, the capitalist seeks to economize and reassess. The exact opposite impulse drives the socialist planner or war planner. Instead of cutting, capital and labor are overutilized, while the underlying plan remains unchanged, with the result of increased squandering and wealth destruction. The defining mark of overutilization is the failure to account for costs, both in lost physical resources and human lives. Second, the planners tend to not account for the possibility of error. The planners who put together the war on Iraq, for example, expected the troops to be treated as liberators, but someone planning the Iraq war forgot to consider the reality that has dominated the entire gulf region for 10 years: the hatred engendered by deadly sanctions. The sanctions compromised the image of America as a force for liberation. But the war planners turned a blind eye to this, even after the September 11th terrorists specifically cited the sanctions as an underlying source of their hate. This is the big picture that the war planners missed. They failed to critically examine the possibility that the Iraqis will resent the invaders even more than their own government. Third, planners nearly always fail to anticipate the will to resist. They believe that once people have the merits of the plan explained to them, they will go along with it. The people are the clay and the planners are the masters, so their hubristic minds believe. But the truth is that people are not automatons and there are other forces at work besides the will of the planning regime. People resist central economic plans and they resist wartime plans too. The usual response of the planner when faced with resistance is to liquidate those who dare not go along. Once these meddlesome troublemakers are eliminated, they believe, the results of the plan will begin to show. In the Ukraine in the 1930s, and Cambodia in the 1970s, that was pretty much everyone. Fourth, the planners typically refuse to admit error and rather shift the blame. Wallace's open admission that something was amiss was highly unusual. They usually stick by the plan and admit no error. The public might actually be more supportive if the central planners were willing to admit error. But that is not the way of the planners. They believe that they must posture as gods on earth while insisting on total deference. Fifth, planners assume that the world is theirs for the making. The planners are loath to admit that there are forces beyond their control, forces like culture, economics, and the inherent limits of power to accomplish its aims. The people who planned the war on Iraq dismiss suggestions that perhaps not everyone in Iraq is going to be overjoyed at the prospect of gaining freedom through bombing, destruction, and martial law administered by a US military dictatorship. They dismiss the possibility that resources to impose the plan may eventually run out. Looking to the future, there are many people in Washington who have opinions on how best to manage a post-war Iraq. They have probably "gamed" this scenario too, and come up with the idea that Iraq needs a military dictatorship for a time. But the advocates of dictatorship always assume that they will be in a position to make all the decisions. They consider the viability of their own plan and not the possibility that someone else's plan will prevail. Finally, planners tend to persist in ignorance. F.A. Hayek described the voluntary society as one of continual learning. We might describe government planning as one in which ignorance persists no matter what. In war as in socialism, the world would be a much safer place if the planners would stick to their games and leave real life alone. .FM


Alternative 

Alt Solves – Democracy

Embracing market forces ameliorates political problems and bolsters democracy. 
Koopman 09- Professor of Philosophy at the University of Oregon (Colin, "Morals and Markets: Liberal Democracy Through Dewey and Hayek." The Journal of Speculative Philosophy. 1/1/09. Project Muse.)//TD

Dewey's and Hayek's shared philosophical embrace of uncertainty has tremendous metaphilosophical consequences for how we conceive of the work of political philosophy. One such consequence concerns how we ought to conceptualize the practical, institutional, and social tasks of realizing liberal democratic justice. The classical political philosophical project is that of an ideal theory of justice that is capable of being institutionally manifested in state-based institutions and practices. The evolutionist project announced by Dewey and Hayek takes a broader view in urging that democratic betterment must draw on a number of institutional mechanisms. Deweyans following Dewey have, however, not always realized the extent to which this conception of democracy requires taking seriously certain nonstate political mechanisms, specifically markets and corporations, as forces for democracy. Hayekian theory can be of particular use here in expanding Deweyans' attention to include markets alongside states as some of the tools we have at our disposal for the difficult work of democratic melioration. This expansion is to be recommended for two kinds of reasons. Positively, markets now have a ubiquitous presence in our political processes, and to the extent that Deweyan theory ignores them as potential mechanisms for democratic melioration, this branch of theory will find itself out of touch with the possibilities for political melioration available to us in the present. Negatively, Deweyan theorists recognizing the limitations of states have thus far concentrated their exclusive attention on community organizations as forces for democratic melioration; but in an age of globalization and Internetization the local community is increasingly limited in its potential, and whatever potentials it does possess are often best realized in connection with markets rather than in opposition to them. These [End Page 157] two sets of reasons provide a warrant for charting out new directions in Deweyan theory beyond the familiar paradigms of deliberation-centric and experience-centric views now dominant. The positive reasons encourage us to move beyond deliberativism, which too often ignores the coordination of markets and states due to a preference for state-centered deliberation as against market-centered exchange. The negative reasons encourage us to look beyond experientialism, which too often ignores markets due to a preference for face-to-face community-centered organizations that are supposedly distorted by market-centered exchange.
Alt Solves – Each Instance Key 


Each rejection of government ordering and endorsement of non-aggression can help change the system. 

Dr. Ruwart, 93 
(Dr. Mary J. Ruwart, Senior Scientist at a major pharmaceutical firm and a former Assistant Professor of Surgery at St. Louis University Medical School, Healing Our World: The Other Piece of the Puzzle, http://www.ruwart.com/Healing/ruwart_all.html,)

If you've read this far, you are undoubtedly interested in seeing at least some aspects of non-aggression implemented. Several ideas may seem more relevant to you than others. If you are wondering whether a lone individual like yourself can make a difference, please be assured that you can. Even the smallest contribution can be pivotal. My favorite story illustrating this point is about a blacksmith who failed to put the final nail in a horse's shoe. For lack of a nail, the horse lost his shoe and went lame. The rider, who was carrying critical news to his king, had to continue on foot. As a result, he reached his sovereign too late. Without this important information, the king lost the battle he was fighting and the kingdom fell to invaders. The humble blacksmith was pivotal to the safety of the kingdom. Never doubt that your contribution is just as important. Remember that the family and friends who talk with you about the win-win world possible through non-aggression will in turn talk to others, who will share the good news. Like a chain reaction, your message of hope will spread throughout our country and the world, bearing fruit in the most unexpected ways. If you do nothing more than extol the virtues of non-aggression to those around you, you will have done much toward manifesting it! Of course, you needn't stop there. The many groups cited above would welcome your participation. Are there any that excite you? Would you like to join a political campaign or speak on college campuses? Do you perceive a need for other strategies that you could initiate on you own or with others? Can you implement non-aggressive solutions in the midst of aggression- through- government, much like Guy Polheus and Kimi Gray did (Chapter 11: Springing the Poverty Trap)? All these things and more are needed to help others recognize that non-aggression is in everybody's best self-interest. We each have a part to play, a gift to the world that will one day be reflected back to us as a better world. Our world is a joint creation. We all have our own power and affect those around us profoundly. Each of us has our own wisdom to identify the piece of the puzzle that we can lay in the mosaic. Every piece is needed to construct the whole; never doubt that what you can do, however small it may seem to you, is essential. I urge you to embrace whatever aspect of non-aggression seems most valuable to you and appropriate to your unique talents. Whether you work behind the scenes or in the limelight, rest assured that the world will take notice. Whatever way you feel moved to participate is a gift you give to yourself and others. Let me be the first to thank you for making the world a better place!

Alt Solves – Freedom

Embracing a realm of private enterprise free from government coercion is critical to individual liberty. 
Carson, 85. Dr. Carson is an experienced observer and analyst of political and economic affairs. He is a specialist in American history with his Ph.D. degree from Vanderbilt University. He is the author of several books, and is currently at work [in 1985] on a five-volume text, A Basic History of the United States. (Clarence, “Free Enterprise: The Key to Prosperity”, The Freeman, October 1985, http://www.thefreemanonline.org/columns/free-enterprise-the-key-to-prosperity/, Callahan)

Freedom is a seamless cloth, its parts inseparable from one another. Free enterprise is a part of and necessary to freedom within a society. It not only provides bread better than any other system but it also buttresses and rounds out the structure of political, social, intellectual, and religious freedom of a people. Freedom is indivisible. Some of those who profess to value freedom but not free enterprise have tried to maintain that this is not the case. They distinguish between property rights and human rights, and hold that human rights are superior to property rights. Property rights are, however, human rights, rights of humans to the fruits of their labor. Arguments about which rights are superior are on the same order of those as to whether the heart is superior to the liver or whether the lungs are superior to the kidneys, for the fact is that human life and activity depend on all of these. Just so, freedom depends on the right to property just as it does to rights of free speech. The reason for this needs to be explored. There is no human activity that does not involve the use of property. We cannot sleep, wake, eat, walk, drive, fly, swim, boat, work, go to church, print a paper, view a movie, make a speech, procreate, or engage in conversation without using property in some one or more of its dimensions. If a church cannot be owned by its communicants, their freedom to worship is under the control of someone else. If a press cannot be privately owned, freedom of the press is an illusion. If government controls all property, freedom of speech is something belonging to government, not to individuals. The Breadth of Freedom Free enterprise—which embraces private property—does not mean simply the right to engage in material production and distribution. It means the right to engage in every kind of productive activity: not only the manufacture of widgets but also forming a fraternal organization, starting a charitable organization, publishing a newspaper, organizing a church, and founding a college. Not all undertakings involve profit making, but all do involve the use of property and the making of transactions. The thrust of government intervention in the economy is toward government control of all life and the destruction of the independence of the citizenry. Not every government intervention will in fact result in the totalizing of intervention, of course. Government may intervene here and not there, may extend its power for a time and withdraw, may even reverse its direction. But the tendency of men in power is to grasp for more. The tendency of those who gain some control over enterprise is to extend it into more and more areas. Many Western socialists do not accept the totalitarian tendency of their doctrines. They cling to the belief that freedom can be retained in areas that they consider valuable while it is yielded up in the economic realm. They have nowhere, to my knowledge, submitted their theory to the test. Their experiments with socialism have been limited. They have nationalized some industries, expropriated some property, taken over the providing of some services, created bureaucracies to control some undertakings, empowered labor unions, and drawn up various sorts of restrictions. They have usually allowed considerable enterprise within the interstices of their systems. Such systems are oppressive, do hamper enterprise, do not function very well, but they are not totalitarian—not yet, anyway. They are not full-fledged socialism, either. The same cannot be said for those countries in which there have been all-out efforts to abolish private property, to control every aspect of the economy, to bring all employment under state control, in a word to institute socialism in its most virulent form, Communism. In these countries, freedom is crushed. Such a country is ruled by terror, the terror administered by secret police, by the shot in the back of the neck, by slave labor camps, by the arbitrariness of all government action, which is the ultimate terror. Terror is as essential to thoroughgoing socialism as sunlight is to photosynthesis. It is essential because man naturally has to look after himself and seeks means to do so, turns whatever he has into private property, and exerts his imagination and enterprise to provide for himself and his own. Man forever labors to carve out areas of freedom for himself. By so doing, he subverts socialist control. The only means for holding him back is terror and arbitrary government control. Those who favor free enterprise are working to maintain or establish human freedom. They are on the side of the human spirit wherever efforts are being made to crush it. Those who stand for free enterprise have a noble cause, for it is the cause of freedom and of free men.
Alt Solves – Free Market

The free market is the greatest force for good -- government intervention guarantees failure. 
Rockwell, 05. American libertarian political commentator, activist, proponent of the Austrian School of economics, and chairman/CEO of the Ludwig von Mises Institute. (Llewellyn, “The Self-Regulating Economy”, Mises Institute, January 2005, http://mises.org/freemarket_detail.aspx?control=524, Callahan)

It is the conviction of the liberal intellectual tradition dating back to the Middle Ages that society contains within itself the capacity for internal self-management. This is in contrast to the claims of the sociology literature, which posits that human society is riddled with conflict between groups: races, ages, ethnicities, and abilities. The sociologists have sliced and diced the human population to such an extent that it would seem impossible for anyone to get along at all, and certainly not in times of emergency. The workings of the free market are the best illustration of why the "conflict theory" of society is wrong. The market economy is made up of millions and billions of small exchanges that take place toward the mutual betterment of everyone involved. There are many paths to human cooperation. It can take commercial forms or it can take the form of charity, and within each of those we see thousands of variations of forms. In the end, society works to accomplish amazing things by bringing together the individual efforts of every person and property owner, and it does it all without central command or coordination. Consider the scene after a natural disaster such as a hurricane. Within a week, thanks to the work of human cooperation, we find that most places have restored normalcy and order and even beauty. All that is left to do involves plantings and more fundamental building projects of various sorts. But the settings have been fully prepared. The recovery is well on its way. People love to brag and talk and go on about all the horrors created by natural disasters, but the truly marvelous and newsworthy thing is not the disaster but the wonderful manner in which it is repaired: by voluntary human effort. The public parks, the school grounds, and the land claimed by the state is usually cleaned up in far longer time. But these days this is for a reason that goes beyond the usual bureaucratic incompetence. Every community seeks disaster assistance, money that usually ends up in the hands of local governments where officials pass it out to their friends. The newspapers cooperate in this creation of phony disasters in the hope of getting big bucks from the likes of the Federal Emergency Management Agency. The morning after Ivan, our local paper headline read in massive type: DEVASTATION. It showed a picture of a man carrying sticks across his lawn, an awning from a burger joint flipped up due to wind, and a tree that had tipped over onto someone’s porch. This was not exactly the kind of devastation that would take hundreds of millions of taxpayer dollars to fix. But everyone knows that after the storm, all official institutions have to play up damage as much as possible in order to gain the attention of federal authorities. The whole enterprise of disaster aid has become one of the great rackets of modern government. Today we have the disgusting spectacle of senators and presidents coming to visit weather-injured places, as if they have within their capacity the ability to size up damage and make provisions for making it all correct. We are supposed to believe that they know more about the proper course of action than insurance adjusters and property owners. If we had honest politicians, they would say: "Of course I’m sorry about what happened to that beach in Florida, but my presence there would only distract from the essential work being done by owners and their insurers. I don’t know anything about the topic, and even if I did, I would not want to steal from some to give to others to realize my political priorities." Like dictators and führers, politicians always come to the scene of a natural disaster carrying a wad of cash. William Anderson documents that this scam really took off during the Clinton presidency, but these days government sits through every natural disaster with bated breath, hoping for a chance to do what it does best: grab power and hand out other people’s money to friends of the state. As for the actual rebuilding, it is done by private enterprise, and in a timely and efficient manner. It is the social means (to use Oppenheimer’s phrase) that rebuilds and restores, not the state. The biggest barrier to all social cooperation is something far more costly than natural disasters and even great criminals combined: government itself. It daily interferes with the path of progress through taxes, regulations, distortions such as subsidies and price controls, as well as wars and trade barriers. It is helpful to think of the way free enterprise responds to government: it’s the way society responds to a natural disaster. Yes, some people get rich off government. But taken as a whole, it is a disastrous cost on society that must be overcome. Government is not productive. It is not creative. It does not bring blessings. Government spending drains resources from society, taking from those in whose hands it has the highest value and putting into the hands of people who serve the state. Regulation forestalls choice. Taxation loots from people the reward of work and productive endeavor. Most destructive of all is war, and yet it is war that people are most likely to credit with bringing prosperity. But as Mises says, "War prosperity is like the prosperity that an earthquake or a plague brings. The earthquake means good business for construction workers, and cholera improves the business of physicians, pharmacists, and undertakers; but no one has for that reason yet sought to celebrate earthquakes and cholera as stimulators of the productive forces in the general interest." Of course he wrote that in 1919. Today, I’m sure we would have no problem finding people who say such preposterous things. Austrians are unique in having great clarity about the damage caused by government. And yet sometimes even Austrians have a tendency to underestimate the power of free enterprise to overcome obstacles to serve the world and bring prosperity to the multitudes. I doubt that even the most ardent fan of free markets would have imagined that ex-Red China could be transformed in such a short period of time, that Eastern Europe would undergo a total upheaval toward prosperity in a mere ten years, that New York could so quickly bounce back after 9-11, that the recovery after the dot com bust would be so rapid. We should never forget, in the midst of all our warnings about government power, that government is deeply incompetent, and laughably so. As lovers of liberty, it is essential that we constantly warn about the dangers presented by the state. But it is also our job to constantly say, in as many ways as we can, that it does not have to be this way. The state is not the foundation of society, it is not the source of our security, it does not bring about prosperity, and it does not protect us. Government instead stands outside of society and lives off its proceeds, and does so for its own benefit and not that of society. To understand this and impart this message to the current generation of students that benefits so enormously from the blessings wrought by the market is surely a task worthy of all our efforts. If you can understand how a small community can recover from a hurricane without the aid of government, or if you can understand how a magnificently productive global economy can grow and thrive and provide for billions, without the aid of a global state, then you understand a very critical point. It is this: society and all its works can thrive without central management by a coercive apparatus. If people have liberty, property, and law, they have the basis of what it takes to make a civilization. Anything that compromises those institutions is a force for de-civilization.
Embracing the free market is vital to progress and creativity. 
Boudreaux, 06. Boudreaux is professor of economics at George Mason University. He served as chairman from August 2001 and stepped down in August 2009. (Donald, “A Simple Rule for a Complex World”, Café Hayek, March 17, 2006, http://cafehayek.com/2006/03/a_simple_rule_f.html, Callahan)

I admit that my proposed solution for many public-policy problems is to say “Let the market handle it.” But this response is neither naive nor lazy. It’s realistic. It reflects my understanding that almost any problem you name — rebuilding the Katrina-ravaged Gulf Coast, providing excellent education for children, reducing traffic congestion on highways — is most likely to be dealt with efficiently, fairly and effectively by the market rather than by government. Saying “Let the market handle it” is to reject a one-size-fits-all, centralized rule of experts. It is to endorse an unfathomably complex arrangement for dealing with the issue at hand. Recommending the market over government intervention is to recognize that neither he who recommends the market nor anyone else possesses sufficient information and knowledge to determine, or even to foresee, what particular methods are best for dealing with the problem. To recommend the market, in fact, is to recommend letting millions of creative people, each with different perspectives and different bits of knowledge and insights, each voluntarily contribute his own ideas and efforts toward dealing with the problem. It is to recommend not a single solution but, instead, a decentralized process that calls forth many competing experiments and, then, discovers the solutions that work best under the circumstances. To recommend the market is to understand, or at least to cooperate with, the wisdom of James Buchanan’s important insight that “order is defined in the process of its emergence.” It is to understand, at some level, Vernon Smith’s awareness that “ecological rationality” is greater than individual or “constructivist” rationality. This process is flexible and it encourages creativity. It also denies to anyone the power to unilaterally impose his own vision on others. In brief, to advise “Let the market handle it” is a shorthand way of saying, “I have no simplistic plan for dealing with this problem; indeed, I reject all simplistic plans. Only a competitive, decentralized institution interlaced with dependable feedback loops — the market — can be relied upon to discover and implement a sufficiently detailed way to handle the problem in question.” None of this is to say that getting the government out of the way is sufficient to create peace and prosperity. Markets require a rule of law to ensure that, among other blessings, property rights are secure and exchangeable. At their best, governments can help to protect our rights. Markets also require a culture in which commerce flourishes. Unfortunately, no recipe exists to create the legal institutions and commercial culture required by capitalism. If these prerequisites are absent, there can be no market to handle any problem. So saying “Let the market handle it” is not the same as saying “All will be just dandy if only the government gets out of the way.” But when these prerequisite institutions are mostly in place, as they are in the United States and other developed countries, markets are amazingly creative and reliable. Calling on markets to deal with problems is then the wisest course. Alas, though, foolishness frequently triumphs over wisdom. People too often suppose that large social problems can be solved only by deciding ahead of time which particular group of people and procedures hold the key to the solution. While declaring “Let the government handle it” comes across as a solution, it’s no such thing. Instead, it is merely a sign of a simple and baseless faith — a simple and baseless faith that people invested with power will not abuse it; that political appointees possess or will find better answers than will millions of people pursuing solutions in their own ways, and staking their own resources and reputations on their efforts; that only those ‘solutions’ that are spelled out in statutes and regulations and that have officials paid to implement them are true solutions. So yes, show me a problem and I’ll likely respond “Let the market handle it.” I’ll respond this way because I know that not only is my own meager knowledge and effort never up to the task of solving big problems but that not even the Einsteins or Krugmans or Bushes amongst us can know the best solution to any social problem. Solutions to complex social problems require as many creative minds as possible — and this is precisely what the market delivers.

Hayek was right -- especially in the twenty-first century -- Eastern Europe proves. 
Boettke, 95. American economist of the Austrian School. He is currently university professor of economics at George Mason University, the BB&T Professor for the Study of Capitalism, vice president for research, and research director for the Global Prosperity Initiative at the Mercatus Center, and the deputy director of the James M. Buchanan Center for Political Economy. (Peter, “Hayek's The Road to Serfdom revisited: Government failure in,” Eastern Economic Journal, 1995, ProQuest, Callahan)

Hayek's The Road to Serfdom is as relevant today as when it was published fifty years ago, perhaps more so. At the time of publication it constituted a warning to the liberal democratic West that the road to totalitarianism was not paved by revolutionary bandits, but instead by high ideals. Today, we are witnessing the collapse of the state socialist system, and the attempt to transit the path to political democracy and economic prosperity. We will not find an answer to these problems by reading Hayek's great book. What we will find, however, is a set of analytical tools and insights that we can employ to address the problems of our modern world. In this regard, we are left by Hayek (1) a refined statement of the Misesian proposition concerning the impossibility of economic calculation in the absence of private property, and (2) an examination of the organizational logic of institutions designed to replace the private property system in allocating scarce resources. The strength of Hayek's analysis was to show that this logic was not a function of the form of government which inspired the substitution of collective decision-making for the private choices on the market. Whether democratic or authoritarian in legitimation, the institutional incentives produced a logical pressure toward totalitarianism. In Eastern and Central Europe and the former Soviet Union this logic is misunderstood when the intellectual elites insist that democratic politics beheld up as the revolutionary value of 1989, and not economic freedom. That there can be no meaningful political freedom without a large degree of economic freedom was the core political-philosophical claim of The Road to Serfdom, a claim derived from an analytical argument concerning the nature of the planner's task. It will indeed be a hollow victory if the revolutions of 1989 end up by simply rejecting the totalitarian rule of the Communist Party only to embark upon a process of multi-party sanctioned dictatorship in the quest to control the process of transition. Already most of Eastern and Central Europe have failed to incorporate the constitutional lessons of liberal democracy. We are in a constitutional moment, but it still does not appear that the "democratic fetish" that Hayek warned about has subsided. Moreover, we have to convey forcefully to the people in the former Communist Bloc countries (and our own) that not all forms of democratic rule are equally effective with regard to safeguarding the market economy. Unless "enabling" institutions are established and the spontaneous adjustments of markets are permitted to guide economic decision making, the poverty of one terrible period will only be replaced by the continued poverty and disappointment of a people who have endured so much already.

Alt Solves – Peace

rejecting centralized and coercive solutions allows us to accept our responsibility for problems – spurring global peace and prosperity 

Dr. Ruwart, 93 (Dr. Mary J. Ruwart, Senior Scientist at a major pharmaceutical firm and a former Assistant Professor of Surgery at St. Louis University Medical School,Healing Our World: The Other Piece of the Puzzle, p.1-3) 
Humankind is poised on the brink of an evolutionary leap. In the last few decades, we have become increasingly aware of the source of our inner peace and enrichment. Depending on our personal background, we express this great discovery differently. The practical, down-to-earth individuals among us "take responsibility for our lives" as described in Wayne W. Dyer's Your Erroneous Zones. Those of us with a metaphysical outlook "create our own reality" as Shirley MacLaine did in Out on a Limb. The spiritual among us know that "the kingdom of God is within" and follow The Road Less Traveled (M. Scott Peck). Sometimes we simply "find ourselves" through the power of love as Richard Bach did in The Bridge Across Forever. Ultimately, our inner harmony and abundance depend on how we react to our outer world. The creation of peace and plenty in our outer world, however, frequently seems hopelessly beyond our control. In the past century, we've supported widespread social reform. Nevertheless, people are still starving in a world capable of feeding all. In our own country, homelessness and poverty are on the rise. Violence is no longer limited to overseas wars: our streets, even our schools, are no longer safe. The environment that nurtures us is ravaged and raped. When we acknowledge how our reactions contribute to our inner state, we gain control. Our helplessness dissolves when we stop blaming others for feelings we create. In our outer world, the same rules apply. Today, as a society, as a nation, as a collective consciousness, "we" once again feel helpless, blaming selfish others for the world's woes. Our nation's laws, reflecting a composite of our individual beliefs, attempt to control selfish others at gunpoint, if necessary. Striving for a better world by focusing on others instead of ourselves totally misses the mark. When others resist the choices we have made for them, conflicts escalate and voraciously consume resources. A warring world is a poor one. Attempting to control others, even for their own good, has other undesirable effects. People who are able to create intimacy in their personal relationships know that you can't hurry love. Trying to control or manipulate those close to us creates resentment and anger. Attempting to control others in our city, state, nation, and world is just as destructive to the universal love we want the world to manifest. Forcing people to be more "unselfish" creates animosity instead of good will. Trying to control selfish others is a cure worse than the disease. We reap as we sow. In trying to control others, we find ourselves controlled. We point fingers at the dictators, the Communists, the politicians, and the international cartels. We are blithely unaware that our desire to control selfish others creates and sustains them. Like a stone thrown in a quiet pond, our desire to control our neighbors ripples outward, affecting the political course of our community, state, nation, and world. Yet we know not what we do. We attempt to bend our neighbors to our will, sincere in our belief that we are benevolently protecting the world from their folly and short-sightedness. We seek control to create peace and prosperity, not realizing that this is the very means by which war and poverty are propagated. In fighting for our dream without awareness, we become the instruments of its destruction. If we could only see the pattern! In seeking to control others, we behave as we once did as children, exchanging our dime for five pennies, all the while believing that we were enriching ourselves. When a concerned adult tried to enlighten us, we first refused to believe the truth. Once awareness dawned, we could no longer be fooled, nor was laborious deliberation necessary for every transaction. Once we understood how to count money, we automatically knew if we benefited from such a trade. Similarly, when the fact and folly of controlling others first come to our attention, we're surprised and full of denial. I certainly was! When we care about the state of our world, however, we don't stop there. I trust you are concerned enough to persevere and to consider seriously the shift in consciousness this book proposes. Once we have the courage to accept responsibility for our part of the problem, we automatically become part of the solution, independent of what others do. We honor their non-aggressive choices (even if they are selfish) and stop trying to control them. In doing so, we dismantle their most effective means of controlling us. Others only ignite the flames of war and poverty. We feed the flames or starve them. Not understanding their nature, we've fanned the sparks instead of smothering them. Not understanding our contribution to the raging inferno, we despair that a world full of selfish others could ever experience universal har-mony and abundance. Nothing could be further from the truth! Widespread peace and plenty can be created within our lifetime. When we understand how to stop fueling the flames of war and poverty, we can manifest our dream. 


Rejecting the monopoly on aggression will transform global society and foster peace
Dr. Ruwart, 93 (Dr. Mary J. Ruwart, Senior Scientist at a major pharmaceutical firm and a former Assistant Professor of Surgery at St. Louis University Medical School, Healing Our World: The Other Piece of the Puzzle, http://www.ruwart.com/Healing/ruwart_all.html)

If we each work on the piece of the puzzle that appeals to us most, the final picture will reflect the composite of our dreams. The Best Teacher In a world steeped in aggression, non-aggression may seem like an unattainable ideal. Let's remember that a scant 200 years ago the world of monarchs mocked our founders, who claimed that a nation could thrive without a king. A short time later, all of Europe began following our example. History certainly demonstrated that the idealists had the more practical philosophy! Notice that these nations did not have to be forced to adopt the American way. The young United States simply lived its ideals. At the time, our country was closer to practicing non-aggression than its contemporaries were. Americans, for the most part, honored their neighbor's choice. They did not, however, know the power of the other piece of the puzzle: righting wrongs to make victims whole once again. However, even partial non-aggression was so fruitful that other countries sought to imitate our nation. Creating the Vision Like our country's founders, we don't need to choose between the ideal and the practical. Since the means used dictate the ends attained, only non-aggression can give us a peaceful and prosperous world. Since aggression results in poverty and strife, it is neither ideal nor practical. Non-aggression will eventually become the norm because thankfully it is both ideal and practical. Selfish others do not stand in our way. Indeed, non-aggression will infuse the earth precisely because each of us is a selfish other. Each of us seeks individual happiness with every thought, word, and deed. Just as in the computer games, we are learning that non-aggression (TIT FOR TAT) is a win-win strategy for everyone even the special interest groups. What joy to realize we needn't spend time and effort trying to control others at gunpoint to create a world of peace and plenty! What joy to realize that we live in a win-win world! We need not choose between our welfare and that of others; both are served by the practice of non-aggression. We need not choose between the individual and the common good; both benefit from non-aggression. We need not choose between the environment and our standard of living; both are balanced with non-aggression. We may have created a world of war and poverty, but because it is our creation, we have the power to change it. When we are steadfast in our refusal to use aggression to control our neighbors, the power brokers and special interest groups lose their control over us. No longer will we put the guns of government at the disposal of the powerful. When we refuse to be tempted by the serpent, we cannot be thrown from the garden! When we forsake aggression, we set the stage for cooperation and the innovative creation of wealth. Skilled workers cannot demand artificially high wages when ambitious, unskilled workers can negotiate training wages to learn their trades. Employers cannot exploit employees when the absence of licensing laws gives employees a chance to start a business of their own. Without monopoly by aggression, service providers must please customers or lose them to innovators who will put the customer first. By creating wealth non-aggressively, employers and employees learn that when they take care of each other, there is more profit to share. Service providers learn that they reap profit for themselves by taking care of their customers. As the Wealth Pie grows, so does the realization that by doing unto others, we do unto ourselves. With a society of greater wealth and awareness, the few who cannot create enough wealth for themselves can be amply provided for. When we do not force others to be charitable, giving comes about naturally. Some people in our society may still think that aggression serves them. They might manifest this belief by stealing, defrauding, raping, or killing their neighbors. The most compassionate act we can perform is to allow aggressors to reap as they sow, to experience the consequences of their actions, to right their wrongs. In this way, these individuals undo the harm they have done to themselves as well as to others. We have no need to punish such individuals, only to heal them and those they have harmed. If you have read this far, you probably share this vision, at least in part. Few people see things in exactly the same way. This is as it should be. As we work together, comparing interpretations and strategies, we will come closer to visualizing every aspect of our ultimate dream a world of universal peace and plenty. Clarity is the necessary first step to setting an example. The bad news is that war and poverty are caused largely by our drive to control our neighbors. The good news is that what we have done, we can undo. We are in control. Once our vision is clear, we can change our behavior to match it. We can honor our neighbor's choice by refusing to support laws that threaten first-strike force or fraud against others. We can encourage reforms that substitute restitution instead of punishment for aggressors. 

Alt Solves – Spontaneous Order 
Embracing the free market is critical to revitalize the economy -- rational planning can never understand the specifics of the economy. 
Crowley, 12. Managing Director of the Macdonald-Laurier Institute, a national public policy think tank based in Ottawa. He was also the founding President of the Atlantic Institute for Market Studies (AIMS), a public policy think tank based in Atlantic Canada. (Brian Lee, “The Man Who Changed Everyone's Life”, The Macdonald-Laurier Institute, 2012, http://www.macdonaldlaurier.ca/files/pdf/Hayek-Commentary-May-2012.pdf, Callahan)

TO REHABILITATE THE CLASSICAL LIBERAL WORLD VIEW, ADAM SMITH’S FAMOUS IMAGE – AN "INVISIBLE HAND" GUIDING UNREGULATED MARKETS TO THE BENEFIT OF SOCIETY AS A WHOLE – NEEDED RESTATEMENT. Noninterventionism had lost its hold on the imagination of intellectuals, Hayek concluded, because they labored under the mistaken impression that human reason had somehow designed society and its major institutions, such as the market. What reason had designed, reason could reject, renovate, replace. Hayek blamed the classical Greeks for what he considered this damaging intellectual confusion, for it was they who divided the world into two categories: The natural and the artificial. The classical liberal tradition – which includes not only the Austrian economists but giants of the Western intellectual tradition such as Adam Smith, David Hume, Edmund Burke, Alexis de Tocqueville, and the Founding Fathers of the American republic – saw a vital third category of manmade institutions, which is, in the famous phrase of Adam Smith's contemporary, Adam Ferguson, "the product of human action, but not of human design." Forged by millennia of trial and error, and born out of circumstances of which we can at best be only dimly aware, these human institutions were not the product of some designing intelligence. Language, social traditions, the common law, money, and pre-eminently, the freely functioning economy were just some of the outcomes of the accumulated experience of human beings pitting their wits against nature and social circumstance. They represent a distillation of what human experience has found works to satisfy our various needs. Because they arise from a multitude of circumstances and influences too diverse and too obscure to be known in their totality, they offer a rational guide to human action that individual human reason seeks to supplant at its peril. At its core, this evolutionist account of human society's growth challenged the notion that a human will must be behind the remarkable social order that lets us achieve our goals and that allows other people to behave toward us in usefully predictable ways. If this authoritarian vision of the origins of social order were correct, then the order we know would simply be the choice of some human authority. If but a choice, it could be redesigned to achieve an outcome more pleasing for one reason or another. In contrast, Hayek offered a vision of social order that was not designed, but rather "spontaneous." In a spontaneous order, like the abstract order that was its predecessor in Hayek's thought, people pursue their own goals within the framework of rules that facilitate cooperation with others. Spontaneous order adds a further dimension: The rules themselves, because of their evolutionary pedigree, allow the emergence of a far richer and more complex level of cooperation than rules invented by clever people. Just as the attempts to "invent" a universal language, such as Esperanto, always seem a pale and inadequate imitation of the complexities and resources of a language refined and enriched by millennia of human experience, so, too, invented moral codes and planned economies reduce the complexity of human relations to what the designing mind can comprehend. No one knows all the circumstances that give rise to the rules that govern the economy, no more than anyone knows what all those rules, spoken and unspoken, might be. A tiny practical example of the spontaneous order at work occurred at two neighboring colleges in the American Midwest. One designed its campus in accordance with rational principles guided by the designer's esthetics. A pleasing set of pathways was laid out connecting the buildings, giving a wonderful sense of symmetry from the air. The other college, founded over 150 years ago, waits for students to determine useful new paths; it then paves over the well-trodden routes. The second college is not nearly as pleasing to look at from the air, but its pattern is actually better suited to those who use it, while in the first college, ugly pathways were in any case soon worn in its grassy lawns as students imposed their will on the planner's vision. In economic terms, the spontaneous order became the cornerstone of Hayek's defence of free markets because it offered a powerful explanation of how the contending forces of billions of humans pursuing their own lives could nonetheless find their activities beneficently co-ordinated: The free flow of information contained in prices impersonally guiding all forms of economic activity without the need for authoritarian intervention by government. The centrality of spontaneous order in his thought puts the lie to the argument that Hayek was somehow a radical exponent of total non-involvement of government in the economy. His critics have often felt that they only had to show that markets could not exist without government "intervention" – such as the law of contract and courts to enforce property laws – to discredit non-intervention as a mythology. Hayek's argument, however, was quite different: The economy grows out of a complex interaction between rules evolved out of deep human experience on the one hand and the energies of human desire and ingenuity on the other. Thus, while government enforcement of evolved rules is indispensable to the operation of the economy, he argued that attempts to substitute newly invented bureaucratic schemes in their place was the "constructivist fallacy." However rational their plans may sound, government planners simply don't know enough to invent new institutions that can produce better results than the accumulated, if often unspoken, wisdom of humanity. 
The true solution is to recognize the scope of our own ignorance and endorse a process of constant experimentation that draws on the views and actions of millions of people -- this is preferable to centralized political approaches.
Emmott, 3 (Bill, independent writer, speaker and consultant on international affairs, 20:21 Vision: Twentieth-Century Lessons for the Twenty-first Century)

Those points about science and religion are worth keeping in mind for the next time someone says that we are living in a "knowledge economy," a phrase that has been especially common during the past decade. To be told this is disturbing for two reasons: first, because it is outdated, in that the economic and social shift of emphasis from manpower to brainpower has been going on for more than a century; but second, because it is so inappropriate. Sir john Maddox's argument with regard to science also applies more widely: the most important knowledge that has been gained is of the scope of our ignorance. Perhaps most of all, this applies to economics. Depressions have been created by overconfident economists and their followers, as have inflations, hyperinflations and unemployment. The notion that economics is a science, in the sense that it can accurately map human behavior and then predict and manage the consequences of a given action, is scorned in the common speech of most politicians and many economists. Yet the actions of those same politicians and economists when in government, both in the capitalist and the communist worlds, have often belied that scorn. Governments run their economies as though they could be certain about the outcomes, and have mostly been proved wrong. What economists and all other policymakers need most is humility-the same sort of humility that, in the rest of humanity, lies behind the resilience of religious observance. Calls to utopia are dangerous, but so are assumptions of omniscience in the face of social, economic and political complexity. That, in turn, is the case for the philosophy of liberalism: the belief in tolerance, freedom and experimentation rather than in the imposition of solutions from above. The liberal presumption in favor of the market, of capitalism and indeed of freedom itself] is driven by intellectual humility: the acceptance that a process of constant experimentation, involving the freely expressed views and actions of millions of people, is likely to produce a better, more adaptable outcome than one involving a committee of economists, politicians, bureaucrats, businessmen or even journalists, drawing up a grand blueprint. This presumption is humble because it acknowledges the extent of our ignorance. Liberalism involves, or should involve, an awareness that science cannot have all the answers, and that technological change will not inevitably make things better. Humbly, it should realize that there is no one right way to manage an organization, and no one right way to arrange social relationships, whatever a sociologist or psychologist may claim. Above all, the humble liberal has to be aware of a paradox: that when we think we have come up with a series of solutions to political or practical problems, the thing that should scare us most is the idea that someone might be able to assemble the power actually to implement them all. Famously, Lord Acton, a nineteenth-century liberal, observed that "power tends to corrupt and absolute power corrupts absolutely."� What is generally remembered is the second half of that phrase, especially as the twentieth century had so many cases of the horror of absolute power. But the first half is, if anything, more important. And the point it contains, that holders of power will, sometimes consciously, sometimes unconsciously, exploit it for their own ends, lies behind the liberal's suspicion not only of government-even in democracies-but also of big business, trade unions, pressure groups and all others who accumulate power. Man is not perfectible, but neither is government or any other big group. That is one of the biggest reasons why, along with the justified optimism about economic, social and scientific possibilities which we should take with us into first decades of the twentyfirst century, we must keep by us that winemaker's paranoia. Things can go wrong, not just because of the acts of chance or God that vex the viticulturalist, but also because of the many acts of man that, deliberately or in error, threaten our liberties and our freedom of choice, that are liable through false claims of certainty to send us in new and dangerous directions, even in the most mature democracies. Frank Baum's Emerald City of Oz was shown to be full of humbug and false claims of certainty. In the end, the fact that many such humbugs were exposed towards the end of the twentieth century, and that liberalism then began to spread its influence more widely, is a good foundation for optimism about the twenty-first century, The hunt for humbugs is one of the basic purposes of journalism, the quintessentially paranoid profession. The hunt must go on.
Spontaneous order provides more complete knowledge -- and it’s self-correcting. 
Marks 85- AB from Yale, MA in Law from Oxford, a memeber of the Society of Security Analysts (John, "Two Kinds of Order." 1985. http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=23&ved=0CFEQFjACOBQ&url=http%3A%2F%2Fmx.nthu.edu.tw%2F~cshwang%2Fteaching-economics%2Fecon6171%2Fecon6171-11-Order%2520and%2520Rule%2Fecon6171-11-3-Order%2FHayek%3DKinds%2520of%2520Order%2520in%2520Society.doc&ei=ZiXiT6SxJIi49QTKpOmGCA&usg=AFQjCNFej1Ot-GKYEqVKzxJlG3q115PeBg&sig2=7gypDGOoQeDdFAcpmL_pgg)//TD

The examples I wish to discuss - the market, science, language, and the structures of liberal societies - all show common features. 1. They all make use of constructive rationalism in limited areas. It is very difficult to think of pure-bred examples of either kind of rationalism. 2. The systems involved are so complex that it is inconceivable that any individual could know all the facts which are relevant to their functioning. 3. Consequently these spontaneous orders have evolved decentralised mechanisms for transmitting information which overcome the limitations of individual knowledge. The development of such mechanisms is a necessary condition for the formation of complex spontaneous orders. 4. A framework of rules is required if the information transmission mechanism of a spontaneous order is to function and the order to survive. These rules are partly explicit and partly tacit, and may in some cases be reinforced by a commonly accepted system of values. 5. By their very nature, spontaneous orders evolve diverse mechanisms for correcting errors or imperfections. These self-correcting mechanisms, which in some ways resemble 'negative feedback loops' in mechanical or electrical systems or homeostatic mechanisms in biological systems, operate at many levels in a spontaneous order, in ways which are scarcely possible in a made order. The classic example of an evolved or spontaneous order is a market economy. As Hayek puts it- 'We have never designed our economic system. We were not intelligent enough for that'. (LLL, III, p. 164). A market economy is one in which many individuals or organisations may plan their detailed activities by using a constructive rationalistic approach, but which in its totality forms a complex order whose details are not known to anybody. This complex order functions effectively because of one singular fact: the market prices obtaining under competition transmit information throughout the whole system. It is this information, transmitted through prices, which enables each part of the system to respond to the rest and to plan its own detailed activities.
Order that is created spontaneously and organically is more effective than action induced through government coercion. 
Younkins, 2000- Professor of Accountancy and Business Administration at Wheeling Jesuit University in West Virginia, (Dr. Edward W. “Civil Society: The Realm of Freedom,” No 63, 6-10-2000, http://www.quebecoislibre.org/000610-11.htm) Whereas the state, or political society, is based on coercion…that men flourish, and from civil society that prosperity, progress, and virtue flow.)//EL
**we don’t endorse gendered language 
Whereas the state, or political society, is based on coercion, civil society is based on voluntary participation. The state is the institutionalization of force with respect to its financing (e.g., taxation), the allowable activities of its citizens (e.g., regulation), or the forced participation of individuals (e.g., compulsory military service). In political society, someone else makes decisions about your life. In civil society, you make those decisions. Civil society is the sphere of cooperation, competition, and true charity.  Civil Society        David Boaz in Libertarianism: A Primer, observes that civil society is made up of all the natural and voluntary associations in society including families, churches, clubs, fraternal societies, neighborhood groups, charities, self-help groups, trade associations, unions, sole-proprietorship, partnerships, corporations, etc. Each association within civil society is created to achieve a specific purpose, but civil society as a whole has no intended purpose – it is the undesigned, spontaneously emerging result of all of the voluntary, purposive associations. Order in civil society results as the unintended byproduct of the voluntary and mutually beneficial associations among the individuals in that society. Communities emerge as individuals voluntarily relate to one another in an indefinite number of ways. A man needs to associate with others in order to flourish and fulfill his needs and desires. It follows that civil society is comprised of associations without being collectivist and is individualistic without being atomistic. Civil society, the realm of freedom, is based on giving the widest possible discretion to the individual so that he has sovereignty over his own life in the pursuit of his happiness, as long as he respects the equal rights of others. It follows that political society should exist only to prevent force, fraud, and misrepresentation. As the state grows, civil society wanes. It is in civil society that men flourish, and from civil society that prosperity, progress, and virtue flow.  
A2 Aff Args 

A2 Perm
The market is a continuous discovery process that creates an infinite number of opportunities -- government intervention short-circuits innovation and growth. 
Crane, 96- President of the Cato Institute (Edward H., Vital Speeches of the Day, “Civil Society v. Political Society,” 7-15-1996, vol. 62, no. 19, p.597)//EL
I agree with Milton Friedman when he says that the true level of taxation of the American people is really the level of government spending. That is, the burden on those of us in the private sector is determined by the amount of resources extracted by the public sector. Whether the extractions come in the form of taxes, borrowing, or inflation is ultimately less important than the fact that resources are being extracted from the private, productive, job - creating part of society. -And, of course,-spending's-on1y-part-ofthe-burden-the private-sector suffers-at-the-behest-of the-public-sector. Regulations take from the American economy an estimated $200 billion a year in compliance costs alone. And that speaks nothing of the opportunity costs to the economy. Because it's important to keep in mind that the essence of a market economy is that its a continuous discovery process. To the extent that government prescribes alternative entrepreneurial approaches through regulations, the discovery process is short­ circuited and the economy suffers. And that suffering is compounded because each new discovery creates an almost infinite number of opportunities for other entrepreneurs to use the new discovery in their own respective activitie s . Let me give you just one example. Back in the 1970s there was a theory that the interstate trucking industry needed to be deregulated - that it had captured the regulators and cartelized the industry. We were told that if trucking rates were deregulated more forms would enter the industry and prices would go down. That is, in fact, what happened. What we weren't told, and what was generally not anticipated, is that the greater savings - on the order of tens of billions of dollars a year - came from the "just-in-time inventory" revolution. The greater flexibility that deregulation provided allowed for a radical downsizing of inventories for most businesses and, therefore, much lower inventory carrying costs. The idea that government regulators can improve on the marketplace reflects what the late Nobel laureate F. A. Hayek called the " fatal conceit . " Humility is a virtue one doesn't often find in government planners.

Any permutation that maintains some level of centralized planning will inevitably fail -- individual liberty must be treated as the highest end and never be sacrificed. 
O’Driscoll, 95 (Gerald P. Jr., Director of Policy Analysis at Citicorp and a Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute, CATO Policy Report, “The Meaning of Hayek,” 5-9-1995, www.cato.org//pubs/policy_report/pr-nd-gd.html, AMayar)

Hayek is best known for his most widely read work, The Road to Serfdom, which was written to explain to a literate, but nontechnical, readership how the road to political hell is paved with the best intentions. As he made clear, classical liberalism's conflict with central planning was not over the shared goal of enhancing the well-being of the greatest possible number of people but over the way to achieve that goal. Hayek's thesis in The Road to Serfdom is that one intervention inevitably leads to another. The unintended consequences of each market intervention are economic distortions, which generate further interventions to correct them. That interventionist dynamic leads society down the road to serfdom. In perhaps the best chapter of The Road to Serfdom, Hayek details "Why the Worst Get on Top" in totalitarian societies. The chapter begins with a quotation from Lord Acton: "Power tends to corrupt, and absolute power corrupts absolutely." Hayek then elaborates the Actonian insight. There are strong reasons for believing that what to us appear the worst features of the existing totalitarian systems are not accidental by-products but phenomena which totalitarianism is certain sooner or later to produce. Just as the democratic statesman who sets out to plan economic life will soon be confronted with the alternative of either assuming dictatorial powers or abandoning his plans, so the totalitarian dictator would soon have to choose between disregard of ordinary morals and failure. It is for this reason that the unscrupulous and uninhibited are likely to be more successful in a society tending toward totalitarianism. Who does not see this has not yet grasped the full width of the gulf which separates totalitarianism from a liberal regime, the utter difference between the whole moral atmosphere under collectivism and the essentially individualist Western civilization. Recall that that was written in 1944 at the height of the naive leftist faith in collectivist economic policy. Hayek dedicated his book to the "Socialists of All Parties," never attributing malice or bad motives to them, only sheer intellectual error. He demonstrated, nevertheless, how attempts to do good can produce great harm. The thesis is the counterpart of Adam Smith's famous dictum that self-interested behavior can be the source of great societal good. (And both men owe much to Montesquieu.) Hayek argued that, in the interventionist dynamic, liberty is lost piecemeal, one freedom at a time, always in the name of necessity and ex pediency. Hayek echoed the words of Lord Acton: "Liberty is not the means to a higher political end. It is itself the highest political end." Or, as Hayek later amplified Acton's insight, That freedom can be preserved only if it is treated as a supreme principle which must not be sacrificed for particular advantages was fully understood by the leading liberal thinkers of the nineteenth century, one of whom [Benjamin Constant] even described liberalism as "the system of principles." Such is the chief burden of their warnings concerning "what is seen and what is not seen in political economy" [Frederic Bastiat] and about the "pragmatism that contrary to the intentions of its representatives inexorably leads to socialism" [Carl Menger].


A society based on spontaneous order is mutually exclusive with the plan’s centralized planning. 

O’Driscoll, 95 (Gerald P. Jr., Director of Policy Analysis at Citicorp and a Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute, CATO Policy Report, “The Meaning of Hayek,” 5-9-1995, www.cato.org//pubs/policy_report/pr-nd-gd.html)
In all his work, Hayek focused on the self-ordering forces in society. Hayek's fellow Nobel laureate Kenneth Arrow has suggested that "the notion that through the workings of an entire system effects may be very different from, and even opposed to, intentions is surely the most important intellectual contribution that economic thought has made to the general understanding of social processes." The Arrovian formulation echoes Adam Smith's observation that, as a consequence of the interaction of conflicting interests, man is "led by an invisible hand to promote an end which was no part of his intention." The classic Hayekian statement visualizes economics as analyzing "the results of human action but not of human design." The economic conception of society is an affront to the conceit of those who would impose order from above. Economic forces defy the will of authoritarians seeking to mold social outcomes. Human beings respond to each government intervention by rearranging their lives so as to minimize its disruptive effects. The resulting 
outcome may thus be different from and even opposed to the intention of the intervention. Examples abound. A policy of moderate inflation to stimulate economic growth time and again degenerates into rapid inflation and economic stagnation. Attempts to alter trade patterns exacerbate the problems addressed by the policy. A 30-year-old policy to help the poor has greatly increased their number and largely redistributed income within the middle class. The list goes on. In The Constitution of Liberty, Hayek included a chapter, "Why I Am Not a Conservative," in which he argued the case for classical liberalism: the policy that leaves people alone in the bedroom as well as the boardroom. What is delightful about Hayek is that, as he aged, he became more radical. We celebrate this evening a clear-sighted man, as well as the enduring quality of his intellectually radical work, Friedrich Hayek.

A2 Free Market Fails – Competition 

Social and economic interactions are too complex for policymakers to understand or plan accurately -- excessive faith in politics conceals human potential to cooperate effectively. 

Barry 85- Professor of political and social theory at the University of Buckingham. (Norman, "In Defense of the Invisible Hand." Cato Institute. Spring/Summer 1985. www.cato.org/pubs/journal/cj5n1/cj5n1-7.pdf)//TD

In economics the point of the Invisible Hand theorem is to show how there can be order without a designing mind and without anyone intending specifically to produce such an order. Hayek’s famous observation that the social sciences should be concerned with the investigation of phenomena that are “the result of human action, but not of human design” 5 shows there are “natural” processes at work that, if left undisturbed, will produce an order infinitely more complex than that which emanates from deliberate human will. This is because no one mind can have access to that dispersed knowledge which is a feature of a natural system: To think this is possible is, according to Hayek, to be a victim of the “synoptic delusion.” As Hayek has been at pains to point out, a self-correcting economic system is not the only example of a natural social process; legal systems and languages, for example, display similar properties. Sen’s Objection to Spontaneous Order Sen thinks that this is rather an “unprofound” thought,’ 6 He supports this contention by giving a trivial example ofan action—crossing the street—from which certain results occurred that were not specifically designed; for example, crossing the street led to a passing car being delayed. This is quite disingenuous, for the fascinating thing about Invisible Hand theories is that they produce surprising and untri vial results, The typical modern intellectual is a victim of the synoptic delusion: It is inconceivable to him that a market can coordinate in the absence of a central human agency, or that judges, ‘ 4 F. A. Hayek, “Competition as a Discovery Procedure,” in New Studies in Philosophy, Politics, Economics and the History of Ideas (London; Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1978), pp. 179—90. “See Hayek, Studies in Philosophy, Politics and Economics (London; Routledge and KeganPaul, 1967), pp. 96—105, “Sen. “Profit Motive,” p. 3. 139CATO JOURNAL in a case-by-case manner, accidentally generate a more predictable legal order than that produced by a legislature. Yet it is these processes that are orderly and the human will that is capricious. The most that Sen concedes to the market is that it is appropriate only for those matters over which people’s interests converge, but that it is quite irrelevant for those areas where there is a conflict of interests. In one sense, Sen is uttering a tautology: market relationships are convergent ones and, where there are irreconcilable conflicts, trading is impossible. The interesting point about the familiar institutions of market society, however, is that they enable individuals to find out those areas where cooperation and gains from trade are possible. We cannot know what coordination can take place until we allow people to exercise their “natural propensity to truck, barter and exchange.” The danger of overemphasizing the conflictual side ofhuman relationships is that it licenses “politics” to dominate men’s lives, and politics has an almost irreversible tendency to conceal the opportunities for agreement among people. 

Even if competition has negative effects, market forces still solve better than the aff. 
Winston, 2k-- fellow at the AEI-Brookings Joint Center for Regulatory Studies and a

senior fellow at the Brookings Institution (Clifford, “Government Failure in Urban Transportation.”, AEI-Brookings Joint Center for Regulatory Studies, November, http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=259788)//EM
The traditional theoretical justification for government management and operation of transit is that a private transit market would result in destructive competition.15 Public transit agencies could maximize social net-benefits by setting travelers’ fares equal to the marginal cost of their trips and providing service, such as frequency and route coverage, where additional benefits to travelers equal the additional costs.16 Government ownership and management of roads is justified on the grounds that roads are (for the most part) public goods that require enormous investments. Given congestion and pavement wear, the public highway authority could maximize social net-benefits by charging users for the particular costs they incur and by making investments where marginal benefits equal marginal costs. Large public transit deficits, low transit load factors, and severe highway congestion, however, suggest that the U.S. public sector is not setting urban transportation prices and service to maximize net benefits. Winston and Shirley (1998) explore this matter empirically by estimating the net benefits from two policies: replacing current transit prices and service frequency with marginal cost transit fares and optimal service frequency and setting marginal cost automobile congestion tolls.17 (The tolls, which can be assessed with current technology that does not disrupt motorists’ journeys or invade their privacy, account for travelers’ value of time and vary with the level of congestion throughout the day.) Policy simulations are based on an equilibrium model of urban transportation pricing and service where urban commuters choose among alternative modes (auto, bus, rail, taxi, or carpool) and departure times. The effects of the pricing and service policies on consumer benefits and government balances are shown in table 2.18 The net benefits from implementing only the pricing components of this policy total nearly $8 billion a year. Because optimal pricing means much higher fares and tolls, travelers themselves lose $16 billion.19 But these private losses are more than offset by the reduced public transit deficits and accumulated toll revenues that bring the urban transportation budget into balance. It is, of course, questionable whether the average citizen will see benefits in policies that increase his costs, even as they lower public deficits. But voters are demonstrably inclined to support elected officials who reduce government spending (Peltzman (1992), Winston and Crandall (1994)), so travelers wearing their hats as taxpayers would likely vote for their enlightened self-interest at the ballot box. In fact, the benefits noted in table 2 are understated because they do not account for the cost of raising public funds (excess burden) to cover the transit deficit.
A2 Free Market Fails – Job Creation 
The government can’t create jobs -- they emerge from the activity of the private sector. 
King 10- PhD in economics from MIT, former senior economist for Freddie Mac, and adjunct scholar at the Cato Institute. (Arnold, "The Era of Expert Failure." Cato. September/October 2010.www.cato.org/pubs/policy_report/v32n5/cp32n5-1.html

A job is created when the skills of a worker match the needs of an employer. I like to illustrate this idea using an imaginary game in which you draw from two decks of cards, one of which contains workers and one of which contains occupations. For example, suppose that you drew "Arnold Kling" from the deck of workers and you drew "fisherman" from the deck of occupations. That would not be a good match, because my productivity as a fisherman would be zero. You could do worse — my marginal product as an oral surgeon would be negative. However, you could do better if you were to draw an occupation card that said "financial modeler" or "economics teacher." One hundred years ago, if you had played this game, you had a good chance of finding a match just by picking randomly. Most jobs required manual labor, and for most people manual labor was the most productive use of their working hours. Today's work force is more highly educated and more differentiated. As a result, the task of creating jobs requires much more knowledge than it did in the past. A New Deal program like the Public Works Administration or the Civilian Conservation Corps would not have much appeal for a recent law school graduate or laid-off financial professional. Production today is more roundabout than it was 50 years ago. Only a minority of the labor force is engaged in activities that directly create output. Instead, a typical worker today is producing what George Mason University economist Garett Jones calls "organizational capital." This includes management information systems, internal training, marketing communications, risk management, and other functions that make businesses more effective. When production was less roundabout, there was a tight relationship between output and employment. When a firm needed to produce more stuff, it hired more workers. Today, additional demand can often be satisfied with little or no additional employment. Conversely, the decision to hire depends on how management evaluates the potential gain from adding new capabilities against the risks of carrying additional costs. The looser relationship between output and employment is implicit in the phrase "jobless recovery." So how does the economy create jobs? There is a sense in which nobody knows the answer. In his essay, "I, Pencil," Leonard Read famously wrote that not a single person on the face of this earth knows how to make a pencil. Pencils emerge from a complex, decentralized process. The same is true of jobs. What the issue of job creation illustrates is the problem of treating government experts as responsible for a problem that cannot be solved by a single person or a single organization. Economic activity consists of patterns of trade and specialization. The creation of these patterns is a process too complex and subtle for government experts to be able to manage. The issue also illustrates the way hubris drives out true expertise. The vast majority of economists would say that we have very little idea how much employment is created by additional government spending. However, the economists who receive the most media attention and who obtain the most powerful positions in Washington are those who claim to have the most precise knowledge of "multipliers."

A2 Free Market Fails – Monopolies

Any monopolies that result from the alternative are preferable -- the status quo guarantees massive market intervention that ensures failure. 

Paul 04- director of the Social Philosophy and Policy Center and professor of political science at Bowling Green State University (Ellen, "Hayek on Monopoly And Antitrust In the Crucibkle of United States V. Microsoft." NYU Journal of Law & Libety. 12/15/04.  https://www.law.nyu.edu/ecm_dlv3/groups/public/@nyu_law_website__journals__journal_of_law_and_liberty/documents/documents/ecm_pro_060889.pdf)//TD
Government “privilege” that precludes others from entering the monopolist’s market is objectionable, but market circumstances that advantage some but not others, are not. Neither is it objectionable for a “big firm” to dominate its market and function as a price leader, since there is no way of determining the optimum size of a firm other than by letting the competitive process operate unhindered. An effective competitor may or may not enter the fray, but there is no way that government can improve on the situation, for the “most effective size of the individual firm is . . . one of the unknowns to be discovered by the market process . . .” 61 So bigness itself is not a problem, unless government itself creates special, artificial advantages to bigness through tax policy, the law of corporations, tariffs, industrial patents, or bureaucratic hurdles that large firms can surmount with greater facility than small firms. Such artificial advantages to bigness should be dismantled. Other government assistance to monopolies—in transport, public utilities, labor, agriculture, and finance—are likewise harmful, and should be abandoned. Hayek even wonders whether monopoly would be such a perceived “serious problem” if government had not abetted monopoly. Thus, he puts a higher premium on governments ceasing to aid monopoly by discriminatory rules that advantage bigness, than on government trying to reduce the private power of firms over the market conduct of others, although the latter he still takes to be a proper function of the law.
A2 Innovation Solves Synoptic Delusion

Modern innovations don’t change our ability to comprehend economics or society -- knowledge is too widely dispersed. 

Williams 99-  PhD from Manchester University (Gareth, "Hayek's Critique of Constructivism: A Liberatarian Appraisal." Liberatarian Alliance. 1999  www.libertarian.co.uk/lapubs/econn/econn085.pdf)

It could be argued, contrary to Hayek, that modern communications and information processing systems can aid the process of accumulation, digestion, and dispersal of knowledge, thus enabling effective central planning. However the force of this argument is limited, for, as Hayek notes, with regard the use of computers, “however great their power of digesting facts fed into them, they do not help us in ascertaining these facts”. 16 As we will see in chapter two Hayek considers information (including subjective individual preferences) to be widely dispersed throughout society, and rapidly changing in nature. In this comment upon the value of computers he is suggesting that they do not serve to overcome the logistical difficulties involved in continuously gathering rapidly changing and widely dispersed information. It is reasonable to assert that such is the nature of the knowledge to be collected that advances in communications technology are unlikely to be able to overcome these logistical difficulties. This observation is crucial to Hayek’s critique of constructivism since it demonstrates that the advance of human knowledge about the world in which we live does nothing (or at least very little) to rectify the problems which frustrate successful central planning. While technological advances could offer some benefit to the collection of information they are not able to satisfy the epistemological requirements necessary for central planning.

A2 Marx/Dialectical Materialism

Marx is wrong -- his theory can’t function -- we can’t know everything. 
Sciabarra, 2000. Political theorist and co-editor, with Mimi Reisel Gladstein, of Feminist Interpretations of Ayn Rand. His work has focused on topics including Objectivism, libertarianism (particularly the work of Friedrich Hayek and Murray Rothbard), and dialectics. (Chris Matthew, “TOTAL FREEDOM: TOWARD A DIALECTICAL LIBERTARIANISM” excerpt, December 1, 2000, http://www.nyu.edu/projects/sciabarra/totalfrdm/tfhayek-l.htm, Callahan)

Despite this commonality, Hayek and Marx part company in their assessments of the future. Although Hayek's approach has its inherent problems, his work provides an effective indictment of Marxism, not only as a statist political ideology, but also as a theoretical project. Marx recognized what I have called the "epistemic strictures" -- or limitations on human knowledge -- that utopians face. But he historicized these limitations, suggesting that history itself would resolve the problem of human ignorance. This Marxian vision of communism has two essential flaws: (1) It presumes god-like planning and control, and a mastery of the many sophisticated nuances, tacit practices, and unintended consequences of social action. But no human being and no group of human beings can possibly triumph over these spontaneous factors; they are partially constitutive of what we mean by "sociality." Those who attempt to build a road from earth to heaven are more likely to wind up in hell. (2) It presumes a total grasp of history. Everything that is has a past and contains within it the seeds of many possible futures. While Marxists are correct to acknowledge that studying what is must necessarily entail an understanding of how it came to be, they often attempt to study the present as if from an imagined future. When Marxists suggest that history itself can lead to a triumph over human ignorance, they actually imply privileged access to total knowledge of future social conditions. This is not merely illegitimate; it is inherently utopian and profoundly undialectical insofar as it is unbounded by the context that exists. It is this kind of totalism that a dialectical method repudiates. At root, the desire for such omniscience is a distortion of the genuinely human need for efficacy. It is based on what Hayek calls a "synoptic delusion," a belief that one can live in a world in which every action produces consistent and predictable outcomes. Such a quest for total knowledge is equally a quest for totalitarian control. To the extent that Marxism has been a beacon for those trying to actualize such an impossibility, it has fueled a reactionary, rather than a progressive, social agenda -- the aggrandizement of the state, the oppression of individual rights, and the fragmentation of groups in pursuit of political power.

