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Slavery cannot tolerate free speech. Five years of its exercise would banish the auction block and break every chain in the South.

— Frederick Douglass







Chapter 1 Liberal Democracy in Crisis



But the century that began full of self-confidence in the ultimate triumph of Western liberal democracy seems at its close to be returning full circle to where it started: . . . to an unabashed victory of economic and political liberalism.

—Francis Fukuyama

I follow the Moskva Down to Gorky Park Listening to the wind of change.

—Scorpions



June 16, 1989. Six coffins rest beneath the monumental steps of the Műcsarnok colonnade, a neoclassical art museum dressed in black crepe for that day. Five hold the remains of Prime Minister Imre Nagy and his comrades, executed by the Soviets in 1958 for leading the uprising to end Soviet rule in Hungary. So secret were their graves that it took seven years to find them. The sixth is empty: a mute casket for every unnamed victim of the failed revolution. A quarter million Hungarians fill the square, hopeful that this is a new day for their country and fearful that the events of 1956–58 will repeat.

The last speech is delivered by a bearded young man representing Fidesz, the Alliance of Young Democrats, Viktor Mihály Orbán. With an unwavering voice, he bellows:


If we believe in our own strength, we are capable of bringing the communist dictatorship to an end. If we are determined enough, we can compel the ruling party to submit to free elections. If we have not lost sight of the ideas of fifty-six, we can vote for a government that will immediately enter into negotiations leading to the immediate beginning of Russian troop withdrawals.



Seventy thousand Soviet troops still occupied Hungary at the time, but that was about to end, partly thanks to Orbán’s powerful call for democracy and independence from Soviet control. Orbán would then go on to serve as one of the youngest prime ministers in Europe.

This was the background to Francis Fukuyama’s declaration that the end of history had arrived and that a brighter future for liberalism and liberal democracy was upon us. Fukuyama wasn’t alone in his sentiments. Many believed the world had changed, that the drive toward greater democracy and liberty was unstoppable. In 1991, the legendary German rock band Scorpions would give another voice to these hopes by singing about the failed coup that spelled the collapse of the Soviet Union—an event that seemed to bring Fukuyama’s prediction one step closer to reality.

Yet the widespread optimism has now given way to a sense of crisis, and Viktor Orbán is again at the forefront. By 2014, still in power, he had completely changed his tune. Gone were calls for liberty. Orbán instead proudly announced that he was “building an illiberal state” and “work-based society” while “defending European Christianity.” He centralized executive powers in his hands, clamped down on freedom of speech, and closed media outlets and universities. Orbán is an inspiration to many antiliberal politicians across the world, including in the United States. Even if recently ousted from power, he has become a symbol of the downward arc of “liberalism.”

For a while, liberalism and liberal democracy inspired the world, delivering much of what people longed for. Then came the crisis. What happened?



The Meaning of Liberalism


“Liberalism” has a muddled meaning in common parlance. Depending on the context, it can be used with left-leaning or right-leaning connotations, such as progressive versus classical liberalism. Its meaning shifts with geography. Liberalism denotes a left-leaning ideology in the United States but typically designates a right-leaning, free-market stance in Europe. Liberalism also refers at once to a political philosophy, to the institutions built upon it, and to the practices of activists who draw—sometimes loosely—on its ideals.

This reflects the fact that liberalism is a big tent, defined by a core set of ideas shared by all its varieties. All liberals would agree on the desirability of basic individual rights and freedoms (including the right not to be coerced and the freedoms of expression, religion, association, and choice); constraints on power, especially political power; and broad protections for equality before the law. Liberals believe that progress is feasible and desirable, even though they may disagree on how “progress” should be defined. Most liberals, especially left liberals, would also add to this list a firm commitment to helping the weakest and most vulnerable members of society. This bundle of beliefs is central to liberalism around the world and is typically fused with ideas of democracy, hence defining liberal democracy as the archetype of liberal institutions. Democracy, as I’ll explain, is neither at odds with liberal ideas nor an add-on but an integral part of liberalism’s values. Liberalism demands self-government and the responsibilities that go with it.

This book is as much about liberalism as a political movement and liberal democratic institutions as it is about liberalism as a political philosophy that undergirds the movements and institutions. I often focus on the left-leaning corner of the big tent (such as New Deal liberalism in the U.S. and social democracy in Europe) because this kind of liberalism has historically been an engine of material and social progress. It is also this left-leaning version of liberalism that has shaped the core of liberal democratic institutions and spurred the expansion of basic rights to the working classes, women, ethnic minorities, and other groups, and set the agenda for much of the post–World War II era in the industrialized world. Any movement that departs from this bundle of core commitments—especially from the freedom from coercion and freedoms of expression, religion, association, and choice—is not liberal. This includes fascism, authoritarianism, Marxism, communism, and leftist and rightist identity-based ideologies.

It was this left-leaning liberalism that lifted aspirations, spurred movements on both the Left and the Right to borrow its ideas, and, for the most part, succeeded. It is also this version of liberalism that is in crisis today—both as a political movement and in the form of liberal democratic institutions.

The data tell the tangible part of this crisis—most vividly for the United States, though similar patterns appear across much of the West. Over the last three decades people of all ages have become increasingly hesitant to affirm that democracy is the best form of government. The shift is particularly pronounced among Americans between the ages of eighteen and thirtyfive.

Americans also report shockingly low levels of trust in democratic institutions. As of June 2023, only about a quarter of Americans said they had a great deal or quite a lot of trust in the presidency or the Supreme Court—and just 8 percent said the same about Congress. Newspapers and media fared no better. Gallup polls dating back to the early 1970s show that people once placed far greater confidence in these bedrock democratic institutions. We are witnessing an erosion of democratic trust at an unprecedented scale.

When the Pew Research Center asked Americans to describe the state of the country’s politics in one word in 2023, the most common choices were “bad,” “corrupt,” “divisive,” “chaos,” “messy,” and “polarized.” The last one is particularly apt. In survey after survey, Americans report levels of polarization unparalleled in recent history. In the 1990s, about half of surveyed Americans reported holding an equal mix of left and right views. Today, there is much less common ground between Republicans and Democrats. In the 1990s, few Republicans and Democrats held very unfavorable opinions of the other side. The majority of voters in both parties now do. No less alarming are signs that Americans are growing less willing to compromise. Majorities in both parties report that they are against deals that would meet the other side halfway.

But perhaps none of this should be surprising. After all, liberal democracy hasn’t lived up to its promises.




“Democracy and Proper Drains”


In the 1990s, democracy—fused with liberal ideas such as individual freedoms and equality before the law—became the only game in town, in the West and beyond. Even authoritarians had to dress their regimes in democratic robes, and putschists insisted that their coups were just an effort to hunt wolves. This acceptance of liberal democracy was predicated on three promises.

Sharing: Democracy pledged shared prosperity, meaning that no group would be left behind and the fruits of economic and technological change would be divided between those with economic privilege and those without. This promise was so axiomatic to democracy that when British Chartists campaigned to extend the franchise to working men in the 1840s, they argued that “the question of universal suffrage is a knife and fork question, a bread and cheese question.” Everywhere around the world, people’s aspirations to shared prosperity spiked when talk of democracy started. For example, the critical role of labor unions and the Workers’ Party in Brazil’s arduous journey from military dictatorship to democracy in the 1980s can be understood in this light. Workers organized and demanded democratic rights in part because democracy was viewed as an effective path for higher wages and better conditions. The situation in Eastern Europe wasn’t entirely different. While many were drawn to democratic institutions as a way of escaping the yoke of Soviet oppression, they were equally motivated by the hope of achieving the levels of economic prosperity witnessed in the West.

Drains: The idea that democracy promised public services was pithily captured by the British Poet Laureate John Betjeman, who wrote: “Think of what our Nation stands for, / . . . / Democracy and proper drains.” Public services were so important because many nondemocratic regimes had all but completely neglected providing health, education, roads, and drains. Conditions in British cities in the early nineteenth century, before the process of democratization got underway, were abysmal. In major industrial centers, life expectancy at birth fell below thirty years—dropping to twenty-five in Manchester, twenty-six in Liverpool, and twenty-nine in Bristol. Sewage ran through the streets, and the stench alone made daily life nearly unbearable. Democratization was part of the reason why politicians started to care and British public services started improving.

In Brazil, when poor, low-education voters were effectively enfranchised in 1998, there was a sea change in politics—and in the provision of public services. Several parties promised better infant and maternal care for the poor, received their support, and proceeded to implement these policies. Previously, these voters had been practically disenfranchised owing to cumbersome electoral procedures that made it almost impossible for illiterate people to fill out the complicated forms and cast their votes for their preferred candidates. In a country where almost a quarter of the population was illiterate, a sizable fraction was left out of politics. Correspondingly, parties cared little for the education, health, or welfare of the less well-off. Things changed in one fell swoop after new voting machines were introduced in 1998, enabling people to choose the candidates they wanted on the basis of pictures and without extensive writing. Political participation soared among the poor, and politics transformed as a result.

Voice: Democracy also pledged unfettered voice and self-government. People were free to express their opinions, deliberate in town halls, call their representatives, stand for office themselves, and generally participate in the governance of their communities and lives. Their voice was reflected in the political decision-making process. This is what struck the young Alexis de Tocqueville so vividly when he observed the practice of American democracy in the 1830s. He summed it up in his masterpiece Democracy in America: “The American institutions are democratic, not only in their principle but in all their consequences.”

No other country or epoch may have quite the same participatory character as 1830s America, but the pattern is clear. In country after country, democratization was driven by previously disenfranchised people seeking a political voice and a chance to participate.

Democracy was never perfect, and Winston Churchill’s quip that it was “the worst form of government except for all those other forms that have been tried from time to time” was never too far from the minds of both voters and politicians. Democracy also sometimes veered away from liberal ideas and freedoms. Still, across the industrialized world, liberal democracy gradually advanced, delivering on these three promises—most fully after World War II, when democracy had matured and left-liberal ideas gained greater influence.

Let’s look at liberal democracy’s track record, starting with sharing prosperity. The three decades that followed World War II witnessed rapid economic growth in the United States. What was truly remarkable was how equally distributed this prosperity turned out to be. Of course, inequality still persisted between geographical regions, between different levels of education, between races, between genders, between bosses and workers, and between the privileged and the rest. Nonetheless, all education groups took their share from growth, with workers benefiting as much as managers (in proportional terms) and those with lower education levels experiencing an even faster rise in their wages than the college educated. Women expanded their employment and saw their earnings relative to men increase rapidly during those decades, even if men returning from deployment took jobs back from Rosie the Riveter and got paid more than women. The gap between Black and white Americans also narrowed at an unprecedented rate, as schooling opportunities improved and labor market discrimination lessened.

The story of shared prosperity wasn’t just an American one. Growth was faster in countries—such as Germany, France, and Japan—that had to rebuild the cities and factories decimated by bombing, war, and occupation. European growth in these decades proved even more equitable than in America, thanks in part to the spread of the Scandinavian social democratic model and to the pivotal role of labor unions in the postwar settlement.

Democracy also delivered drains. Public infrastructure in many Western nations in the middle of the twentieth century was still in a pitiful state. In 1947, more than half of houses in the U.K. had no bathroom, and as recently as 1960, four-fifths of houses had no refrigerator. The situation was a little better in the United States on average, but much worse for Black Americans and for those in the rural South.

All of that has improved. By the 1970s, almost all households in the U.S. and the U.K. had indoor plumbing and a few other amenities; most neighborhoods in both countries could access city centers by public transport; and both American and British countrysides now had roads that linked them to highways, which meant much better transport for people and goods, and greater economic opportunities.

Advances in health were equally striking. Inhabitants of the largest U.S. cities had some limited access to hospitals in the 1950s, while rural Americans barely had any. For example, in 1950, Boston, New York, and San Francisco each had more than eighteen general hospitals and Chicago had fifty-five, but there were swaths of the Midwest and the South where people would have to travel hundreds of miles to get any health care. The Hill–Burton Act, passed in 1946 to modernize and expand health care access, began changing that, kick-starting a hospital-building frenzy. By 1975, the United States had 1,500 more hospitals than it did in 1948, and many of those were in smaller cities and rural areas.

Closing the gap in education between the haves and have-nots wasn’t easy, but America found success there, too. In the 1940s, about 50 percent of American children graduated from high school. By the end of the 1960s this number had reached 77 percent and there were essentially no illiterate American children left. The rate of educational mobility—the likelihood that children of parents without a high school degree would graduate from high school—also increased rapidly from the 1940s onward.

Liberal democratic governments delivered not just public services but also important regulations for protecting people. Since the beginning of the Industrial Revolution, the perennial problem had been ensuring that companies offered safe products to their consumers and safe work environments to their employees. Drugs that killed rather than cured, workplaces that were death traps, and myriad falsely advertised products were as common as dirt. Laudanum, an extract of opium, was frequently used and prescribed for children in the early 1900s in the United States. A 1901 medical book recommended one teaspoon of laudanum every three hours for diarrhea and other childhood ailments. Yet laudanum killed, plain and simple. It was the 1906 Pure Food and Drug Act that finally required that compounds containing opium, cocaine, heroin, morphine, and alcohol be labeled as such.

The author Upton Sinclair worked incognito in a Chicago meatpacking plant for seven weeks, researching working conditions for articles he was planning on poverty and safety hazards in workplaces. The result, first published in serial form in 1905, was his masterpiece exposé The Jungle, which revealed the horrors that poor, uneducated, often immigrant workers had to endure without government protection. In 1913, for example, the number of industrial workers killed on the job was 23,000, corresponding to about 61 deaths per 100,000 workers. Against this backdrop, democracy’s commitment was to protect the consumers and workers, and it started delivering on this commitment as well. The 1906 Federal Meat Inspection Act was a response to Sinclair’s book. Other acts that similarly saved limbs and lives followed. Over time, worker deaths declined to about 4 in 100,000, a drastic improvement from their highs in the 1910s.

Liberal democracy brought voice to the people as well. Americans participated in politics by going to town halls, debating with friends and neighbors, governing their local communities, and casting their ballots in elections (even if turnout rates in elections ebbed and flowed throughout this period). When the political scientist Robert Dahl set out to investigate “who governs” local politics in New Haven in the 1950s, the answer wasn’t an established party or a well-defined elite. The involvement of regular people in politics was key for the governance of the city, just as Tocqueville had surmised more than a century prior.

Democratic voice wasn’t confined to the United States, either. At the end of World War II, British working-class men and women voted out Winston Churchill, despite his legendary leadership during the darkest days of the war. In his place, they installed a Labour government promising to put into practice the principles advocated in the wartime Beveridge Report, penned by the liberal economist William Beveridge. The report recommended a welfare state that would make the economy fairer, labor unions stronger, public services more widely available, and people’s lives less precarious with national health insurance and social security. Governments with similar pledges were voted into office throughout Western Europe.




Promises Broken


By the 2000s, the tide had turned. Many voters were convinced that liberal democracy had reneged on its core promises.

Economic growth after the mid-1970s looked nothing like the 1950s or the 1960s. The oil crises of 1973 and 1979 caused sharp economic contractions and debilitating stagflation (high inflation and unemployment). The economic slowdown was temporary and productivity started growing again in the 1980s. But wages didn’t. U.S. median inflation-adjusted wages, which had increased by more than 2.5 percent per year between 1948 and 1973, plateaued. From 1980 on, wage growth came in at just 0.45 percent per year. Even average wages, pulled up by earnings at the top, fared not much better than the median.

Median and average wages tell only part of the story. Manual workers and those with less than a college degree saw their wages decline, while professionals, managers, and workers in technical occupations continued to enjoy rapid growth. The richest 1 percent of U.S. households increased their share of national income from around 10 percent in 1980 to a striking 19 percent in 2019. Their share of the total wealth of the country was even more extreme: about 35 percent.

The disparities transcended divisions like managers versus workers, the megarich versus the rest, or postgraduates versus high school graduates. Every dimension of U.S. inequality soared after 1980. The gap between major metropolitan areas such as New York, Chicago, Los Angeles, and San Francisco and smaller cities and rural areas expanded. The distribution of income between capital (business owners and financiers) and labor (workers) started moving in a decidedly more unequal direction, too, with capital capturing more and more of national income over the last several decades. The economic progress of Black Americans came to an end, and so did much of the “American dream,” which had promised that people from all walks of life could rise up and would witness their children doing better than themselves. While this was partly true for individuals born in 1940, 90 percent of whom earned more than their parents did, for people born in the 1980s the progress completely stopped, with about half doing worse than their parents.

Americans may have been slow to realize how the economy, and the norms of sharing within it, had changed. But they are now quite aware. A recent Pew Research Center survey documents an alarming statistic: Nearly three out of four Americans think that today’s children will be financially worse off than their own generation.

Shared prosperity has petered out in other countries as well, though not as spectacularly as in the United States. By the 1970s, inequality in America was already higher than elsewhere in the industrialized world—and in the decades that followed it surged more sharply than in these nations. Weak unions, a meager minimum wage, and thin norms against workplace inequality all helped drive this trend. American banks and multinationals, especially tech firms, were also more powerful and more inclined to pay huge salaries to their top employees. American manufacturing companies kept increasing the compensation of their executives, even as they laid off workers and offshored jobs.

Public services suffered as well. Some of this was because low-hanging fruit was already picked. Building schools is expensive, but it’s much easier than increasing the quality of education once the buildings are there. New hospitals are game changers and save lives. But making health care affordable, widely accessible, and effective is harder.

Education has long been a thorny challenge for the United States, where a significant fraction of students came from immigrant families, faced racial discrimination, or grew up in poverty. In such conditions, schools could appear to fail even when they managed to help many of their pupils. But in recent years, they truly have come up short. Many indicators point to worsening educational performance over the last decades, even as (inflationadjusted) spending per pupil rose from around $6,500 in the 1970s to almost $17,000 in 2019 (both in 2022–2023 dollars). By the late 2010s, only a third of fourth-grade students could read at the “proficient level” expected for their grade. The situation deteriorated further with the arrival of the pandemic. Parents begged to send their kids back to the classroom but were often ignored. Further drops in reading and quantitative proficiency followed.

Health is the field where the failure of American democracy is in a league of its own. At the turn of the twenty-first century, the United States was spending about three times more on health care per person than countries like France, the U.K., or Japan. Yet by every indicator, Americans were less healthy and shorter-lived than their European counterparts. Life expectancy at birth in 2011 was 80.7 in the U.K., 82.3 in France, and 82.7 in Japan. In the United States, it was only 78.7. Worse, in a striking and unparalleled fashion, mortality rates among middle-aged white Americans started rising in the mid-2010s, even as spending kept creeping up. While opioid addiction and alcoholism played a role—making some economists refer to these deaths as “deaths of despair”—this was indicative of a more general failure in public health. Many Americans aren’t even afforded basic preventive health care. In the late 2010s, one in four of them did not have access to a primary-care physician, and one in ten did not have health insurance. As a result, Americans suffer almost 25 percent more avoidable deaths than residents of the average industrialized nation. COVID added salt to the wound, with Americans experiencing outsize declines in life expectancy compared to other countries.

While education and health attract attention, U.S. democracy faltered in less obvious areas, too. Public service interruptions with worsening road conditions and closures became commonplace, and once something went under repair, it would be years before it came back online. Americans saw on TV how the Chinese government could build bridges in months, while even simple repairs took years in their own country. By the 2000s, Italy had better and faster trains than the U.S. Potholes and congested roads became more jarring when public transport wasn’t a realistic option for many.

As congestion became worse in cities, many metropolitan areas launched new road-building programs and sometimes even new public transport systems, such as the Big Dig in Boston or the Los Angeles–San Francisco high-speed rail project. Yet in each case, initial cost estimates were exceeded severalfold and the completion of the projects was delayed by many years, sometimes by more than a decade. Planning for the Big Dig in Boston began in 1982, with an estimated cost of $2.6 billion (equivalent to about $8.7 billion today) and a projected completion date of 1998. By 1991, the project was still in the planning stage. Once digging started, cost overruns exceeded even the wildest expectations of its critics. By the time the project was completed in 2007, with a nine-year delay, the cost was about three times the original projection, making it the most expensive public works project in U.S. history.

From the late 1960s to the 1980s, the inflation-adjusted cost of building a mile of highway increased threefold. This wasn’t because inputs such as material and labor became more expensive but largely because of regulation—including the myriad permissions for public works and all the hoops that companies have to jump through to get federal contracts.

For a simple repair of the Longfellow Bridge near MIT, where I work, these permissions included the following items, just to name a few: approvals from the Massachusetts Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority, Massachusetts Department of Conservation & Recreation, U.S. Coast Guard, City of Boston, City of Cambridge, and Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection. Deemed a historically significant bridge, the project also required approval from six federal, state, and local stakeholders under section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and needed to give them plenty of time to review all aspects of the proposed design that could impact the bridge’s historic character. The project was additionally subject to environmental review under both the Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act and the federal National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. A task force composed of representatives from civic organizations, businesses, and the government was convened to get input from members of the public, which added dozens of forums and meetings.

Planning and approval for the Longfellow Bridge repairs took four years. The actual repairs took another five, from 2013 to 2018—short in comparison to the planning period, but longer than the China Road and Bridge Corporation needed to complete the world’s longest bridge, Danyang–Kunshan Grand Bridge, in 2011, which was ready for use after only four years of work. The Danyang–Kunshan spans more than one hundred miles, the Longfellow Bridge less than half a mile.

Studies on housing construction have found the same pattern. With runaway costs due to federal and local regulations, it became increasingly difficult to build new housing projects, even as homelessness proliferated in most metropolitan areas. In San Francisco, for instance, population growth greatly outstripped the increase in housing supply, and the homeless population soared by 50 percent just between 2000 and 2018.

It’s one thing to make sure there is no lead in the water and confirm that prescription drugs aren’t lethal. It’s another thing entirely to require dozens of approvals and years of delays for a routine public works project—or to make somebody jump multiple hurdles just to shut off the water to repair a faucet in their building. One might also question the point of requiring hairdressers and massage therapists to meet licensing requirements as onerous as those of lawyers. The simple promise of reliable drains has turned into a Kafkaesque nightmare for Americans. No wonder they called democracy “messy.”

One sobering consequence of this self-enforced bureaucracy was the failure of President Joe Biden’s signature infrastructure agenda. By the time Biden left office in January 2025, only about 70 percent of the projects had even begun and only a small fraction had been completed. It was a textbook case of shooting oneself in the foot. Regulations imposed by his own administration (governing who could be employed at what wage, how many hours they could work, what steps had to be taken to comply with antidiscrimination and environmental rules, and even which materials could be used) and paperwork, a lot of paperwork, applied to all federal contractors and ended up stalling the very projects President Biden hoped to advance.

The narrative for a long time was that regulations were heavy and stifling in Europe and that this trend was accelerated by the overlapping jurisdictions of national governments and the European Commission. Yet the steady creep of U.S. regulations affecting public services, though sometimes overlooked, is second to none.

Let us next turn to democratic voice, also in decline both in the U.S. and Europe. Nobody now expects that Robert Dahl would find regular people to be influential in the politics of cities like New Haven. Today, more than 85 percent of Americans believe elected officials do not care about what people like them think. They are right: Researchers have found that elected officials vote along the lines of the preferences of their richest constituents, ignoring the policy preferences of the bottom two-thirds.

Many Americans thus came to feel that their voices didn’t matter and were in fact being actively silenced. Some of this was because of falsehoods and propaganda on social media and talk radio, but there was also a grain of truth. Take the issue of immigration. Throughout the last several decades, about half of the U.S. population has been concerned about immigration, especially illegal immigration (even if those concerns were sometimes much amplified by false information and Americans still largely agree that some immigration is good for the country). Roughly 50 percent of white Americans report that there are too many immigrants from at least one of the major regions of the world, and about 54 percent believe that immigration should be reduced. Mainstream politicians haven’t paid much attention to these concerns for most of this period.

These perceptions became intensified with the visible rise of identity politics and discussions of racism and gender issues in school curricula. It is hard to identify the exact trigger. It may have been white, middle-class parents seeing the school curricula as their children took classes from home during COVID. It might have been discussions of systemic racism following the murder of George Floyd, which many white parents took as a personal accusation of racism. It may have been because of all the talk about “critical race theory” and “transgender bathrooms,” so much amplified by right-wing influencers and political activists. In any case, the overall effect was clear: Many Americans felt that schools, civil servants, politicians, and activists were pushing for cultural agendas that they opposed.

The perceived suppression of voter voice was also present in Europe, especially on cultural issues and immigration. In the 2025 federal elections, the virulently anti-immigrant Alternative for Germany (AfD) party approached 50 percent of the vote in parts of former East Germany, but other parties agreed that they would not enter into a coalition with AfD, and the mainstream media robustly criticized AfD, its ideology, and its supporters. In 2024, the rest of German parliamentarians even decided to ban MPs from the AfD from joining the Parliament’s recreational soccer team. While these strategies may have been somewhat effective in slowing down the rise of this insurgent movement and defending the basic liberties of immigrants and ethnic minorities in Germany, they also meant millions of Germans felt their democratic voice was silenced. Similar dynamics played out in several other European countries.

The bottom line was that for many voters in the West, democracy didn’t quite live up to its promises. This doesn’t mean that alternative systems would’ve performed better. The evidence is clear that democracy is much more responsive than other regimes to citizen voice. It typically deals better with instability, and it provides better health and education. Recent studies document that democracies are also consistently more likely to lead to faster economic growth than the alternatives, as I explain in chapter 4.

There are important technological and social reasons for the underperformance of democracies in the postindustrial era, as we’ll see. But this remains no consolation when the raison d’être of democracy—its promise of better economic, living, and political conditions for the masses—floundered.




Has Liberalism Failed Because It Has Succeeded?


What we are witnessing isn’t a failure just of democracy but of liberal democracy. It was liberal democracy that promised—and for a while delivered—shared prosperity and public services. It was also a core pledge of liberal democracy that it would provide voice, free voice, to the people. This is part of the reason that what we are living through is a crisis of liberalism and liberal democracy.

The conservative thinker Patrick Deneen captured something that was already in the air in the late 2010s when he wrote in Why Liberalism Failed: “Liberalism has failed—not because it fell short, but because it was true to itself. It has failed because it has succeeded.” Here, by “success,” Deneen is not making a welfare assessment, but rather claiming that liberalism was able to impose its values on society.

Deneen was neither the first nor the last right-wing commentator condemning the entire liberal project—while ignoring its earlier phenomenal successes. Tellingly, many of these right-wing critics of liberalism became more popular over the last two decades, as their long-forgotten ideas morphed into novel antiliberal philosophies, including new ethnocentric conceptualizations of politics, various renditions of authoritarianism, and new monarchisms.

However, none of these antiliberal alternatives have correctly diagnosed what has gone wrong. Nor have the liberals themselves. Without such a diagnosis, it is impossible to know whether liberalism and liberal democracy are permanently maimed. It is equally hopeless to articulate templates about how liberalism should renew itself.

A key thesis of this book is that liberalism started strong. It managed to put its ideals into practice—first indirectly as others reacted to liberal aspirations, and then directly by building liberal democratic institutions once in power. And it produced results to show for it. Then it became the establishment, embraced by most politicians, bureaucrats, and activists. Establishment liberalism did not adjust to new realities. Worse, liberals lost the plot and some of liberalism’s values together with it.

Liberalism’s derailment was the result of several concurrent trends. For one, the postindustrial economy made it much harder for liberal democracy to deliver on its promises. Liberalism changed as the college-educated segment of society became more dominant, and this made liberal democracies less likely to seek solutions to the postindustrial challenges that heavily afflicted the less educated. This was a sin of omission. The sin of commission was that the postindustrial educated elite abandoned many of the key precepts of liberalism, including the commitment to self-government, community, and shared prosperity, which were critical for liberal democracy’s past success. While both sins may have started with liberalism as a political movement, they also affected liberal democratic institutions and liberal philosophies.

Liberalism’s core tenets were justified when the right to dissent and other freedoms needed to be protected against mercurial tyrants or scheming tycoons. Its emphasis on equality before the law and constraints on power was inspiring when it was clear to most that, as Lord Acton put it famously, power corrupted and absolute power corrupted absolutely. Liberalism’s political agenda of voice was effective and just in such a context.

Its economic promises were both hopeful and realistic in the age of mass production, because individual liberties, markets, and economic growth could be natural bedfellows of shared prosperity and democracy. Mass production created a clear pathway from economic growth and expanding markets to higher wages and thus shared prosperity—so long as the underlying institutional structure supported worker voice and competition in the labor market. Democratic politics infused with liberal values then provided a safety net, redistribution, and public services that were essential for both a level playing field and functioning markets.

Liberal democracy shone brightest when standing against fascism, Nazism, and communism, whose atrocities proved that unchecked power was no abstract threat to life and liberty. But with Mussolini, Hitler, and Stalin gone, and now itself at the helm, liberalism had to contend with its own dilemmas.

From the very beginning, liberal philosophy and practice attempted a delicate balancing act when it came to the relationship between the less educated masses and the educated elites. Intellectual elites formulated the inspiring ideas of liberalism, going all the way back to the philosophers of ancient Greece and Rome, whose very existence and comfort depended on their economic privileges and the labor of slaves and other unfree workers. Many, like one of the founding fathers of liberalism, John Stuart Mill, thought that the tyranny of the majority to be feared was often the tyranny of the uneducated majority. This was part of the reason why Mill advocated more political say in public affairs for the educated. A dim view of the less educated was shared by many other early liberal thinkers, like Voltaire and Johann Gottlieb Fichte. It was scarcely conceivable to these liberal thinkers that the educated elite would emerge as a very powerful block in liberal democracy, ruling from the commanding heights of business, government, bureaucracy, and civil society.

Liberalism’s tensions paled in comparison to the agenda of constraining the power of unelected monarchs, authoritarian leaders, and industrialists as rich as Croesus (or at the very least as rich as John Rockefeller). They were nonetheless quite thorny. The main conflicts centered on intolerance and ignorance (though there was also another, intersecting problem of inclusion, to which I return in chapter 5). On the one hand, all ideas could be advocated. On the other, many in the masses advocated intolerance. On the one hand, everybody should have the freedom of expression and choice. On the other, some liberals quickly concluded that only the educated recognized the values of these freedoms and had the expertise to wield them for societal gain, so they should have more say in public decisions than those who were more ignorant.

It was thus understandable for some to turn to social engineering as part of the liberal agenda. By social engineering I mean efforts to shape the values and thoughts of a population—forcefully and without critical thinking or debate. Social engineering can be top-down, led by the state, or spearheaded by powerful constituencies within society. Social engineering isn’t unique to liberalism and liberal activists. Every regime, regardless of its ideological commitments, engages in some amount of it. Almost every political philosopher, going back to (the not-so-liberal) Plato, agreed that the inculcation and cultivation of certain values—and, yes, indoctrination—was essential for the flourishing of the institutions they preferred. Plato, just like Aristotle, favored state-controlled education, lest “ignorance, the root and the stem of every evil,” prevail.

Education, the bedrock of our modern society, was first and foremost a method of indoctrination. Religion may or may not be the “opium of the people,” as Karl Marx opined, but it has always been a way of changing people’s behavior via inculcation of morals and rituals, communal enforcement, and inducement of rewards in the after-death. So was education for the most part (except the after-death bit).

Social engineering is a troublesome issue for the liberal agenda. Most liberals would subscribe, in the abstract, to the view that every school of thought, no matter how intolerant, should be respected and allowed to be aired. Nevertheless, the belief that those committed to liberalism could educate and convince the intolerant to become more open-minded was always in the background.

What would be the limits to such convincing? Is it okay to have an education system that tries to inculcate the values of the liberal elites in everybody? What about civil society, media, and leading corporations pushing for the same values? Is it acceptable to pulverize the norms and traditions of communities that support intolerance? What are the limits to social pressure? Opprobrium? Ostracism?

Put differently, the extent and form of convincing matters, especially for liberalism. Arguing for certain values—and doing so in a way that is consistent with critical thinking and debate and that brings people together under shared moral principles—is very different from social engineering efforts that impose such values without any room for disagreement.

Although dilemmas about tolerating the intolerant and whether people should be turned into “better” free citizens were inherent to liberalism from the get-go, the challenges of adapting to a postindustrial society while liberalism itself was in control were entirely new.




Postindustrial Economics


A major cause of the failures of liberal democracy is to be found in what I will call—after a term introduced by the French thinker Alain Touraine and American sociologist Daniel Bell—the postindustrial age. By this term I refer not just to the economy being transformed by digital technologies, the waning role of manufacturing, and the growing importance of health, education, and administration, but also to the greater emphasis on cognitive skills and college education, both in workplaces and in social and political life.

Liberal democracies achieved shared prosperity in the industrial age, partly because industrial production required a great deal of labor in factories for mass production, in the transport system to haul the inputs and outputs around, and in back offices to fuse together the design, engineering, production, and marketing functions. Greater demand for labor meant higher wages. Liberal democracy created a propitious environment for building and sharing knowledge, including scientific and technological knowledge. It also fostered the accumulation of practical knowledge about how to build norms and institutions suited to our evolving social and material conditions—and doing so in a democratic context. Rapid socioeconomic change could, for the most part, go together with stability and adaptation.

One of democracy’s key roles was preventing companies or business associations from using their power to suppress worker wages or force employees into dangerous or unhealthy working conditions. It achieved this through regulations as well as by allowing labor to organize. Democracy supported markets, and markets brought greater demand for industrial production and, within the framework bolstered by the labor movement, created more possibilities for wage growth. Emblematic cases of this type of democracy-market synergy included the social democratic model that took root in the 1930s in Scandinavia (which I discuss in chapter 4) as well as Franklin Delano Roosevelt’s attempts in the same direction during the New Deal (chapters 4 and 7). This path was neither easy nor preordained. It was always a Goldilocks problem to determine the balance between labor and capital—labor organizations needed to be protected from being crushed but couldn’t be so strong as to derail investment. The extent to which this happened was, of course, far from perfect and varied across societies. Compare, for instance, Sweden, with its strong unions embedded in a corporatist structure, negotiating wages and working conditions at the industry level since the 1930s, to the U.S., where unions have been confined to a weak bargaining position at the plant level since the Taft–Hartley Act of 1947.

Another source of instability was technological change that could lead to too much automation, taking over tasks from labor and displacing workers, or other forms of disruption from new goods, services, and production techniques. But the United States and many European nations managed to plod along, partly due to luck and partly because the democratic institutional environment ensured that technological changes were not strongly biased against workers and did not threaten the foundations of shared prosperity.

While nondemocratic regimes have occasionally delivered economic growth, their success has been uneven—and, as the Soviet case shows, often accompanied not by shared prosperity but by repression, suffering, and death. Lots of death.

The industrial age was also an auspicious time for providing voice, self-government, and public services to the masses. Mass production resulted in a high concentration of workers in cities and factories. The repeated contact and solidarity (mutual understanding, regard, and care) forged through arduous physical work became the basis of the labor movement, creating a natural habitat for worker voice, both in workers’ daily lives and in politics. Industrial production and worker organization were thus complementary. Cities additionally boosted self-government, because they created new pathways for people to participate in local and national politics and housed new political and civil-society organizations, contributing to popular mobilization.

Industrial output growth made it feasible and affordable to build roads and infrastructure, and economic growth meant more tax revenues for governments, enabling them to invest in infrastructure, education, and health. Because many nondemocratic governments and some conservativeled democracies, such as Britain, had neglected the welfare and voice of the working classes, there was much to be done.

Regulation was an important part of this bargain, since it helped ensure that the labor movement could flourish and corporations did not abuse their power vis-à-vis consumers. Regulations were even more central in ensuring equal access. Rules and due process were essential for equality before the law, which mattered more when there were public services, such as health care and education, to be distributed—particularly starting from a situation in which the poor did not have much access to these services.

Then computers happened.

The arrival of digital technologies reworked all facets of the bargain and unleashed a huge increase in inequality. Almost two-thirds of Americans, typically more tolerant than Europeans of economic disparities between rich and poor, now report that “there’s too much inequality.”

Three of the changes brought by digital technologies are important in this context. First, computers began to enter workplaces, requiring workers with greater education and cognitive skills. Employers started going after brains rather than brawn.

Second, digital technologies became a platform for an accelerated process of industrial automation, with numerically controlled machinery, semiautomated and automated advanced tools, industrial robots, and computerized workplace technologies spreading rapidly in manufacturing and parts of the nonmanufacturing economy. While computers boosted the demand for cognitive skills, automation reduced the need for manual skills, typically supplied by lower-education workers. Workers with college and postgraduate degrees and specialized cognitive skills, such as programming or advanced legal or managerial expertise, saw their earnings rise. Simultaneously, opportunities and wages declined for blue-collar and manual workers.

Automation wasn’t the only factor transforming the industrial structure of advanced economies; globalization and growing demand for services played major roles as well. Trade with low-wage countries was a potent driver of deindustrialization, as it meant that many industries, such as textiles, apparel, toys, furniture, food products, and simple electronics, were crushed by flows of cheap imports or survived only by offshoring much of their production process. Nevertheless, digital automation—especially via the use of advanced industrial machinery and robots—accounts for the bulk of the changes in the U.S. wage structure, as I’ll discuss in chapter 6.

Overall, rising demand for college-educated workers, automation of various manual and office tasks, and globalization and offshoring together fueled a massive increase in inequality, shattering the shared-prosperity promise of liberal democracies. All of this was exacerbated by the passivity of the postindustrial elites in charting a new course that wouldn’t completely leave behind those with lower education.

The third change brought by computers was equally fundamental, even if its effects are more variegated. The digital age increased the numbers and the social power of college graduates and ushered in the era of postindustrial politics. It also set the scene for liberalism’s sins of commission.




Postindustrial Politics


“Educated elite” is an overused term. But it started becoming a reality in the postindustrial era, and three interlocked processes altered the social and political role of highly educated individuals in modern society.

The first was the sheer increase in the number of college graduates. In a democracy, however weak bottom-up participation may be, numbers matter. When only a few percent of the population were college graduates, their political power was limited. Beginning in the industrial age and then accelerating in the postindustrial era, there was a massive increase in the number of people with college degrees. In the United States, the acceleration started in the 1960s, and though it slowed down later, the significantly higher rates of college graduation among the very large baby-boom cohorts fundamentally altered the educational composition of the U.S. population. Today, over 40 percent of the U.S. workforce has a four-year college degree (up from less than 5 percent in the 1940s) and more than 70 percent have some college or an associate degree. Correspondingly, the college educated became a political force to reckon with.

The second process was much more important. Starting once again in the industrial economy and then accelerating in the postindustrial one, there was a huge increase in the demand for college-educated experts in the commanding heights of the economy—the management of companies, the supervision of more technical or complex work, civil administration, the education and health sectors, media, and nongovernmental organizations. College graduates came to occupy almost all of these critical positions.

The third process stood in contrast to the first two. It was driven by the growing divergence within the educated class. “Elite graduates” with highly coveted specialized skills, such as programming, strong quantitative knowledge, high levels of medical expertise, legal knowledge, or exceptional social skills, became wealthier and socially more influential. The rise of the Silicon Valley entrepreneurs, scientists, and engineers is just one such example. Set apart from these elites were the rest of the college educated, whom I’m going to refer to as the “mass college educated” to emphasize the group’s much larger size and their lack of similarly highly valuable skills relative to elite graduates.

The aspirations of the mass college educated could never be fulfilled. It was not realistic to expect all of the 40 percent of the population with college degrees (as in the U.S.) to earn the same lucrative salaries and reach the same social standing as top software engineers or the lawyers at the best firms. For many college graduates, the main option was working at lower pay in jobs for which they were overeducated, including, most famously, as baristas. And factions within the college-educated group didn’t see eye to eye on many issues. There were major disagreements between, for example, the elite graduates of the tech sector and the left-leaning graduates of the Ivy League working in nongovernmental organizations and the civil service.

But they agreed on most cultural questions—valuing diversity, viewing individual autonomy and group-level identity as critical components of freedom, and prioritizing cosmopolitan values and globalism against nativism. They also disdained what they considered to be intolerance and ignorance. These shared understandings not only reflected common values among the educated group but also were congruent with the economic interests of elite graduates. Sectors like finance and medicine, and especially Silicon Valley, have been centrally integrated into the global economy and have depended on access to talented immigrants.

The cultural common denominator held together the two wings of the educated class, even as their numbers and clout grew. This meant an emphasis on cultural change both in the education system and in daily speech and behavior—by regulations, setting norms, or even thought policing.

Social engineering is often attractive to elite groups because it confers on them greater status and social influence. Policing the values of society increases the demand for expertise and general education, and being in charge of setting these values is itself a key source of power. History offers many examples of social engineering as prestigious vocation—for example, for the members of the Catholic Church in medieval Europe, for scholars (the ulema) in eleventh-century Islam, for the Brahmans in the Hindu caste system, and for the mandarins in the imperial bureaucracy in China.

Intense social engineering and regulations are natural bedfellows for two distinct reasons. The first is related to political scientist James C. Scott’s pioneering analysis of state intervention in his book Seeing Like a State. Scott emphasized the need for top-down state intervention to make society “legible” by simplifying and sometimes discarding local information, practices, and norms—in the same way that a low-resolution map simplifies and eliminates variability in local topography. Such simplification is essential for regulation via simple rules and procedures. Analogously, social engineers need to ignore norms and variation in local communities in their efforts to bring all of them under a uniform set of values and regulations.

The second synergy between social engineering and regulations is a consequence of liberalism’s success. Liberals everywhere correctly recognized the critical role that regulations played for much of the twentieth century in curtailing absolute power and creating safer and better conditions for working people. They also, partially correctly, identified the association between procedures and equality before the law—if everybody follows well-defined procedures, everybody will be subject to the same laws, with no exceptions for the privileged.

These two forces made it natural for postindustrial elites to presume that more regulation would be better—especially when it came to antidiscrimination, poverty reduction, safety, and the general process of normative change in society. The result was active social engineering coupled with an intense regulatory agenda.

I do not mean to suggest that there wasn’t a genuine desire on the part of many in the educated class to improve society. There definitely was. Enduring inequities and intolerance toward certain groups were real, and many well-educated liberals became convinced that altering people’s values—toward greater tolerance of minorities and immigrants and toward a more sustainable economy—was vital for improving society. My argument is only that social engineering gained momentum from broader processes unleashed by the postindustrial economy and politics. These forces accelerated it, drove it in a counterproductive and more intrusive direction, and ultimately betrayed liberal values, while provoking backlash against liberalism itself.

Postindustrial society undermined liberalism. Automation eroded the natural pathways to shared prosperity and solidarity. Regulation drifted away from those it was meant to protect. Social engineering became more intense and turned its back on some of the foundational liberal values, building up a powerful backlash. These were all children of postindustrialism and liberalism’s sins of omission and commission.




“Walk the Streets as Other Men”


With these sins, perhaps liberalism has run its course and we should turn to postliberal philosophies for guidance. Maybe liberal democracy is no longer the right framework for society to come together around inspiring objectives. A central argument of this book is that this isn’t so: Liberalism is worth saving and remaking.

In the next chapter, I make this case by developing a new theory of liberalism that occupies a corner of the big liberal tent (though some may say that it also stretches that corner a little). This is a theory of liberalism fusing protection of individual rights with community and centering on the quest for shared prosperity.

My theory is based on four premises: (1) fallibility (the idea that every belief, proposition, or piece of knowledge could be wrong); (2) social learning in community (that humans share their information and produce collective, useful knowledge via communication within their extended, intersecting communities built on trust and shared history, norms, and interests); (3) gentle epistemic improvement (while incorrect beliefs can spread for a while, there are also reasons for more useful knowledge and more accurate descriptions of reality to gain an edge over time via debate, deliberation, and social learning); (4) desirability of collective knowledge (we can put knowledge to work to achieve our various social objectives and change our technologies, norms, and institutions for improving our lives).

These four premises together lead to a number of conclusions—or pillars of liberal institutions and liberal democracy, as I am envisioning them—about how we should organize society. These are: (i) the vitality of experimentation (how we should encourage people to try new things so that society can build technical and social knowledge); (ii) nondomination and self-government (how power and institutions should be organized in a liberal society); (iii) economic growth (how improving our material conditions and sharing this improvement is central to the liberal agenda); (iv) soft communitarianism (how to make community an integral part of a liberal democracy while balancing its potential negative effects on freedom).

In sum, (my version of) liberalism calls for giving individuals and communities maximal room and resources to experiment. Nondomination and self-government are about providing the resources for such experimentation and also enabling self-governing communities to try new arrangements. Economic growth and soft communitarianism are about sharing the knowledge generated by experimentation and turning collective knowledge into material and social betterment.

Nondomination differs from the (classical liberal) principle of noninterference, which asks that individuals be free from state or other private actors’ control over their thoughts and actions. Nondomination requires that nobody, not the state, not another individual, not a group armed with customs, has the arbitrary ability to restrict one’s choices—of course, subject to the same constraints that noninterference maintains against behaviors that are directly harmful to others. The distinction here is between lack of intervention versus inability to intervene arbitrarily. Nondomination also assures some basic social and economic security so that people have the resources to try new things. For example, an individual who fears that they or their family will die of hunger if they are fired by their employer is in a situation of domination and could not be expected to experiment freely. Therefore, nondomination calls for some amount of redistribution and the provision of public services such as health and infrastructure to ensure a level playing field in the economy.

Even more important, nondomination links up with soft communitarianism—it is impossible if people do not govern themselves. Laws, institutions, and norms always have power over people, and if you have no input into what is banned and what is punished, you would be in a situation of dominance. Self-government—the idea that individuals and communities should be involved in governing themselves—is central to ensuring that people are bound by laws and norms that they themselves have a say in. Self-government is also the best bulwark against concentration of power, which is inimical to nondomination, and is vital for social learning, since it enables communities to engage in their own institutional and normative experiments.

Community, self-government, economic security, and other concerns relevant to the working class are thus central to the kind of liberal democracy I am advocating. These notions capture the essence of what the famous English poet and republican thinker John Milton had in mind when he wrote:


They who are greatest . . . are not elevated above their brethren; live soberly in their families, walk the streets as other men, may be spoken to freely, familiarly, friendly, without adoration.



My hope is not only to breathe new life into liberalism as a political philosophy but also to influence liberalism in practice—as a political movement.

I call the practical implementation of my version of liberalism in the present “working-class liberalism.” The emphasis on the working class is rooted in the fact that liberalism’s current failures are related to its abandonment of the working class and its priorities. Working-class liberalism has strong communal roots, eschews social engineering, and prioritizes shared prosperity, jobs, and public services.

(Throughout, by “liberalism” I refer to the left-leaning version of liberalism—as a political philosophy and a set of ideas—as it came to be developed and practiced. When I wish to speak of my version of liberalism, I specify this explicitly, or sometimes, with a slight abuse of terminology, I refer to my version simply as working-class liberalism.)

I’m not proposing working-class liberalism as a concession that liberal democracy has to make in order to avoid backlash or generate buy-in. As I will explain, liberalism will be stronger and truer to its core justifications when it takes on this working-class character.

Likewise, prioritizing working-class and communitarian sensibilities without liberalism wouldn’t be an equally attractive philosophy. This is because there is a delicate relationship between community and freedom. Community is a natural seat of self-government and sharing of information. But, as I explain in greater detail later, it can also prevent the freedom of its members and abridge their ability to govern their own lives. The virtue of working-class liberalism is to fuse basic liberal values with working-class priorities, so that communities do not become stultifying cages that are detrimental to (some of) their members, and do not ultimately end up supporting political projects that are inimical to working-class interests.




The Call of Liberalism


When liberalism fails, illiberal rivals rush in. We are witnessing increasingly bold attacks from illiberal movements against the liberal establishment and against the soft underbelly of liberal democracy. In many countries, including the United States, these attacks have succeeded, at least to a certain extent, and antiliberal forces are ascendant and are clamping down on speech, trampling on the rule of law, dismantling safeguards against abuse of power, and reintroducing myriad hierarchies and inequities. The threat of—or in fact actual—violence against liberals, minorities, and the disempowered may be just around the corner.

In this book, I focus on the crisis of liberalism—rather than the sordid ideas and strategies of antiliberal forces—because I believe that these noxious currents are alive only as a result of liberalism’s crisis and weakness. It isn’t enough to criticize antiliberal alternatives. We have to focus on liberalism’s failures, even when alternatives are much worse, so that we can remake liberalism as a political philosophy and as a set of institutions and practices encapsulating that philosophy.

The path ahead is not easy. Forging working-class liberalism is a tall order in the best of times and much more challenging in today’s polarized environment with little trust in institutions and elites. Still, we have no alternative but to try. If liberalism does not remake itself, it will be antiliberal, antidemocratic alternatives, such as new oligarchies, authoritarianism, ethnonationalism, deep-rooted hierarchy, or renewed extreme progressive movements, that will win out.




The Plan for the Rest of the Book


In a nutshell, this book has two core arguments. The first is about the virtues of (my kind of) liberalism, which I derive from the social desirability of and need for experimentation and collective knowledge. The second concerns why shared prosperity and the successes of liberal democratic governance became a reality over the last two centuries and especially after World War II, and why they came to an end in the postindustrial era. These two arguments are interrelated: Defending liberalism is particularly important because, while liberalism lost its way in the context of postindustrial politics, it can still be rebuilt and majorly contribute to the social good.

In the next chapter, I develop my theory of liberalism—the book’s first core. I provide the historical and empirical justification for the four premises listed previously and then delve deeper into the inevitable tensions between some of these premises and the trade-offs that they produce.

In chapter 3, I argue that, even though community is now viewed as a rival to liberalism, notions of community were critical to early liberal thought. I explain why these ideas were then abandoned as reasoning based on “general will” and “social contracts,” derived from Jean-Jacques Rousseau’s philosophy, became dominant on the Left and classical liberalism became dominant on the Right. I also discuss how a justification for a “social compact” supporting my version of liberalism can be built on deliberative foundations starting from communities.

Chapter 4 recounts liberalism’s successes. These are both political and economic. We owe the rise of limited government to liberal values. The type of economic growth and effective public service provision that many countries experienced in the decades following World War II were the fruits of liberalism. I provide both an overview of comparative evidence, assessing how countries that adopted liberal democratic institutions have fared in terms of economic growth, education, and health, and a more detailed discussion of the economic and social consequences of liberal ideas in the Swedish and Norwegian experiences. Additionally, I explain how welldesigned regulations and government actions aimed at protecting weaker and discriminated-against members of society have achieved their objectives, including in the United States.

Chapter 5 turns to the always-simmering dilemmas of liberalism: inclusion, ignorance, and intolerance. I argue that there are no ready-made solutions to these dilemmas, and they are inherently about trade-offs between freedoms and claims to self-government. Nevertheless, I also point out that certain conceptions of liberalism that intermix ideas from Rousseau and his followers were bound to develop the wrong approaches. I then spell out some ways in which the theory articulated in chapter 2 can help us identify the trade-offs and formulate practical responses.

Chapters 6 through 8 develop the second core of the book: liberalism’s failure to adjust to being in power. Chapter 6 explains how the economics of the industrial era transformed after the arrival of digital technologies.

Chapter 7 explains how, together with postindustrial economics, we have also seen the emergence of a postindustrial politics in which the college educated have become dominant and separated from the rest of society, sowing the seeds of the deeper crisis of liberal democracy.

Chapter 8 focuses on social engineering. I argue that social engineering is part of almost every political regime and it typically creates greater social power for the more educated members of a society, who then tend to become the drivers of further social engineering. The prospect of greater social power, along with the belief in their own enlightenment, is one of the reasons why a strong dynamic toward social engineering can develop and become amplified when educated segments of society are sufficiently influential. I use this framework to interpret postindustrial social engineering efforts and the backlash they prompted.

Chapter 9 asks whether the liberalism I’m advocating is right for the age of algorithms. I argue that the failures of liberalism cannot be blamed on social media, as they ran deeper and started well before the arrival of Facebook and Twitter. Nevertheless, social media amplifies these problems by making it difficult to forge communities that foster trust within and between them. There is therefore a strong case for regulating social media. (I discuss how this can be done in a way that is consistent with freedom of expression in chapter 10.)

AI’s implications are more complex. First, if AI will soon reach superintelligence and become capable of doing everything humans can do, then there may be no point to human collective knowledge. I argue such superintelligence is neither realistic nor likely within the foreseeable future, and even if powerful AI develops, this will not obviate the need for human adaptation and social learning. Second, I explain how AI could damage experimentation, communication, and the accumulation of useful collective knowledge. On this basis, I suggest there may be strong reasons for regulating AI in a liberal society. Finally, I discuss how AI, if steered correctly, can be complementary to the expansion of collective knowledge and the rebuilding of shared prosperity.

Chapter 10 describes how a liberalism without social engineering, with communal foundations, and based on a strong commitment to shared prosperity—a working-class liberalism—can be rebuilt. This renewed liberalism must enshrine a true appreciation of the fallibility of all human endeavors, the value of freedom of expression and choice, the central roles of shared economic growth and jobs in creating effective freedoms, and a robust emphasis on community and self-government.

Finally, a word about how this book might be read. The current structure reflects my view of the most complete story of liberal successes and failures, and how to reimagine and remake liberalism based on a coherent set of ideas about the common good. Those who prefer to focus on the successes and failures, without delving into the justification of my version of liberalism, may wish to skip chapters 2 and 3 and go straight to chapter 4. Those who are mainly concerned about the current crisis may even jump to chapter 6 and consult chapters 2 through 5 later as a guide to some of the ideas that underpin my recommendations and how these ideas have played an important role in liberal success in the past.







Chapter 2 Why Liberalism?



The grand, leading principle, towards which every argument unfolded in these pages directly converges, is the absolute and essential importance of human development in its richest diversity.

—Wilhelm von Humboldt

It is that the case for individual freedom rests chiefly on the recognition of the inevitable ignorance of all of us concerning a great many of the factors on which the achievement of our ends and welfare depends.

—Friedrich Hayek



Lady Mary Wortley Montagu was no stranger to the speckled monster, as smallpox was known at the time. Just two years prior, it had swept in and stolen the life of her brother. As she lay in agony, beleaguered by pustules and high fevers leading to delirium, it was clear that the monster had come after her as well.

Lady Montagu survived. Though pitted scars now marred her fair complexion, she was one of the lucky ones. As the premier killer of the premodern era, smallpox proved deadly for one in four people who contracted it. During the eighteenth century, it killed an estimated 400,000 every year in Europe, and accounted for 20 percent of all deaths in some areas. As smallpox was fiercely contagious, deaths were poised to increase exponentially as the world’s population grew. When Spanish conquistadores brought the disease to the Americas, the speckled monster wreaked even greater havoc. Without acquired immunity, over 90 percent of the Native population may have been wiped out by smallpox. Populations that survived wore the disease’s scars like Lady Montagu.

So imagine Lady Montagu’s surprise when she came across thousands of healthy people bearing no scars from the pox. She was observing the locals in Constantinople, the capital of the Ottoman Empire, where she had accompanied her husband, Edward Wortley Montagu, upon his appointment as British ambassador. She summarized her amazement in a 1717 letter:


I am going to tell you a thing, that will make you wish yourself here. The small-pox, so fatal, and so general amongst us, is here entirely harmless. . . . There is a set of old women, who make it their business to perform the operation, every autumn, in the month of September, when the great heat is abated.



The “great operation” that Lady Montagu observed was a primitive form of inoculation, often performed by Armenian and Greek women with no medical training. They used a large needle to make an incision in a vein and then poured in smallpox-infected pus. This was collective knowledge in action, cumulated over decades with the experience, wisdom, and experimentation of hundreds (perhaps thousands) of people, not just in Constantinople but throughout the Near East.

Lady Montagu’s genius was in observing and recognizing the value of this collective knowledge. Her breakthrough was one of social adaptation: learning from others and applying it to get her son and daughter inoculated.

Inoculation wasn’t a scientific breakthrough propelled by the newfound Enlightenment energy in Europe. In fact, it was neither a European breakthrough nor accepted by the European enlightened elite. The medical profession back in England largely rejected the idea, arguing that there couldn’t possibly be anything to learn from primitive Muslims in the Ottoman lands, from a practice performed by “a few ignorant women,” or from a woman with no training in medicine, even if she was nobility.

It would take eighty more years for Edward Jenner to come around and convince the medical profession, by using the less dangerous cowpox, and for this practice to be christened “vaccination” (from the Latin word for cowpox pustules, “vaccinae”).

This episode captures the variegated forms that useful information takes and how it is acquired, shared, and sometimes resisted. Recognizing this is a crucial step toward understanding what the right kind of liberalism brings to the table.

In this chapter, I start with the relationship between community and freedom, which clarifies both the role of community in building and disseminating collective knowledge, and the obstacles it creates for freedom. This forms the basis for the four premises I introduce and defend, and the four implications—“pillars of liberalism”—I draw from these premises about how society should be organized.



Community and Freedom


The story of inoculation provides a compelling example of the role of community. Community refers to groups of people who share trust and mutual regard, building on common historical, religious, ethnic, social, or workrelated links, or because they have come together in associations based on shared aspirations and interests. In Tocqueville’s imagery, communities are groups that share “habits of the heart,” enabling them to communicate better and to build understanding and unspoken bonds.

The information Lady Montagu gleaned was generated and propagated over time by a community. Yet this same community in the Ottoman Empire steadfastly opposed the dissemination of other valuable knowledge and the adoption of useful technologies such as the printing press. The European scientists who rejected the idea of inoculation had, at other times, been at the forefront of phenomenal advances in science and technology.

We all belong to multiple, overlapping communities and are defined both by our individuality and by the norms, information, and values of our communities. Liberalism, especially any liberalism that focuses on the building of useful collective knowledge, must grapple with the role of community—as a source of information exchange, as an influence on our objectives and priorities, and sometimes as a formidable barrier to individual freedoms and to new knowledge.



Humans are nothing if not adaptable. Our ancestors endured murder, war, servitude, and the tyranny of kings, states, and customs. Many people still do. But we are also capable of building something better: communities with greater security, no servitude, broad freedoms in private life, and the potential for regular people to shape their public world.

One of the most influential philosophers of the modern age, Thomas Hobbes, was among the first to raise such questions, articulating the notion of a “social contract,” by which legitimate government emerges from the implicit agreement of the governed. Hobbes thought this could justify monarchy and authoritarianism, because the alternative was “continual fear, and danger of violent death; and the life of man, solitary, poor, nasty, brutish, and short.”

Anthropologists have documented plenty of cases for which even this description appears too sanitized. Small-scale societies that dominated Earth before the rise of powerful chiefdoms and states were often locked in incessant warfare between groups, and sometimes within groups. By some estimates, five people per thousand died by violence in these early societies, meaning the likelihood that a person would reach the age of fifty without meeting a violent end was only about three in four.

It is impossible to expect people in such situations to enjoy any liberties. How can you be free when your life is in constant danger? How can you be free if you don’t happen to be one of the strongest or most lethal members of your community and are subject to the whim or mercy of those who can do you harm?

A debate still rages within anthropology about whether such violence was universal or characterized only some societies in certain epochs. Growing evidence suggests that several societies were more peaceful, although violence was considerably more common than peace in the premodern era. There is even uncertainty about how much of this violence took place through intergroup warfare. In several societies, such as the Yanomami in the Amazon basin between Brazil and Venezuela and the Gebusi in Papua New Guinea, intragroup murder rates were very high, because even routine conflicts could get out of hand.

One thing is clear: People did not like such situations and found means of limiting violence. One way of doing so is to leverage community. Tightknit communities, governed by strong norms and traditions, reduce violence by establishing procedures for conflict resolution. Consider sexual relations, which are a source of constant tensions. When sexual relationships are regulated by tradition, some conflicts can be avoided, and when conflict does arise, clear rules for punishing transgressions may make it more likely that it will be defused before spiraling into massive violence. Anthropologists encountering some African societies without any state institutions were at first surprised that these societies were able to ensure reasonably peaceful conditions in their members’ daily lives. Much of this was because of the norms and traditions that they had developed over centuries.

Norms can help prevent violence and bring a measure of predictability to life. But as James Robinson and I argued in The Narrow Corridor, societies that rely heavily on norms are apt to form a “cage of norms.” The same traditions that prevent conflict also restrict people’s choices and even thoughts. For example, reducing conflict by constraining the boundaries of sexual relationships clearly limits sexual freedoms. Communities enforce these norms by tradition (causing people to internalize them), peer pressure, the threat of ostracism, and sometimes violence for those who stray too far from them. Communities are a natural nexus of norm enforcement, because once people abide by certain norms, they have a desire to compel others to follow suit.

Whatever the exact mechanism, freedom is the first casualty. In many small societies, the cage of norms ruled out the possibility of new economic activities. In nearly all of them, it established a rigid hierarchy—with elders or ruling chiefs and their families wielding more influence than the rest. The majority of these societies put women in a dependent position, with far fewer freedoms than men. Moreover, the threat of violence was never far away even when such norms were paramount.

A set of norms called Pashtunwali still guides the lives of Pashtun tribes that occupy much of present-day Afghanistan and parts of Pakistan. A key code is “A Pukhtoon believes and acts in accordance with the principles of . . . an eye for eye, tooth for tooth, and blood for blood. He wipes out insult with insult regardless of cost or consequence and vindicates his honour by wiping out disgrace with suitable action.” In the context of the harsh conditions in which Pashtun tribes live—and the many everyday activities, like herding, that can easily spark conflict—Pashtunwali plays a key role in averting many disputes. Yet when conflict does break out, the principle of blood for blood often prevails, with dire consequences.

The cage of norms is the price that many societies pay for regulating the myriad social interactions within a community that produce tension. The cage highlights the multifaceted nature of communities: The very thing that makes communities support mutual understanding and form stable norms also makes them barriers to individual freedom and choice.

What’s worse, such norms can be imposed on others who do not want them, do not benefit from them, or are even subjugated by them. The cage of norms was propagated and pressed on others as militarily successful groups expanded and conquered new territories, like the Indo-Aryans over a millennium before the Common Era, Muslim Arabs starting in the seventh century, and Pashtuns beginning in the fourteenth century. The spread of these norms crystallized, and sometimes intensified, rigid hierarchies—arguably, none more enduring than the caste system in the Indian subcontinent.

Once states and state-like institutions emerged, human societies developed a different way of dealing with conflicts: third-party enforcement, backed up by the power and functionaries of the state. States had laws and these laws could be enforced. Today, if you cheat your business partner, it triggers not a blood feud but a court proceeding, and the rules are clear (or at least are supposed to be). The state’s power ensures restitution if you’re found guilty in court. You have to either pay up or serve time.

In practice, many of these early states were highly despotic. Their laws were made by and for a narrow group of elites—members of the royal family, influential religious figures, large landowners, or feudal overlords. There was no equality before the law. Beyond this bias toward those with greater political power or social status, the primitive communication, transport, and information technologies of these states meant that laws were applied haphazardly and arbitrarily. All of this spelled little freedom for individuals across the globe.

So perhaps we should accept the lack of freedom—freedoms of expression, religion, choice, and economic activities—as the default human condition. Yet the foundational ideas of liberalism maintain that we can do better. Liberalism rejects fatalism in favor of a belief in the possibility—but not the inevitability—of progress.

Liberty is valuable and within reach. I develop this point by offering theoretical foundations for a new type of liberalism (as a political philosophy) and liberal democracy (as the institutional counterpart of that philosophy). I start with four premises that echo the themes in Lady Montagu’s story and that are empirically or normatively appealing. Here I use the term “normatively appealing” to capture broad value judgments that most people would agree with, such as the claim that having greater material resources or improved health for everybody is better than not.

The premises I propose are not entirely new. Some liberal thinkers have started from similar ones, and my account has some parallels with—but also important differences from—the arguments of the American mathematician and philosopher Charles Sanders Peirce and the Austrian British philosopher Karl Popper. However, the version of liberalism that emerges is different from what has become the established understanding of liberalism. In fact, my version stretches the big tent of liberalism not just by focusing on useful collective knowledge but also by centrally incorporating and confronting the role of community.

I first introduce and defend these four premises as being either normatively self-evident or strongly supported by our current understanding of scientific, historical, and sociological facts. From these premises I derive four pillars that together define the kind of liberalism that I am defending.

I started the discussion with community and freedom, because we will see the multifaceted relations between these two concepts in the premises and pillars of liberalism—and in the trade-offs liberal democracy faces. Liberalism, even though it starts with and celebrates individual rights and freedoms, cannot ignore the communal roots of individual behavior and values, and the role of community in building trust and reliable channels of information exchange.




Premise I: Fallibility


Every belief, proposition, or piece of knowledge we hold could be wrong, even spectacularly wrong. This humility should be the starting point for any discussion of knowledge, given the tendency of human communities to hold beliefs and follow practices that later turn out to be only partially true, incorrect, or even downright misguided.

Fallibility was a core belief of many early proponents of liberalism. John Stuart Mill wrote in the beginning of On Liberty in 1859:


Yet it is as evident in itself, as any amount of argument can make it, that ages are no more infallible than individuals; every age having held many opinions which subsequent ages have deemed not only false but absurd.



Two decades later, Charles Sanders Peirce built his own approach on the claim that “we cannot in any way reach perfect certitude or exactitude. We can never be absolutely sure of anything.” This is the essence of his notion of “fallibilism”—the idea that knowledge is probabilistic, meaning that no theory or hypothesis can be known for certain. (In practice, we can make exceptions for certain mathematical laws, such as 2 + 2 = 4 in the decimal numeral system.)

Friedrich Hayek emphasized the same point in his most important work, The Constitution of Liberty, published in 1960. He recognized that it was highly uncertain and, for all practical purposes, unknowable in advance how new knowledge would be created. He wrote: “Who will prove to possess the right combination of aptitudes and opportunities to find the better way is just as little predictable as by what manner or process different kinds of its knowledge and skill will combine to bring about a solution of the problem.”

This perspective is amply supported by the fact that many strong consensuses have risen and fallen over time.

Beliefs that Earth was flat were widely held in ancient Greece, even though some of the central figures of Greek science, such as Pythagoras, Plato, and Aristotle, had already started piling up evidence against this belief. Eventually, the Greeks did accept that Earth was spherical. But flat-Earth theories persisted in many other parts of the world, including the Norse civilization in Europe, as well as in China and the Middle East.

The geocentric model of astronomy—placing Earth at the center of the universe, with the sun orbiting around it—had even greater staying power. Aristotle placed the spherical Earth at the center of the universe, and his system was perfected by Claudius Ptolemy, producing the Ptolemaic model, which ruled supreme for almost fifteen centuries. When facts that contradicted the model were discovered, “epicycles”—ad hoc extensions or fixes—were added to make the theory fit them.

Nicolaus Copernicus’s scientific break-throughs did not change the geocentric consensus and remained under constant attack by religious authorities. His masterpiece, On the Revolutions of the Celestial Spheres, could be published only shortly before his death in 1543. Galileo Galilei, who built on Copernican advances, faced even more severe persecution from the church and was forced to recant some of his findings. His Dialogue Concerning the Two Chief World Systems, which displayed the superiority of the Copernican system, as well as other books about the heliocentric model, were banned by the church. Dialogue remained a forbidden book by the Catholic Church until 1835.

Charles Darwin’s theory of natural selection similarly had to contend against well-established beliefs within the scientific community and broader society. Darwin himself was tormented by what he expected to be the reaction to his theory of evolution, and significantly delayed the publication of his findings. He sprang into action and released On the Origin of Species only after Alfred Russel Wallace presented a paper about his own similar theory of evolution, which he had formulated independently from Darwin’s.

In each case, widely accepted beliefs were wrong, and alternatives remained either unknown or unarticulated. Or when they were proposed, they could not get a toehold, and advocating them led to ridicule, ostracism, and even death threats.

Incorrect consensuses around political and social matters are equally common. Early seventeenth-century Britain agreed that there was a divinely ordained way of organizing society, with a monarch at the helm, reigning over the nation just as a patriarch would rule over his family. A leading philosopher of the era summarized this view: “For as kingly power is by the law of God, so it hath no inferior law to limit it.” He added, “It is unnatural for the people to govern or choose governors.” The idea that people could have a say in how they are governed did not occur to many thinkers at the time. Advocating for this view could get you sent to the dungeons.

It took the philosophies of Thomas Hobbes and John Locke, the English Civil War, and the ideas and experiences of radical groups that emerged during that war, such as the Levellers, Diggers, and Seekers, to cement the notion that sovereignty rested with the people. It was only after the establishment of constitutional monarchy following another civil war and the Glorious Revolution of 1688–89 that this idea started becoming second nature to British people.

Building consensus around incorrect beliefs and shutting off alternatives is not confined to distant history, either. Alfred Wegener’s theory of continental drift and plate tectonics, first published in 1912, was initially ridiculed and rejected by the scientific community. It was hazardous for your career to work on this theory until the 1950s and 1960s, when it started becoming accepted.

Neural networks and deep-learning methods that have become the engine of recent advances in artificial intelligence were viewed as a dead end in the 1990s and 2000s, and it was difficult or impossible for scholars working on these topics to be published or get prestigious jobs. Few computer scientists and mathematicians would take them seriously at the time. Geoffrey Hinton was one of the stubborn researchers who stuck with it despite this. Hinton is now recognized as the grandfather of artificial intelligence and received the Nobel Prize in 2024. It took several algorithmic break-throughs, far greater computational capacity, and a revolution in the availability of data for deep-learning methods to become the foundation of the AI revolution.

In 2005, Katalin Karikó and Drew Weissman discovered how to modify mRNA (messenger RNA) so it wouldn’t trigger an immune response. It was a foundational step toward mRNA vaccines, which have now saved millions of lives. The scientific establishment barely noticed. Karikó and Weissman couldn’t get published in leading journals, and Karikó couldn’t secure a permanent position or funding for her work. The significance of their discoveries was understood fifteen years later, after their modification became the centerpiece of the mRNA vaccines against COVID.

The scientific method provides us with the means to test hypotheses and claims. But these are never perfect. Science also highlights that no amount of consensus is a guarantee that we know the truth. Just as Peirce emphasized, we can never be certain of any scientific fact or hypothesis, and new evidence could turn today’s consensuses into tomorrow’s disgraced theories. We need new ideas, more testing, and novel break-throughs either to increase our confidence in the currently held consensuses or to reject them wholesale and kick-start new inquiries. Recognition of fallibility is the essence of scientific knowledge.

Fallibility is even more crucial to “social knowledge,” or our collective understanding of how to adapt to our ever-changing environment. This type of knowledge is no less central to our communities and welfare but is more difficult to acquire, and false agreements are more likely.

As previously hidden sexual practices gained visibility in the twentieth century, many experts and laypeople alike initially regarded homosexuality as a disorder, advocating for its suppression or outright ban. The possibility that gay and lesbian people could live openly did not seem feasible or desirable to many. This consensus led to antigay norms and practices, with many experts and family members lining up to “cure” homosexuality. The consensus showed a lot of staying power, because it was difficult to articulate alternatives when laws and norms were unified in imposing this perspective, and there were no opportunities for gay couples to live freely or for gay communities to try arrangements that could produce new social knowledge.

Building social knowledge is also difficult because the world continues to change around us. Hayek anticipated this when he argued that constantly evolving conditions will generate new things for us to learn socially: “Every change in conditions will make necessary some change in the use of resources, in the direction and kind of human activities, in habits and practices.”

Take the problem of social media. Even if people who lived in the late 1990s had had perfect wisdom about the problems they had experienced, they wouldn’t have known how to respond to the new reality created by social media. They wouldn’t have understood what it would imply for social dynamics and cohesion when so many people communicate via social media, get their facts from social media, and replace their in-person social networks with virtual networks organized over social media. Even after two decades of intense social media activity, we don’t know the answers to central questions: How should we govern it? Should youngsters be discouraged from spending hours on TikTok and Instagram? Should we be worried about the growing association between social media use and mental health problems? Should we ban smartphones from elementary and middle schools so that children can learn in a social media–free environment? Answers will have to depend on extensive experience with social media and broad experimentation, at both the individual and the collective levels. There is likely no one-size-fits-all solution. Furthermore, the likelihood of collectively landing on some imperfect adaptation is high, partly because experimentation is curtailed by the unwillingness of individuals to cut themselves off from social media when their friends are hooked on it.




Premise II: Social Learning in Community


A defining feature of human societies is the sharing of knowledge. If we do not share knowledge, and if we do not learn from others’ better practices, then our ability to adapt to our circumstances and improve our conditions will be profoundly inhibited. This observation has major implications for the nature of liberalism, because without the trust and norms of communities, humans will not be able to share and benefit much from useful knowledge.

Human institutions don’t run on laws alone—they depend on shared understanding. That understanding doesn’t appear out of thin air; it’s built through social learning. When we talk about “common knowledge,” we mean something deeper than just facts. We mean a collective sense of what’s acceptable, expected, or off-limits. Norms—the often-invisible rules that shape behavior—depend on it. So do our institutions, from traffic laws to tax codes. Without shared understanding, neither norms nor laws can stand.

Humans are consummate social learners. Children as young as three or four are already keen imitators, and imitation becomes a source of important knowledge about how to cope with the natural world and social life. Young children, chimpanzees, and orangutans have similar skills when dealing with problems that involve understanding causal relationships between inanimate objects (for example, how to perform tasks that will lead to rewards, such as snacks). But human children are off the charts when it comes to social relations. They are much more capable imitators and understand social relationships far better. Social learning is in the human genome, it appears.

Learning requires community. All apes bond socially and learn from members of their group. But social learning is much more multifaceted and important for humans. People learn norms, facts, and interpretations from those they trust and those to whom they assign high prestige or social status. Learning is a social activity and cannot be uprooted from its communal foundations. This, too, is obvious from young children, who are keen observers of social status and turn their attention to individuals with high status as the targets of their learning.

The role of community in social learning is also confirmed by recent research, which shows that when the local farming environment creates more room for social learning (because soil conditions are more similar across plots), close-knit communities are more likely to form. In the nineteenth-century United States, greater local soil homogeneity led to greater intracommunity marriage rates, more similar naming patterns across families, and less variation in religious and cultural practices.

Hayek also emphasized the centrality of social learning when he wrote:


The successful combination of knowledge and aptitude is . . . the product of individuals imitating those who have been more successful and from their being guided by signs or symbols, such as prices offered for their products or expressions of moral and aesthetic esteem for their having observed standards of conduct—in short, of their using the results of the experiences of others.



Note his emphasis on prices. Markets are hotbeds of social learning, as entrepreneurs develop new products and techniques, workers explore different occupations, and consumers discover their own tastes by trying various goods and services. One might think of the market as an impersonal place—almost the opposite of community. That would be wrong. Markets are networks of people bound together, where familiarity and trust matter greatly. Would you spend your money if you suspected that you wouldn’t get the goods that were promised to you? Would you work long hours if you did not trust that your employer would pay you? The perspective that markets are like communities becomes even more plausible once you realize that markets themselves depend on myriad nonmarket transactions—between long-term employees and employers, between companies producing specialized inputs and their customers, and between members of communities where employment relations are often embedded.

Markets are central to expanding collective knowledge because they provide both incentives for trying new things and the means of sharing information. Entrepreneurs are incentivized to try new methods of production thanks to markets that promise the prospect of profits from their ideas. Discoveries spread via the market as other firms replicate the success of entrepreneurs with new production methods. Prices also transmit information.

Even more fundamentally, markets are themselves conduits for new things: There is no way of learning whether there is demand for a new good or service without the market. After the invention of the printing press, it became evident that some people needed lenses to improve their eyesight in order to read. Once the demand for such lenses was revealed, the market process led to important discoveries in optics, which then opened new markets for more powerful optical instruments.

Markets are not the only conduits for groups of people to try new things. Each community can deal with the challenges it faces in a different way, leveraging its distinct norms and values and making different choices. For example, each school could make its own decision on whether smartphones and social media should be allowed during school hours or how social distancing should work during a pandemic. Other communities and society at large can then learn from these diverse experiences.

One place where we can see the role of community in cementing successful adaptation is in small-scale societies. When Europeans first started studying the Indigenous communities of the Yucatán, they noticed a curious custom: a specific way in which the tropical tuber plant cassava (also known as manioc) was prepared. It had to be peeled first and then soaked for a long time before cooking. The water in which the plant was cooked had to be disposed of, and then the food preparation continued. These seemed like primitive, religious customs. Researchers later discovered these were indispensable ways of dealing with two highly poisonous, cyanide-producing sugars that cassava contained. If cassava is not properly processed, those who eat it can suffer from severe cyanide intoxication and even death. Thanks to social learning spanning generations, the Indigenous people knew how to deal with it and avoid such poisoning.

Or consider the radioactive cloud created by the 1986 Chernobyl nuclear plant accident, which extended all the way to the United Kingdom. Elevated levels of radiocaesium (caesium-137, which is radioactive and dangerous) were detected in sheep. Authorities responded with a ban on slaughtering the sheep for meat, expecting the contamination to be short-lived. Sheep farmers objected, arguing that the contamination would last much longer. Their views were dismissed by experts. But it was the sheep farmers who turned out to be right, because their accumulated experiential knowledge meant they understood that the local soil propagated the caesium and made its effects much more long-lasting.

Community is also critical for local knowledge, which varies from region to region and setting to setting. For example, the working conditions of different jobs will have a major local component, and often the most reliable source of this information will be the experiences of others in the community.

The groups within which learning and information exchange happen can be more expansive, spanning many distinct communities or the entire society—otherwise, useful information would remain local. Specific communities coming together with shared understanding and some common identity at a higher (for example, national) level is critical for information to be shared broadly (and for compromises to be reached at the national level).

Community is relevant for the acceptance and propagation of scientific knowledge as well. The big scientific break-throughs of the Enlightenment leveraged the informal network that many scientists and philosophers formed throughout Europe. This network came to be referred to as the “Republic of Letters” (or “Commonwealth of Learning”), because its members communicated their findings and conjectures via beautifully written letters. It was the trust and open exchange of ideas across this far-flung community—ranging from London to Kraków—that fueled the era’s early scientific break-throughs, as its members built on one another’s insights and dared to test new ideas together.

Nevertheless, as Lady Montagu’s experience with the scientific community of her time illustrates and the notion of the cage of norms underscores, all types of communities have mixed effects on social learning. While they can be an indispensable conduit for sharing, trusting, and using knowledge, community norms can also be a formidable barrier to the acquisition or deployment of knowledge. This is why liberalism must grapple with the role of community and navigate carefully the trade-offs between individual liberty and collective customs. It must also recognize that liberty can be realized only if it is embedded in community, or else communal cages of norms will stifle it.




Premise III: Gentle Epistemic Improvement


Incorrect beliefs can spread and may sometimes become dominant. Nevertheless, there is a (sometimes weak) tendency for incorrect beliefs to fade over time—often under the influence of what David Hume called a “gentle force.” This is especially the case when there is room for debate and open exchange of information and when the cage of norms is not too suffocating—or when there is an effective marketplace for ideas where different ideas can compete fairly.

Incorrect beliefs either have logical flaws or contradict observed empirical patterns, and these contradictions open the door for skeptics to challenge the system and campaign for alternatives. This is a slow, laborious, and hazardous process. As a quotation attributed to Francis Bacon stresses, “truth is rightly named the daughter of Time, not of Authority.”

The flat-Earth theory and the geocentric model of astronomy were no fleeting matters, but they eventually subsided. People recognized that Earth couldn’t be flat, as they could see the bending of the horizon from the fact that faraway ships’ hulls disappeared before their masts, and they could observe Earth’s shadow on the moon during lunar eclipses. A better understanding of planetary motion indicated that our planet wasn’t the center of the universe, either. In both cases, prevailing theories were challenged by new facts, aided by better instruments to observe the skies.

The understanding of infectious diseases developed because experimental methods confirmed the basic precepts of the germ theory of disease, and there was a complete acceptance of the theory when it was successfully applied to problems of public health. This, too, was a very long process.

When first proposed in the 1910s and ’20s, the idea of plate tectonics was widely mocked. But science marched on, and as evidence of continental drift mounted, the academic consensus eventually reversed itself. Today, our understanding of geology and assessment of earthquake risks completely depend on plate tectonics.

These corrections took time, and proponents of wrong beliefs sometimes pushed hard. The resistance of entrenched theories inspired one of the most influential ideas in the philosophy of science. Thomas Kuhn argued that scientific progress happens not through steady accumulation of knowledge but by “revolutions”—abrupt shifts that occur when mounting evidence undermines the prevailing paradigm and a new generation of scientists begins to break away. As Max Planck put it, “A new scientific truth does not triumph by convincing its opponents and making them see the light, but rather because its opponents eventually die.” Or, as it became formulated a little more vividly, “Science progresses one funeral at a time.” But science does progress, even if slowly.

As impressive as our scientific progress is our ability to acquire social knowledge, adapt to new environments, and produce new norms and institutions. Imagine how unthinkable it would have been to many in the early seventeenth century that a society could be organized differently from the hierarchical structure to which they were accustomed, with authority emanating from rulers and elites. These preconceptions did not disappear even after radical groups within Cromwell’s New Model Army in the English Civil War, such as the Levellers, articulated notions of popular participation in politics and demonstrated the possibility of more bottom-up organizations. But by 1688, the idea of popular sovereignty had become widespread within England, and it was one of the main drivers of the establishment of a constitutional monarchy after James II was deposed in the next civil war.

Improvements in social knowledge may be even harder than advances in science. Nevertheless, the tremendous changes in our social arrangements and views over the last two hundred years—toward greater democratic participation, freedom, and tolerance in many parts of the world—suggest they are possible, even if slow and prone to reversals.

Community and science play important roles in the gentle process of improvement of our knowledge. Communities that are open to new ideas and have built trust among their members—just like the Republic of Letters—can more securely share information and more easily navigate inevitable conflicts. This facilitates the replacement of existing theories and beliefs with new ones. Without communication and trust, social learning becomes difficult and confrontational.

The scientific method is vital as well. Once the scientific approach is accepted, recognizing and eliminating incorrect beliefs becomes easier. Community and science are sometimes at loggerheads—for example, when the Catholic community opposed the heliocentric model. But they can be synergistic, too. Even with the best tools, science would not be able to convince people of the fallacy of certain arguments if people did not trust scientists. When science is embedded in the community, such trust is more likely to be forthcoming. During COVID, for example, vaccination rates were higher in communities that had their own trusted primary care physicians.

Parenthetically, the role of science in supporting learning from empirical observations is one of the reasons why the “postmodern” outlook, which started with French thinkers such as Jacques Derrida and Michel Foucault and then spread to corners of American academia, is so damaging to science and indirectly to liberty. My justification for liberalism wouldn’t work if we pushed fallibility too far and denied the possibility that we can come closer to truth via empiricism and scientific inquiry. It also wouldn’t work if people blindly followed authority. Liberalism requires us to find the happy medium between skepticism and credulity of authority.




Premise IV: Desirability of Collective Knowledge


Knowledge, especially when shared and collectively held, is essential to human flourishing—as Humboldt emphasizes in the quotation at the start of this chapter, which was relayed by Mill in the epigraph to On Liberty.

Knowledge is not an end in itself. It is an instrument for achieving society’s diverse objectives. Collective knowledge can enable a society to reach greater material comfort, both by improving its capacity to produce goods and services and by facilitating adaptation to its changing circumstances. Social knowledge is also desirable because it allows the building of better norms and institutions—for more peaceful coexistence of peoples and communities and for ensuring that other types of collective knowledge are put to good use.

It is thanks to our collective knowledge that we are so much healthier than our ancestors. Today, citizens of all industrialized nations, except the U.S., have a life expectancy at birth of over eighty (compared to less than thirty in Britain in the nineteenth century, as we have seen). Even in the poorest continent, Africa, the average life expectancy at birth is now sixty-three years, despite lack of clean water in some places and endemic shortages of health care facilities and hospitals across much of the continent. This is because scientists and doctors now understand how infectious diseases work. We have access to antibiotics that can prevent deadly infections. We have developed public health methods that produce and distribute vaccinations, offer guidance on avoiding dangerous or unhealthy substances, and ensure sanitary conditions.

The last examples reiterate that by “knowledge” I do not just mean scientific information that can be used for making better tools and products. Understanding that you should wash your hands, or that sewage and drinking water shouldn’t mix, is useful collective knowledge. So is recognizing that people can participate in politics and do not have to be subject to the will of an all-powerful monarch or ironfisted general. How to navigate social relations in increasingly complex human communities is also very useful collective knowledge. My expansive definition of knowledge follows Hayek, who stressed, “The growth of knowledge and the growth of civilization are the same only if we interpret knowledge to include all the human adaptations to environment in which past experience has been incorporated.”

Instrumental useful knowledge—deployed for achieving various objectives—must thus include ways of dealing with our constantly evolving social life and learning how to interact with institutions and technologies. A lot of this information is tacit, concerns our social relations, and is context-specific. That makes it not less but more important.

An illustration of this type of collective knowledge is the polder model, which describes Dutch society in the Middle Ages. The Netherlands became remarkably prosperous, with low levels of inequality, strong cooperative norms supported by civic participation in decision-making, and a political culture that sought broad consensus for collective decisions. These were features rarely observed in other European societies during the Middle Ages. Several economic historians have argued that they were particularly well suited to the conditions that the Dutch faced, because their communities and agricultural lands were on polders—low-lying land under constant threat of being overrun by rising tides and overflowing rivers. Investment in public works, especially dikes, was crucial and required all hands on deck. These conditions also created a tendency for the community to agree on the most important challenges to their security and livelihood, laying the groundwork for a more cooperative approach to collective choices. The need to grapple with such threats underpinned the unique norms and institutions of Dutch society.

How did the Dutch come up with these adaptations? There were no models to copy. Even if they carefully studied the institutions and norms of France or Germany, they wouldn’t have learned the foundations of the polder model, since French or German economic and geographic conditions were entirely different. The only plausible answer is that the Dutch themselves had to experiment and learn from their own experience over time. This learning was no less critical for Dutch society than understanding techniques of production.

Yet humans have been known to misuse all sorts of knowledge, both scientific and social. Spectacular advances in the understanding of the atom and atomic forces led to nuclear weapons and ultimately to the two atom bombs, Little Boy and Fat Man, that killed hundreds of thousands in Hiroshima and Nagasaki. Fritz Haber’s discovery of how to effectively convert atmospheric nitrogen into ammonia was a turning point in the twentieth century. It enabled the mass production of synthetic fertilizers we now depend on to feed the expanding population of the globe. It also led to the production of more powerful explosives. Related ideas were put to work to create chemical weapons for both Allied and Central Powers in World War I, including by Haber himself.

How can we be sure that collective knowledge is good for human objectives, whatever they are? There is no surefire recipe. But we need communities that are cohesive enough—but not too restrictive of their members’ behaviors and thoughts—to enable the sharing of that knowledge. The desirability of collective knowledge is also amplified when this knowledge is embedded within an institutional context and society-wide moral principles that ensure it will be used for the common good, not to the detriment of most people.

There are two major reasons why collective knowledge may be a mixed blessing for a society. First, it can be used in a manner that benefits only a few people at the expense of many. Second, there may be deep disagreements about which objectives we should try to satisfy with our expanded knowledge. Better institutions help with both of these challenges, because they build new pathways for sharing the gains and for better mediation and compromise between groups that disagree. We can see both roles of institutions in the history of the Industrial Revolution.

The break-throughs in production technology that started in the middle of the eighteenth century in Britain unleashed the Industrial Revolution. As a result, we live richer, healthier, and more comfortable lives than people three hundred years ago. But early industrialization created huge inequalities. Workers in the first decades of the nineteenth century labored very long hours in unhealthy, disciplinarian factories for low wages, even in occupations, such as weaving, that had previously enjoyed high earnings and high status. They could not have imagined that the productivity gains achieved with industrial machinery would result in higher wages.

Nearly a century after industrialization began, there was still little evidence of widely shared gains. But as Simon Johnson and I document in Power and Progress, that changed in the middle of the nineteenth century—because workers organized, Britain democratized, and technology began to evolve in a more pro-worker direction. What made this possible was not machinery alone but the institutional context surrounding it—a context capable of reform and responsiveness to social demands. Although Britain was still far from being a full democracy and labor unions remained banned until the 1870s, the country was no longer a monarchy, and ideas of popular participation were already accepted. This made it increasingly difficult to exclude the middle class from the political process and to repress the nascent labor movement—though elites did try. That institutional context was critical for industrialization and technological advances to ultimately become beneficial for most people in the country. (But only in the country, not for most people around the world, some of whom suffered mightily as industrial machinery, new transportation and communication techniques, and better weapons enabled Britain to expand its colonial empire.)

The problem of mixed objectives is no less central. We may have better collective knowledge—for example, the knowledge to develop online networks and social media. But how do we use them? Certain communities may prefer to allow unfettered access to social media, including for children, because they believe the benefits of better communication and connection outweigh the costs. Others may worry about the mental health consequences of social media. If society were to adopt a uniform policy, some communities would be better off and some others would suffer. The right institutional structure could help. In this case, communities themselves could be empowered to make their own decisions or find compromises.

Community—together with its norms—plays a critical role in defining how societies adapt to and use knowledge. New knowledge can be coupled with a broad commitment to helping the less well-off and with institutions that can steer technology in a more equitable direction and redistribute some of the gains. When this happens, any negative effects of the deployment of collective knowledge are more likely to be contained, and paths for generating better outcomes and shared prosperity from this knowledge are more likely to be built. The right kind of institutional structure is critical for this process. If institutions enable communities to make their own decisions, this can also help build collective knowledge and apply it in ways that are best suited to each community’s norms and preferences.



These four premises define my corner of the big tent of liberalism. They inform how we should organize society, and I next summarize their implications, which together make up the pillars of my version of liberalism and the liberal democratic institutions that would put these ideas into practice. In sum, since collective knowledge is essential for human societies to achieve their various objectives, we should seek social arrangements that support such collective knowledge. Fallibility and gentle epistemic improvement mean that this must rely on trying new things—experimentation—with the hope that better ideas will ultimately prevail. The form of desirable social arrangements and institutions follows from this need—so that society gives maximal room and resources for experimentation. To turn collective knowledge into material betterment necessitates a focus on economic growth. Finally, community is a key conduit of sharing knowledge and also enables groups to become part of the process of discovery of new useful knowledge by trying their own adaptations to a world in constant flux.




Pillar I: Vitality of Experimentation


The four premises together imply that humans should attempt new things. Moreover, because our environment is constantly changing, we can rest on neither our laurels nor our past experimentation. By “experimentation” I mean the practice of actively trying new ideas and practices, both for a better scientific or technical understanding of the world around us and for better adaptation to our evolving social conditions. In this definition and in my emphasis on experimentation, I’m following Mill’s call for “experiments of living,” for example when he writes: “As it is useful that while mankind are imperfect there should be different opinions, so it is that there should be different experiments of living.”

Experimentation in science has a specific meaning, indicating that we are interested in “causal relations”—whether an act is the cause of a particular consequence. For example, if a virus is the cause of a disease, then without the virus, the disease would not have happened. The experimentation I am referring to here is broader, including working out how to adapt to social changes and discovering new products and production techniques.

New things may be simply thoughts—some of us can contemplate avenues that others will not consider or will view as taboo. But thoughts alone are not enough. Actions are often needed to reveal greater truths and evidence, and thought without action is typically not as effective, because acting produces a more focused and more detailed understanding. As Scottish poet Robert Burns expressed, “The best laid schemes o’ Mice an’ Men, / Gang aft agley”—meaning that they falter when they encounter reality.

Actions are also the main way in which the results of experiments can be observed by others. This is critical because the experiments that are particularly useful are those from which others can learn. Freedom of expression is important, too, since it enables the sharing of knowledge and because reactions from others sharpen and deepen human cognition, facilitating understanding.

The role of experimentation in the acquisition of useful knowledge—and that it depends on action, not just contemplation—is well illustrated by children’s learning strategies, honed by hundreds of thousands of years of evolutionary selection. Children of all ages continually try new actions to understand the social conventions, rules, and norms around them. Mere contemplation from their playpen would not be enough for this type of experiential learning.

One domain where action is particularly important for building collective knowledge is economic activity. Collective knowledge includes how we identify the goods and services that our society values and how combinations of different techniques, skills, and innovations can be used for producing them. This requires not only freedom of expression but also freedom of economic choice—entrepreneurs launching new businesses, innovators thinking big, workers discovering their talents and aptitudes and investing in their skills, and everybody exploring their tastes and interests.

Knowledge gained from economic choices and data often goes beyond what can be codified and quantified. Moreover, it is often a by-product of the activities and actions of individuals and communities: Will consumers warm up to a new product? Will individuals still want to switch to a product even if their friends do not? Will novel production techniques work, and if they don’t at first, is this because they are hopeless or because they require more fine-tuning?

Economic choice requires some degree of property rights, confirming the emphasis of early liberal thinkers on the security of these rights. Without property rights, economic decisions are distorted, because people cannot control the assets that are key for investment and they can’t be sure that they’ll enjoy the fruits of their investments and innovation. This supports property rights not because of a notion of “natural rights” or some principle that one’s holdings of goods and assets are sacred. Rather, they are instrumental—a vehicle for effective experimentation and knowledge building. These rights must exist for us to benefit from the fruits of collective knowledge. This justification does not suggest that property rights are inviolable. If other needs—for example, the necessity to build railways that are important for business expansion or public service provision—trump the importance of property rights, a community or society should be able to induce people to sell their land. It also suggests that there is nothing wrong with moderate taxation of the returns from one’s assets, so long as this does not turn confiscatory or strongly discourage experimentation or innovation.

Since part of the reason why freedoms are valuable is that they enable us to try new things, the more unconventional and audacious one’s thoughts (and the associated actions, within bounds of not harming others), the better. This is what Charles Sanders Peirce also concluded from his own justifications, especially when he wrote:


Upon this first, and in one sense this sole, rule of reason, that in order to learn you must desire to learn, and in so desiring not be satisfied with what you already incline to think, there follows one corollary which itself deserves to be inscribed upon every wall of the city of philosophy:

Do not block the way of inquiry.



Heretical thoughts are particularly useful for society—provided they do not cause direct harm to others or their freedoms—because their heresy means that most people shy away from them, and also because even misguided thoughts improve the community’s self-learning via the process of countering these thoughts rather than just suppressing them.

This is why liberalism must be first and foremost about providing room for experimentation to individuals and communities.




Pillar II: Nondomination and Self-Government


Classical liberalism defines freedom as noninterference, especially by state institutions and actors. In essence, I am free if the state or bureaucrats cannot tell me what to think, what not to think, what to do, and what not to do. (Libertarianism, which is built on the sanctity of individual autonomy and economic freedom and has become popular on the right and in some tech circles over the last several decades, goes even further and maintains that taxation and regulation are always violations of freedoms. This type of stance cannot be justified by the arguments here.)

Noninterference is an excellent starting point and clarifies why coercion is inimical to experimentation. Yet it isn’t sufficient for the freedoms that should be the foundation of experimentation. The concept of “nondomination” is much more appropriate. This concept goes back to the Roman Republic and is advocated by “republican thinkers” such as Quentin Skinner, Philip Pettit, and Frank Lovett. The notion of citizenship in the Roman Republic (albeit with all of its flaws and logical inconsistencies) was based on equality before the law and the rights that citizens enjoyed, as well as their responsibility to uphold the republic’s institutions and way of life. Pettit argues that the essence of this is a notion of freedom that rules out living “at the mercy of another, having to live in a manner that leaves you vulnerable to some ill that the other is in a position arbitrarily to impose.”

In a more vivid description, he proposes that, as opposed to noninterference, nondomination for a horse requires not “free reins,” where the rider holds the reins and decides not to use them, but “no reins”—the rider does not even have the option to change his or her mind and take control of the horse.

Referencing the Roman Republic, Pettit expands on this notion as follows:


First, you must enjoy independence in relation to private individuals and associations; you must not be unprotected in relation to dominium or private power. And second, you must enjoy a certain independence in relation to the state; you must share in control of its doings in such a way that you are not unprotected in relation to imperium or public power. On the one side, you must enjoy personal independence, on the other political independence.



As I already hinted at the beginning of this chapter, the first of Pettit’s freedoms has to be extended so that communities and their norms don’t have such power either and so that the cage of norms does not become the most stifling constraint against freedom and experimentation.

There are reasons to desire nondomination in society that go beyond those I discuss here. But clearly, domination is highly inhospitable to experimentation. If an individual is not truly free and depends, implicitly or explicitly, on the goodwill or whim of another party, then their freedom of expression and choice are circumscribed.

There is another sense in which domination is an enemy to experimentation. If some groups are dominated, their perspectives will be lost in the new things that are tried and how they are evaluated. This is what W. E. B. Du Bois understood keenly in the context of the intense social discrimination against Black Americans. He wrote:


Only the sufferer knows his suffering and . . . no state can be strong which excludes from its expressed wisdom the knowledge possessed by mothers, wives, and daughters. . . . The same arguments apply to other excluded groups.



Nondomination, conceptualized in this way, is an argument against social engineering—top-down efforts to change and police people’s beliefs and practices. Social engineering can come from the state, from norms, or from elites. No matter its provenance, intense social engineering will extinguish experimentation.

Nondomination also calls for self- government, as emphasized by Pettit’s second freedom in the above quote. By “self-government” I’m referring to bottom-up participation and methods of having voice and contributing to collective decisions, starting in communities and extending to the national level. Democratic participation and civil society mobilization are part of self-government, and so is the process of communities organizing around their priorities.

In any society, people must abide by laws, institutions, and norms, and are punished for transgressions. The imposition of such rules can be a form of dominance, too, unless these rules are responsive to the views and priorities of the people bound by them. Self-government introduces a degree of responsiveness and acts as a bulwark against rules turning into means of dominance. Self-government also prevents concentration of power in the hands of a narrow segment of the population, making nondomination more likely in practice.

There are other compelling reasons to favor self-government as well. But the reasoning from my argument is quite direct. Experimentation, especially audacious efforts to do new and sometimes controversial things, is discouraged when there is domination of one by others. Domination coming from the state is most clearly hostile to experimentation—think of Kafka’s description of bureaucratic control in The Trial, where a bank clerk is arrested and prosecuted for an unspecified crime, which is thus impossible to defend himself against.

One aspect of self-government, emphasized in Western democracies, is voting, which enables people to depose rulers. Voting constrains the ruler’s power, which is often the source of the most abusive impositions. Citizens may additionally be allowed to make proposals and bring new ideas to the table, so that agenda setting is not monopolized by a narrow elite.

Since at least the work of Montesquieu, it is also understood that effective democratic governance relies on institutional arrangements for separating the power of rulers into different components, so that political elites check one another. In the famous words of James Madison in The Federalist Papers, “ambition must be made to counteract ambition.” In the United States, the judiciary can overrule executive actions, and the legislature was always conceived as the main branch of government that would limit what the executive could do. In the twentieth century, the administrative state emerged as another branch that can constrain executive abuses, because it has its own mission. For example, the Federal Reserve is tasked with controlling the monetary system and inflation, and would continue to do so even if the president asked for lower interest rates to increase his or her popularity.

But the emphasis on self-government should remind us that democracy must be more than just electoral politics and the separation of powers. A passive notion of democracy, in which the only role of citizens is to vote out a president or prime minister who doesn’t live up to expectations, wouldn’t constitute a true check on power. An active citizenry is an essential part of self-government. Self-government must start at the community level but also go beyond the community, for example, when dealing with resources and priorities that are shared more broadly, such as roads and laws affecting multiple communities or issues impacting the whole society.

Early liberal thinkers were quite insistent on self-government. Algernon Sidney, a colonel in the New Model Army in the English Civil War and an influential republican thinker, made this point vividly:


For as liberty solely consists in an independency upon the will of another, and by the name of slave we understand a man, who can neither dispose of his person nor goods, but enjoys all at the will of his master; there is no such thing in nature as a slave, if those men or nations are not slaves, who have no other title to what they enjoy than the grace of the prince, which he may revoke whensoever he pleaseth.



Self-government constrains power. But that’s not all. Political participation is a form of community-level experimentation in the context of social life. We are all experimenting when we seek to understand the other side’s argument, look for counterarguments, and find compromises. Community-level experimentation bolstered by self-government is vital for social adaptation, especially in a turbulent environment, because many of the adaptations we need are at the community level. Such experimentation would be impossible if communities did not have different priorities and values (because they would all mimic one another). It would be hampered if they did not have the capability to engage in self-government.

Self-government also creates new pathways for sharing information, as individuals form new connections for deliberation and coalitions in political and social life.

This discussion also clarifies that self-government can take different forms from standard “Western democracy.” In small- and medium-scale societies, assemblies without formal elections have at times worked as a method of self-government, even if it isn’t clear how they could function in modern, large nation-states. Tribal customs can sometimes be combined with methods of political participation. In the spirit of humility and recognizing our own fallibility, we should not rush to conclude that Westernstyle democracy is the only political organization that builds a foundation for nondomination.

All in all, self-government can enshrine basic methods of controlling excessive power; it can enable the realization of community priorities and add to their cohesiveness; it can contribute an indispensable dimension of experiential and social learning by means of political participation; and it can unleash much-needed community-level experimentation.

In this way, my arguments go against the popular view that democracy and liberal values are at odds with each other. I maintain that liberalism is synergistic with democracy and self-government. Hence, the notion of liberal democracy is neither an oxymoron nor the marriage of two disparate notions. In fact, liberal commitments to the freedom of expression and choice in the political domain would make no sense without some degree of self-government, since otherwise these actions would have no impact. Moreover, self-government is critical for nondomination in both private and public domains, and is also necessary for expanding the scope of liberties, allowing groups to make free collective choices. This is the sense in which the theory of liberalism here is, in essence, also a theory of liberal democracy, but based on a true commitment to self-government.

Of course, there are cases in which democracy and liberalism can be in tension—for example, if a majority supported the suppression of the freedoms of some people. But this does not contradict my emphasis. Liberalism favors self-government that provides protection for basic liberties—not majoritarian conceptions of democracy, as I’ll explain in chapter 10. Nevertheless, the vital point is that the kind of liberalism I am describing and defending here cannot exist without self-government. Liberalism is strengthened by democracy, and democracy by liberalism.

Finally, nondomination also calls for a level playing field, which in practice requires some amount of redistribution to help those who are truly disadvantaged. Domination by the state can be stultifying for experimentation, but so will be domination by private actors or by the impersonal dynamics of the market. Nondomination requires opportunities, resources, and some basic safety. If your ability to fire me can send me into poverty and starvation, then you have domination over me. This, too, discourages experimentation.

Pettit proposes the following “eyeball test” for nondomination:


The eyeball test requires that people should be so resourced and protected in the basic choices of life—for short, the basic liberties—that they can look others in the eye without reason for fear or deference of the kind that the power of interference might inspire. When you enjoy social, medical, and judicial security, and benefit from a suitable legal and economic order, you do not depend for your security on the indulgence and condescension of others.



This test applies well to experimentation. If I am not in a position to look you in the eye on equal terms, could I experiment in a way that goes against your wishes, beliefs, and interests?

The eyeball test makes it clear that any type of social discrimination is detrimental to experimentation. If groups are discriminated against, they may not have the opportunity or the confidence to undertake the types of experimentation that can shake our incorrect consensuses. The same conclusion follows if the playing field is highly tilted. The eyeball test, in service of experimentation, also points to why certain regulations are critical: If the playing field that emerges from social and economic dynamics is so tilted as to make effective experimentation impossible, regulations that protect those with fewer economic resources or less social status can expand experimentation.

A level playing field also argues for moderate redistribution and the existence of a social safety net. A society with huge inequality cannot be a good basis for effective experimentation. For example, if all wealth and social power are in the hands of a few tech billionaires, the rest may be too shy or too intimidated to try new things. Even if the rest are up to trying new things, the distribution of social status and prestige in society may be so distorted that only the billionaires’ thoughts and actions will matter for society’s key decisions. Redistribution should always be a tool for providing more resources and security for the less well-off. Whether it should also be used to actively limit wealth disparities between the top and the bottom depends on whether institutions allow billionaires to use their wealth to exert excessive power over others. In societies such as the United States, where wealth confers great status and institutions constraining the political influence of the superrich are weak, there would be a stronger case for doing so.

Once again, the only or main justification for a level playing field and moderate redistribution isn’t to support experimentation and collective knowledge building. Many notions of justice would strongly object to a tilted playing field, and some societies may prefer higher levels of redistribution in order to create a more equal allocation of resources. Nonetheless, nondomination for experimentation itself calls for a level playing field, entailing some amount of redistribution and support for the less fortunate members of society.

An additional argument for redistribution follows from the “desirability of collective knowledge” premise. Recall that such desirability is predicated on the notion that a large number of people will not be made worse off because of the accumulation and use of collective knowledge, for example, in the form of new technologies that could destroy their jobs and incomes. Under such circumstances, redistribution could bolster the desirability of collective knowledge, because it ensures that economic losers are partially compensated.




Pillar III: Economic Growth


The third conclusion from my four premises is support for economic growth. Economic growth is essential for the betterment of our material conditions and is intertwined with the accumulation and use of collective knowledge. It is also self-reinforcing with experimentation: Experimenting with entrepreneurial endeavors, new production techniques, and new goods and services drives economic growth, and economic growth expands opportunities for experimentation. Simultaneously, economic growth is critical for nondomination. The more resources society has—particularly if they are distributed equitably—the greater are the options for people to make decisions without being dependent on others or on the state.

It is important that economic growth is not the sole criterion for a successful society. If it were, growth that generated huge inequalities, and even growth that increased the incomes of only a very small fraction of the population, would be condoned. This isn’t so, according to the premises I have introduced. The desirability of collective knowledge is predicated on sharing the gains.

Moreover, if economic growth creates huge inequalities, it becomes increasingly difficult to contain emerging power imbalances. One dimension of the failure of American liberal democracy I emphasized in the previous chapter is that as the country became more prosperous, many groups felt disempowered because they failed to benefit much or at all from economic growth. They came to see the social and political power of the billionaires and the educated elites that the growth process produced as inimical to their own dignity and freedoms.

Hence, it is essential that economic growth be embedded in an institutional context that provides at least some checks against extreme inequalities and seeks feasible pathways to shared prosperity, for example, by creating good, well-paying jobs for people from different communities and backgrounds.

Depending on its rate and nature, economic growth could also have adverse consequences (such as environmental degradation) or face natural limits in the far future. All the same, my case for liberalism firmly supports the “right kind of growth,” with the capacity to become shared. This is particularly so in our current context, where billions of people around the world live in or near poverty and where there is still considerable demand for greater prosperity and good jobs in the industrialized world.

In sum, regardless of some of the tensions produced by the process of economic change, one shouldn’t ignore the critical role of growth in liberal ideals. The fact that economic growth has fueled inequality—especially in the United States—doesn’t mean we can afford to abandon it. For the medium term, no viable alternative exists. Growth based on new goods and services could also be less harmful to the environment. Most importantly, if we want to aspire to nondomination and free experimentation, and even more so if we want to remain true to the idea that collective knowledge is useful for improving our lives, we have to embrace economic growth and build the right institutional structure so that it becomes shared and sustainable.




Pillar IV: Soft Communitarianism


The fourth pillar that follows from this chain of reasoning is about the relationship of the individual to their community. Experiments are nearly useless without social learning—if nobody other than the experimenter learns from them and changes their beliefs and practices, there will be little contribution to collective knowledge and to the achievement of society’s objectives. Since communication and trust are critical for social learning, we must recognize the essential role that communities play. Moreover, as I have already stressed, experimentation by communities themselves is vital for producing social knowledge. Finally, self-government must start at the local level, with communities.

These arguments call for a type of communitarianism—valuing and respecting communities in their choices and different forms. I call this conclusion soft communitarianism, because, as we have seen, communities can also become a powerful obstacle to experimentation. Communities, even more so than many other social institutions, depend on norms. But norms both enable and constrain.

In fact, at the heart of liberalism resides a vexing trade-off between the essential roles that community plays—in building social meaning and shared understanding, contributing to the dissemination of useful knowledge, and enabling self-government—and the restrictions it imposes on individuals’ and other communities’ freedoms and involvement in self-government.

There is no perfect recipe that emerges from these premises, and there shouldn’t be. There are trade-offs and edge cases that necessitate more nuance. Liberalism is a framework—rather than a set of cast-in-stone policies and rules—that can help us navigate these trade-offs, but ultimate decisions will have to be made by self-governing societies.




Working- Class Liberalism


These four pillars together define the liberalism I propose in this book—and I refer to the practical implementation of these pillars today as “working-class liberalism.” It is a liberalism that elevates experimentation. It defends the freedoms of expression, association, and choice—with these freedoms conceptualized as nondomination. It is suspicious of excessive power of all sorts, including those that come from intense social engineering, and it calls for self-government as a counterpoint to such power. It stands against discrimination and tries to use redistribution and its safety net to enable less fortunate and less well-off members to benefit from society’s resources, and ultimately to contribute to economic activities, social learning, and collective knowledge building. It valorizes economic growth and flourishing—and especially good jobs for people with different backgrounds and skills. And it recognizes and respects community as the nexus of social meaning, trust, communication, and the sharing of useful knowledge.

Liberalism itself must be humble and should always be conceived as a work in progress—so being reimagined and rebuilt during times of turbulence, caused by outside factors and those of its own making, is not against its character. Liberalism is a framework within which trade-offs have to be made, ideally via deliberation, as I’ll argue in the next chapter. The pillars I am defending create boundaries for that framework, without dictating definite solutions to difficult social problems (such as the degree of redistribution or the exact line between harmful acts and freedoms).

These are the pillars that liberal democracy de facto followed during the times when it achieved great success, as I explain in chapter 4. They are also the pillars that were abandoned by liberal activists and elites in the context of postindustrial politics. Experimentation and the variation in values and priorities that bolster it became discouraged; ideas associated with nondomination were ignored; self-government fell by the wayside as the college educated acquired more social power and started favoring a top-down technocratic outlook; a social engineering agenda created a new cage of norms discouraging variation in cultural attitudes; shared prosperity and good jobs were downgraded as priorities; and community was forgotten.

In the next chapter, I explain why the core notions articulated here are in tension with efforts to justify liberty from a social contract, and how contractarian arguments lay the groundwork for top-down schemes and the crisis of liberalism.







Chapter 3 Liberalism Without Social Contract



Liberty means more than freedom from the arbitrary power of Governments. It means freedom from economic servitude to Want and Squalor and other social evils; it means freedom from arbitrary power in any form. A starving man is not free.

—William Beveridge

I am uneasy to think I approve of one object and disapprove of another; call one thing beautiful and another deformed; decide concerning truth and falsehood, reason and folly, without knowing upon what principles I proceed. I am concerned for the condition of the learned world which lies under such deplorable ignorance in all of these particulars.

—David Hume



Dublin Castle, first raised as a Viking fortress in the thirteenth century, still commands the highest ground in the city center. Long dubbed the nerve center of Irish power, its gilded columns and royal-blue ceiling have framed every presidential oath. In 2016, it was filled not by politicians or visiting dignitaries but by ninety-nine citizens pulled at random—door to door, county by county—so the room would resemble Ireland itself.

Justice Mary Laffoy was tasked with chairing this Citizens’ Assembly, which she described as an “exercise in deliberative democracy.” No party whips, no bishops. Just ninety-nine Irish citizens interested in tackling one of the most divisive topics facing Ireland: the repeal of the Eighth Amendment, which banned abortion. Each table paired six citizens with a notetaker and a quiet facilitator. One participant, Louise Caldwell, an entrepreneur, recalled the mood as “friendly but serious. . . . If one person was speaking too much they were gently reminded that we needed to hear all opinions, while quieter members were encouraged to speak.” Every voice mattered.

Outside, the streets were seething. Twenty thousand had marched through rain the month before, chanting “Repeal,” while pro-life groups displayed graphic photos of fetuses.

Over the course of five weekends spread across five months, the Citizens’ Assembly heard obstetricians discuss sexual violence, lawyers parse fetal-rights clauses, and campaigners recount late-night flights to Liverpool clinics. Then the assembly debated intensely—and voted.

The ultimate vote within the assembly was 64 percent for repeal. Eight months later, it was the country’s turn to vote in a referendum, which revealed 66 percent support for repeal. What many had considered unthinkable, or at least impossible without splitting the country down the middle, happened: Ireland repealed the abortion ban, with considerable legitimacy and acceptance from diverse communities.

Since then, Ireland has reconvened citizens’ assemblies on issues ranging far and wide, including its aging population, fixed-term parliaments, and even biodiversity loss. In a chamber built for monarchy, the Irish republic has debated the most vexing decisions and survived.



What Ireland did—generate buy-in from a large fraction of the population and thus legitimacy for collective decisions on contentious issues—is rare and even inconceivable to many. Instead, liberal and illiberal thinkers since the Enlightenment have gravitated toward overarching principles that can be imposed on human behavior and society, justified by some unbreakable imperatives or a hypothetical social contract that defines what is good for people to do.

We can see this same division in what liberalism has come to stand for today. It may be identified as “classical liberalism,” associated with John Locke, Montesquieu, Adam Smith, Jeremy Bentham, John Stuart Mill, or Friedrich Hayek, emphasizing noninterference, especially from state institutions or the majority (though Mill’s later writings are closer to the ideas I proposed in the previous chapter and Smith’s thinking is much richer, as I describe below). The philosopher Isaiah Berlin called this “negative liberty” because it specifies what the state cannot or should not do to individuals. This stance is what Europeans refer to when they talk of liberalism.

Or it is associated with ideas going back to Jean-Jacques Rousseau and implicitly or explicitly accepted by progressive liberals in the U.S. and Europe. This version instead aligns with Berlin’s concept of “positive liberty,” claiming that true freedom is impossible without the state and society actively working to enable individual capabilities and flourishing—and, when necessary, imposing these freedoms on individuals and communities. The justification for this positive or “social” liberty is imagined to be in a social contract and the “general will” it represents.

These traditions overlap on some of their key principles. However, they also reflect substantial differences, and each diverges significantly from my emphasis on community and nondomination in building useful collective knowledge. Neither tradition celebrates community. Both are suspicious of self-government—for classical liberals, self-government and democracy may bring the tyranny of the majority, and for progressives, democracy and community-level priorities are often at odds with the general will.

This chapter takes a deeper dive into political philosophy in order to formulate an alternative foundation for (working-class) liberalism, based on community, deliberation, and seeking broad buy-in from the entire society and from diverse communities—just like the Irish decision-making process on abortion. It is only natural that my corner of the broad liberal tent, which emphasizes self-government, should seek general acceptance from society rather than justify itself with general ethical principles. As I will show, community was important for early liberal philosophers, and ideas of nondomination have made way for noninterference and progressive notions of social liberty. I then present my objection to social-contract theories—that their justifications easily morph into unaccountable, top-down schemes that can be imposed on people without deliberation or recourse. These tendencies also provide the background for the crisis of liberalism by preparing the ground for social engineering, as I explain in greater detail in chapter 8.



Liberalism and Community


Community is not in contradiction with liberalism. Liberty needs community norms that are consistent with broad freedoms and mutual understanding, regard, and trust to build useful collective knowledge. The role of community was recognized by early liberal thinkers going back to the Roman Republic.

Community, especially the mutual understanding, regard, and obligations it cultivates, was a common theme in the writings of Cicero, who argued:


We ought . . . to contribute our part to the common good, and by the interchange of kind offices, both in giving and receiving, alike by skill, by labor, and by the resources at our command, strengthen the social union of men among men.



Not just Roman Republicans but also ancient Athenians before them put as much emphasis on the civic duties of free citizens as on their rights. Surviving documents about Athenian citizens stress their duties to the Athenian community. Serving in the Athenian legislature and certain executive responsibilities were not options but requirements. Contributing to the defense of the city-state was also nonnegotiable. In his famous Funeral Oration, the Athenian politician and ruler during the Peloponnesian War, Pericles, declared that “When you realize her greatness, then reflect that what made her great was men with a spirit of adventure, men who knew their duty, men who were ashamed to fall below a certain standard.” He added, “We do not say that a man who takes no interest in politics is a man who minds his own business; we say that he has no business here at all.”

For Romans, liberality also meant mutual helpfulness—accepting the duties of giving and not just of receiving. Cicero and the later Roman philosopher Lucius Annaeus Seneca stressed the importance of giving and returning gifts and favors within a community. As Seneca wrote,


The true felicity of life is to be free from perturbations, to understand our duties towards God and man: to enjoy the present without any anxious dependence upon the future. Not to amuse ourselves with either hopes or fears, but to rest satisfied with what we have, which is abundantly sufficient.



And these principles continued to shine through in the beliefs of Renaissance thinkers like Erasmus and Machiavelli.

Similar sentiments about duties are common even among thinkers associated with classical liberalism, such as John Locke and Adam Smith. Locke argued that people should be taught to be “kind, liberal, and civil,” and selfishness should be strongly discouraged in community. Smith asserted: “He is not a citizen who does not wish to promote, by every means in his power, the welfare of the whole society of his fellow-citizens.” His book The Theory of Moral Sentiments can be understood as an attempt to develop foundations for a just, liberal society that recognizes the communities in which we all live.

Despite his fears about the tyranny of the majority, John Stuart Mill also acknowledged the importance of community, writing, “Human beings owe to each other help to distinguish the better from the worse, and encouragement to choose the former and avoid the latter.”




“Man Loses by Social Contract His Natural Liberty”


When Enlightenment philosophers attempted to formulate foundations for liberalism, however, community fell by the wayside. Most Enlightenment thinkers instead looked for overarching principles to guide how society should be organized.

The towering figure of the Enlightenment, Immanuel Kant, sought universal principles to guide moral life within a society. He believed these principles needed to come in a deontological form, promoting certain behaviors and discouraging or even banning others. Here, “deontology” refers to the effort to define what is right and what is wrong on the basis of absolute rules that determine the ethical principles of society. The justification for banning some behaviors is precisely that individuals might be tempted by them—there would be no reason to ban something that nobody would do anyway. Hence, deontology has to be interwoven with restrictions on freedom. This is what Kant anticipated when he wrote:


Everyone must admit that if a law is to have moral force, i.e., to be the basis of an obligation, it must carry with it absolute necessity; that, for example, the precept, “Thou shalt not lie,” is not valid for men alone, as if other rational beings had no need to observe it.



This thinking also formed the basis of Kant’s categorical imperative—the idea that an individual should “act as if the maxim of thy action were to become by thy will a universal law of nature.” Or, put differently, “Do unto others what you want them to do unto you,” similar to what the Golden Rule of several religions maintains.

By its nature, such a deontological stance does not encourage fallibility or doubt. This Kant understood well. After all, how could the categorical imperative be categorical if people doubted it? How could you force them to follow it even when they were tempted to deviate from it, if such doubt were widespread? This is why Kant argued strongly that “the basis of obligation must not be sought in the nature of man, or in the circumstances in the world in which he is placed, but a priori simply in the conception of pure reason.”

Though different in approach, the same certitude is present in Jean-Jacques Rousseau’s philosophy. Rousseau’s key concept was the “general will”—the will of the society as a whole, not that of an individual. Rousseau was adamant that individuals had to submit to this general will. Common good required that the general will should rule supreme over individual choice, or as he put it:


What man loses by the social contract is his natural liberty and an unlimited right to everything he tries to get and succeeds in getting; what he gains is civil liberty in the proprietorship of all he possesses.



The reference to social contract here is important.




The Conceit of Social Contract


Thomas Hobbes’s notion of social contract is one of the most central ideas in modern philosophy. In developing this notion, Hobbes built on the ideas of earlier thinkers such as Marsilius of Padua and Machiavelli but gave them new resonance and scope. The premise is inspirational: A legitimate government should be the one that people could be argued to have given their support. Yet the words “could be argued to” hide an important conceit.

For Hobbes, this meant a person ceded their natural rights in exchange for peace and security through a covenant or social contract, subjecting their “own will to that of another one.” The social contract could thus involve people becoming subjugated by a powerful monarch or leader despite their wishes otherwise. In Hobbes’s words, “Covenants, without the sword, are but words and of no strength to secure a man at all.” Little doubt is left about where Hobbes’s preferences lie for upholding the covenant!

John Locke’s argument for popular sovereignty was also contractarian, even though he disagreed with Hobbes about the possibility that a social contract could subjugate a person to somebody else’s will or whim. As Locke summed it up:


A Man, as has been proved, cannot subject himself to the Arbitrary Power of another; and having in the State of Nature no Arbitrary Power over the Life, Liberty, or Possession of another, but only so much as the Law of Nature gave him for the preservation of himself, and the rest of Mankind.



But even for Locke, the social contract wasn’t an actual contract and didn’t result from a process of deliberation. Although an individual couldn’t subject themselves to the arbitrary power of another, Locke added:


The Liberty of Man, in Society, is to be under no other Legislative Power, but that established, by consent, in the Commonwealth; nor under the Dominion of any Will, or Restraint of any Law, but what that Legislative shall enact, according to the Trust put in it.



Where does that consent come from? Locke, too, had to turn to the conceit that one can be argued to have put their trust in a social contract or in a procedure for delegating legislative authority. This became troublesome when English peasants were required to give up their rights to communally used lands—thus setting up private property rights in agriculture, something with which John Locke agreed. This was what Parliament decided, but peasants did not explicitly consent to it. Nor did they have any recourse against it. Why is this different from people agreeing to subject their freedom to the power of a state or a tyrant?

The same tensions came back again and again, most powerfully in Rousseau’s philosophy. On the surface, Rousseau agreed with Locke’s insistence that individual freedom should be the starting point, stating:


Every man being born free and his own master, no-one, under any pretext whatsoever, can make any man subject without his consent. To decide that the son of a slave is born a slave is to decide that he is not born a man.



Yet, at once, Rousseau turned the tables and asserted that true freedom and the common good required subjugation to the general will, even if the general will went against an individual’s wishes:


As long as several men in assembly regard themselves as a single body, they have only a single will which is concerned with their common preservation and general well-being. In this case, all the springs of the State are vigorous and simple and its rules clear and luminous: there are no embroilments or conflicts of interests; the common good is everywhere clearly apparent, and only good sense is needed to perceive it. Peace, unity and equality are the enemies of political subtleties.



In case any doubt remained, Rousseau summed it up:


Whoever refuses to obey the general will shall be compelled to do so by the whole body. This means nothing less than he will be forced to be free.



But then what stops the presumed social contract from decreeing misery, obedience, or annihilation of some group as our general will? No wonder Isaiah Berlin counted Rousseau as an enemy of liberty.

Nonetheless, it was tempting to follow Rousseau at a time when great inequities existed and absolutist kingdoms were suffocating all sorts of freedoms. And so the French revolutionaries of 1789 hailed his call. The Declaration of the Rights of Man and of the Citizen stated in its article 6:


The law is the expression of the general will. All citizens have the right to contribute personally, or through their representatives, to its formation. It must be the same for all, whether it protects or punishes. All citizens, being equal in its eyes, are equally admissible to all public dignities, positions, and employments, according to their capacities, and without any other distinction than that of their virtues and their talents.



Many of the revolution’s leaders and deputies were devotees of Rousseau, arguably nobody more so than its most famous leader, Maximilien Robespierre. Robespierre surmised that Rousseau’s general will justified the guillotine for the enemies of the revolution. In a famous speech to the assembly when the death penalty for the king was being debated, Robespierre stated:


The general will is not formed in secret meetings or around ministerial tables. Everywhere and always, the minority has the right to make the voice of truth heard, or what it perceives as such. On this earth, virtue is always in the minority.



In other words, the general will did not have to follow the majority. Then who would decide it? Robespierre was sure that virtue would, adding, “Without virtue, would the earth not be peopled by tyrants and slaves?”

The root cause of the problem is the conceit of social contract: an effort to bypass the question of who decides what the general will is and who should have the overwhelming power to ensure obedience to this will. Rousseau himself? A philosopher-king? The general assembly during the French Revolution? Its Committee on Public Safety? Or just Robespierre?

Unbeknownst to the leaders of the French Revolution, that same idea would soon justify even more significant departures from freedom. Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels formulated one of the most stinging criticisms of the inequities of their time in The Communist Manifesto. Based on their diagnosis, Marx and Engels jumped to a notion of the common good that overrode the interests and freedoms of some people—just like Rousseau’s general will. Appealing to the bourgeoisie (property holders, industrialists, and the privileged), Marx and Engels stated:


But don’t wrangle with us so long as you apply, to our intended abolition of bourgeois property, the standard of your bourgeois notions of freedom, culture, law, etc. Your very ideas are but the outgrowth of the conditions of your bourgeois production and bourgeois property, just as your jurisprudence is but the will of your class made into a law for all, a will whose essential character and direction are determined by the economical conditions of existence of your class.



Under their philosophy, true social liberty can be achieved only by abolishing bourgeois freedoms.

Evidently, this wasn’t just a mild form of Berlin’s positive freedoms. It was a radical reshaping of society, justified by what their understanding of the general will required (even if Marx and Engels never explicitly referred to a social contract or the general will).

This conceit of the social contract and general will anticipates some of the travails of liberalism in the late twentieth and early twenty-first century—how it would grapple with its fundamental dilemmas (chapter 5), how it would struggle with adapting to being the establishment philosophy (chapter 7), and how it would try to resolve its dilemmas by imposing its values on others wholesale, without any attempt at deliberation (chapter 8).

In every application of the social contract lies a contradiction: If it is the general will that supports true freedom, then true freedom must entail violations of individual freedoms conceived (or misconceived) differently from those enshrined in the general will. Social liberty and the general will, backed up by a social contract, could routinely require that individual freedoms be disregarded and everybody be made to abide by and enjoy freedoms as articulated by the general will.

Individuals and communities may wish to have distinct norms and values. But if the general will dictates that true freedom is different from these wishes, the general will should impose it on them. One way out would be to strive for compromises via communication, deliberation, and debate, as the Irish Citizens’ Assembly attempted to do. Under the general will, however, there is no room for deliberation or debate, and people cannot have any recourse against the general will.

One might object that there are social contract conceptions and justifications for progressivism that are consistent with liberalism. John Rawls, whose 1971 book A Theory of Justice is foundational to twentieth-century liberalism, was much more committed to liberal ideas than Rousseau was. But I will argue that the same sort of “presumed to have agreed” reasoning creates tensions for Rawls’s philosophy, too.

Rawls attempted to derive certain left-leaning liberal notions, including a simultaneous justification for freedoms and equality, from contractarian foundations consistent with liberalism. Rawls’s idea is that people should agree on what is just, fair, and socially desirable “behind a veil of ignorance”—without yet knowing how rich or talented they are or what their social position will be. For example, we can imagine that decisions about discrimination toward a specific group will be made when people do not know whether they will belong to this group. Rawls reasoned that in such a situation people would opt for no discrimination because they would not want to expose themselves to the risk of suffering from said discrimination. From this reasoning, Rawls derives his most important conclusion: Social arrangements should be judged by how they improve the lot of the least well-off members of society. Hence, we should enthusiastically embrace a new tax that helps the least well-off, even if it takes a very heavy toll on those enjoying greater riches.

What I just described is Rawls’s “difference principle,” to which he adds a “liberty principle” granting everybody access to basic liberties, in order to ensure that the difference principle does not end up taking away people’s fundamental liberties. In later work, Rawls also grapples with the issue of “shared moral principles” or “public reason,” which I discuss below.

Nevertheless, the problem with using contractarian arguments, including Rawls’s, as the basis of general ethical principles isn’t that different from the one afflicting Rousseau, Marx and Engels, and other enthusiasts for the general will. In practice, nobody is ever asked their views about justice when a social contract is being designed or behind a veil of ignorance. It may appear oppressive that people are presumed to have agreed, without debate or the right to object, to a scheme or policy that is harmful to their actual interests. For those living in a real society, not behind a curtain, it would be little comfort to hear that their condition has been justified by a philosopher or statesperson claiming they would have assented to such a social contract behind the veil. Given the chance, they would readily tear up that social contract—and the veil.

The root problem is that social contract theories, interpreted as the basis for general ethical rules, go against self-government. They don’t seek the actual consent of individuals and communities to public choices by a process of deliberation, communication, and debate. Rather, they attempt to circumvent any opposition by invoking high-level precepts without broad buy-in from the population.

There is an alternative interpretation that Rawls himself offers for his contractarian philosophy—as an input into a debate on shared moral principles. According to this perspective, social contract principles and trade-offs behind the veil of ignorance could be arguments used to convince people about policies, institutions, and shared moral principles (and so could Kant’s categorical imperative or religious precepts such as the Golden Rule). However, in this case, such reasoning should be used mainly in the context of deliberation and cannot justify actual policies or impositions of values on people—for example, becoming the basis of laws and how policymakers judge different options.

So we are back to the same question: Does liberalism need a social contract? Might there be a more grounded version of such a contract that does not invoke general principles that people are presumed to have agreed to? Could we have an agreement that people actually consent to via a process of deliberation—and without needing to be cloaked behind a philosophical veil?




No Free Lunch for Liberalism


Nineteenth-century classical liberal ideas were, in some sense, a response to the contradiction inherent to social contract theories, which maintained that social liberty could completely override individual freedoms. A natural reaction was to swing to the opposite extreme, defining liberty solely as noninterference—ignoring the self-governing roots of freedom and overlooking how other forms of power, like poverty or the threat of hunger, can strip choice of any real meaning. Hence, Jeremy Bentham’s liberalism makes no appeal to capacities of individuals to exercise their freedom or the political preconditions of that freedom.

John Stuart Mill’s On Liberty followed Bentham, as well as Alexis de Tocqueville. Tocqueville’s most original observation was how a community’s consensus, even if dressed up in democratic garb, could stifle freedom. Tocqueville spent a lot of time on this in the second volume of Democracy in America. In his subsequent analysis of the French Revolution, he also worried about revolutionary zeal killing freedoms.

John Locke’s earlier work, linking freedoms to property rights and economic choices, was also foundational here. Popular sovereignty and political participation were central to Locke’s thinking, but he derived these from notions of natural liberties, contractarian ideas, and principles of noninterference—perhaps because these were the least controversial places to counter authoritarian conceptions, such as the divine right of kings, that were paramount at the time he was writing.

Noninterference received a big boost from Adam Smith’s powerful arguments in The Wealth of Nations. Smith’s philosophy was rich and certainly not oblivious to the importance of community and considerations of the common good, as I have already noted. He argued in his other monumental work, The Theory of Moral Sentiments, that “the wise and virtuous man is at all times willing that his own private interest should be sacrificed to the public interest of his own particular order or society.”

Smith’s brilliant insight in The Wealth of Nations was to anticipate that economic liberty (people pursuing their own economic interests without interference), when coupled with competitive markets, would lead to the common good. There was an “invisible hand” of the market that could turn selfishness into a servant of the common good. In his words:


It is not from the benevolence of the butcher, the brewer, or the baker, that we expect our dinner, but from their regard to their own interest. We address ourselves, not to their humanity but to their self-love, and never talk to them of our own necessities but of their advantages. Nobody but a beggar chuses to depend chiefly upon the benevolence of his fellowcitizens.



Thus, Smith was, at one fell swoop, proposing a free lunch: Noninterference in economic decisions would both deliver good economic outcomes and remain faithful to liberty and social values. Or put differently, the common good would result from “allowing every man to pursue his own interest his own way upon the liberal plan of equality, liberty and justice” (italics in the original). Hence, provided that markets were competitive and there were reliable legal institutions, people rarely needed to depart from their interests—with economic noninterference and competitive markets, their actions would already serve the common good.

In describing Smith’s invisible hand, I use the word “anticipated” deliberately: Smith offered no rigorous proof for his claims. What he had were powerful intuitions and a wealth of keen observations. A more thorough exploration of these ideas would have to wait for later economic thinkers, starting with the French mathematician Léon Walras in the nineteenth century, and then Gerard Debreu and Kenneth Arrow in the twentieth. These economists established what is now known as the “first welfare theorem.”

This theorem starts with a number of premises—that individuals are selfish but rational (capable of making calculations about their self-interest), markets are competitive (no monopoly), information is perfect (nobody is fooled by prices or the quality of goods that they are offered), and there are no “externalities” (people’s actions create neither negative nor positive effects on others that do not work through markets). Under these assumptions, the theorem establishes that selfishness of all participants (firms and individual consumers alike) leads to a competitive equilibrium with desirable social properties. In particular, in a competitive equilibrium, you can’t make anybody better off without making somebody else worse off. Hence, in some sense, society is doing as well as it can from a welfare perspective. This is what Smith’s invisible hand delivered.

The first welfare theorem was a gift to the philosophy of noninterference. It wasn’t just Locke, Bentham, and Mill’s normative vision backing this approach. Economic theory now seemed to supply the hard logic behind it. Any government meddling in business decisions risked undermining the theorem’s elegant mechanics. Even aid to the poor became suspect, for fear it might distort incentives. After all, why extend a helping hand when the invisible one was already on the job?

The trouble is that, like most elegant theories, the first welfare theorem and the magic of the invisible hand rest on strong assumptions. And these assumptions are no more compelling than any other justification for noninterference. Communities are about mutual regard, not just self-interest. Monopolies are everywhere, and most forms of experimentation and learning in community generate externalities—whenever your knowledge contributes to my own understanding, this is a type of externality. Additionally, as we saw in chapter 1, incomplete and unreliable information about new goods and services was a key stumbling block for the market economy early on—and it’s no different today.

It isn’t just its empirical foundations that are problematic; the first welfare theorem is not as strong as it might first appear. For example, an allocation in which a small group of aristocrats enjoy all the benefits while everybody else starves isn’t inconsistent with the first welfare theorem—since reducing starvation may involve making some aristocrats a little less well-off.

So, while the case for noninterference drawn from Smith’s work is elegant—even captivating—it doesn’t settle the debate. What tipped the scales in favor of noninterference was something else entirely.

Smith’s ideas were of their time and for their time. Support for liberties in Britain was entangled with middle classes and industrialists striving for economic success. Many in Britain were worried about the conditions and the moral fiber of the poor—what was sometimes termed the “Condition-of-England question,” as articulated by the conservative Victorian-era Scottish writer Thomas Carlyle. These concerns were real but often not powerful enough to make the middle classes support political reform or large-scale redistribution as a way of improving the economic and social conditions of the lower classes. Even extending voting rights to people who did not hold property seemed a dangerously radical step to many Brits and certainly to Carlyle, who described such efforts as “the bitter discontent grown fierce and mad, the wrong condition therefore or the wrong disposition, of the Working Classes of England.”

Nondomination and self-government for the working classes would have been the furthest thing from the minds of Victorian elites and middle classes. Classical liberalism was thus synergistic with British political economy in the nineteenth century. “Political economy” here refers to arguments about who wins and who loses from societal and economic choices, how the politically powerful influence these choices for their benefit, and how political power is accumulated and exercised and by whom. Political economy factors play a major role in the successes and failures of liberalism, as we’ll see.




Nondomination Versus Noninterference


Let us dive a little deeper into why classical liberals shied away from nondomination and opted for noninterference as their notion of freedom. Recall that nondomination calls for the capacity to undertake free actions and try new things without being subject to the arbitrary power of any person, norm, or institution. Noninterference concerns itself only with the removal of explicit barriers, as highlighted by classical liberals’ and Hayek’s philosophy as well as Berlin’s emphasis on negative liberties.

This distinction explains why, despite some parallels between Hayek’s philosophy and the premises I used to justify liberalism in chapter 2, Hayek and I end up in quite different places regarding several key features of liberalism.

Classical liberals’, Hayek’s, and my arguments share a basic core, encapsulated by this quote at the start of one of Hayek’s chapters of The Constitution of Liberty, often attributed to Oliver Cromwell: “Man never mounts higher than when he knows not where he is going.” Liberalism is about exploration, experimentation, and freedom to do new, unconventional things.

Like classical liberals, Hayek emphasized the importance of limiting coercion to enable individual choice and flourishing. He defined coercion as “when one man’s actions are made to serve another man’s will, not for his own but for the other’s purpose.” This definition is broad enough to include the kinds of domination that happen merely with the threat of coercion or economic domination.

But Hayek concluded from these principles that the biggest threat to freedom is from state intervention and from the administrative state—especially in his influential book The Road to Serfdom. Hayek believed this for several reasons.

The first is that Hayek did not link his ideas to the notion of nondomination and thus to issues of self-government. Rather, he saw them as an affirmation of the classical liberal tradition’s emphasis on noninterference, and he remained suspicious of democratic processes. Consequently, like other classical liberals, Hayek did not recognize that certain capacities were essential for trying new things and that significant inequalities and inability to engage in self-government could be major impediments to true freedom.

Second, Hayek, again like classical liberals, was (rightly) worried about redistribution or interventions distorting incentives and discouraging new economic activity. But such worries should not have favored noninterference over nondomination. As I have already argued, nondomination does not dictate simple solutions but provides a framework for understanding and navigating the trade-offs we face. For example, how much state intervention should be tolerated in the economic activities of citizens so that others can have more resources to engage in their own free experimentation is a decision that comes with costs and benefits, and it should be decided by a society’s own deliberative process. Hayek’s strong case for noninterference thus amounted to making this choice on the basis of some overarching principles.

Third, Hayek observed that rules imposed by an administrative state could easily metamorphose into strictures and were, in any case, unlikely to lead to proper experimentation, even if the administrative approach was “scientific.” This is why he was so emphatic about adopting a broader notion of collective knowledge. Yet he did not note the possibility that a very unequal distribution of economic power and opportunities could also lead to similarly adverse consequences for the accumulation of both scientific and social knowledge.

Finally, Hayek was writing during—and in some sense in reaction to—a time when the administrative state was rapidly building strength and the progressive liberal agenda was promoting some highly interventionist notions. Today, the administrative state and (some of) these notions have become an integral part of our lives. In a way, we have learned to live with them and may be in a better position to recognize their costs as well as their benefits. This does not invalidate Hayek’s concerns, but it does enable us to take a more nuanced position than his outright rejection. We know that the administrative state is necessary and will be around and thus needs to be made consistent with basic liberties. Our societal choices should be based on trade-offs that recognize the benefits and costs of this administrative state.

The bottom line is that neither Hayek’s arguments nor core liberal principles justify noninterference in preference to nondomination. Sure, redistribution and intervention distort incentives, but this is just another factor to weigh when evaluating trade-offs. The administrative state can be stultifying, but when structured within the institutions and values of a liberal society, it can also facilitate nondomination and experimentation. Progressive ideas can lead to excessive intervention, but that doesn’t mean that we should let the pendulum swing too far to the other side and ignore the reality of nondomination. Nor is there any reason for divorcing freedom from self-government.



From these philosophical considerations, we are again back to the same opposing camps advocating for liberty. One corner champions a more progressive understanding of liberty, conceptualizing social freedom quite differently from what an individual may want to do independently. These ideas require the state (or elites or activists or some other political process) to decide, enable, and build that freedom, often supported by a deontological principle (as Kant did) or a social contract (as in Rousseau). In another corner, we have the classical liberal tradition, which is all about noninterference, arguably the opposite of the progressive notion of liberty. The third corner is nondomination—requiring that no person, norm, or institution should have the ability to dominate others, and individuals and communities should have the capacity for self-government.

One deceptively attractive aspect of both progressive and classical ideas on liberty is that they do not confront trade-offs centrally. In the former, the general will knows what to do. In the latter, we could define the individual’s private sphere and enshrine noninterference for all choices within this sphere. Trade-offs like the extent of taxation or limits on some people using their wealth to dominate others’ choices are not centrally confronted.

Trade-offs go beyond economic questions. Even if Adam Smith’s invisible hand applied to the economic domain, liberalism is a set of values, and like all ideologies, it imposes its values on people and communities—for example, those of tolerance and education, as I discuss in chapter 5. Hence, liberalism has always had to contend with—and will have to contend with—resistance from those who culturally oppose liberal practices as well as from those who lose out economically from the application of liberal ideas. These two themes will play a central role in my account of the successes and the subsequent crisis of liberalism.




“Freedom from Economic Servitude”


Despite the rise of noninterference ideas and progressive conceptions of liberalism, sensibilities associated with nondomination did not simply evaporate. People who worried about creating a better environment for individuals or a better foundation for communities gravitated toward republican ideas, even if they did not typically emphasize their historical and intellectual origins. William Beveridge, a self-described liberal and architect of the British welfare state, powerfully argued that noninterference wasn’t enough if poverty, squalor, and destitution still persisted. Liberty required “freedom from economic servitude,” as Beveridge’s quote in the epigraph emphasizes. It was out of these ideas that he provided the template for postwar reforms such as universal free health care, unemployment insurance, sick pay, pensions, and a minimum wage. These were then embraced and put into practice by the Labour government that people elected on the basis of its promise to build a welfare state.

Ideas related to nondomination also became the implicit organizing agenda of social democratic politics in Scandinavia, after their worker parties abandoned Marxism, and for parts of Franklin Delano Roosevelt’s policies (see chapters 4 and 7).

As we will see in the next chapter, liberalism based on nondomination led to the most spectacular successes in terms of shared prosperity, democracy, and freedoms. From Scandinavia to the rest of continental Europe and the United States, when people wanted to make liberal democracy live up to its promises—shared prosperity, effective public goods provision, and voice for the people—they didn’t depend solely on noninterference. They had to mix in some nondomination.

But what if, instead of nondomination, they went to full-throated social freedoms and general will? They did that, too. For example, the Bolshevik Revolution claimed to be supporting the common good while implementing the mandates of the true general will, as Marx and Engels laid out in The Communist Manifesto. The result? Let’s just say it didn’t work out too well. But the temptation remained, and as I argue in chapter 8, other agendas motivated by versions of the general will, including social engineering, aren’t entirely different.



We have now come full circle. Building useful collective knowledge both in science and in our social lives requires a form of nondomination, and these ideals cannot be met by a vague appeal to the general will or by strict adherence to noninterference. Remaking liberalism requires both a philosophical foundation and a practical blueprint for nondomination. This nondomination should also be fused with self-government at the community level.

Liberalism has failed because it has departed from these principles and veered toward Rousseau-style progressivism based on the conceit of social contract. Remaking liberalism is essential if we are to avoid embracing abhorrent authoritarian alternatives. This is, at once, a philosophical challenge and a practical one.

But how can liberalism replicate what Ireland achieved on the question of abortion and become accepted by different communities with different values and priorities? To address this question, it is useful to understand where support for, and resistance to, liberalism often comes from.




Who Is Afraid of Liberty?


A lot of people, it turns out. Even in tight-knit communities, there are bound to be very different social and cultural preferences. It’s naive to expect that any social arrangement could get everybody’s wholehearted support.

Even more fundamentally, there are political economy reasons to resist liberalism, as there are to resist democracy.

Take the problem of the Levant Company, which was granted a monopoly for trade with the Ottoman Empire and the Middle East throughout the seventeenth century in England. The company prospered and at its peak commanded a fleet of over one hundred ships. In 1661, it was granted the ability to make laws pertaining to Mediterranean and Ottoman trade. It could set tariffs, as well as its own prices, and use force to settle disputes. Like all monopolies, the Levant Company increased prices and hogged lucrative opportunities. Why not give others the freedom to compete with the company? If its monopoly had been broken up, English consumers and rival firms would have benefited. Yet it was only in 1825 that the company was finally disbanded. The explanation for the company’s remarkable durability lies in political economy: The company’s powerful merchants and governors, who stood to lose their attractive profits, were allied with politicians who wielded even more considerable influence. Simply put, a political system that benefited from its existence would not disband the company. It is for similar reasons that political economy will be crucial to the future of liberalism as well.

There have been many efforts to bypass political economy in discussions of liberalism or democracy. Perhaps the most well-known is “modernization theory,” which claims that democratic and liberal values naturally flower as societies become more prosperous and educated. In the words of the political scientist Samuel Huntington, “Becoming a modern society is about industrialization, urbanization, and rising levels of literacy, education, and wealth.” Let this process happen, and democracy and liberal sensibilities will follow.

It was this theory that underpinned the common belief in the 2000s that Chinese institutions and culture would become more like those of the West as the country developed economically. Modernization theory was instrumental in forming and bolstering the policies that welcomed China as an emerging power into the world trading system on favorable terms and allowed the rapid transfer of technology thereto. President George W. Bush was channeling modernization theory when he said: “Economic freedom creates habits of liberty. And habits of liberty create expectations of democracy. . . . Trade freely with China, and time is on our side.”

Of course, China did become much richer and more educated, but no more democratic. It is arguably less liberal today than it was in the 2000s, with many more restrictions on speech, media, universities, and civil society. Likewise, it is unlikely that Saudi Arabia or Kuwait will turn into liberal democracies as they become wealthier due to higher oil prices.

Systematic statistical analysis corroborates these examples, showing no evidence that economic growth makes democracies more likely to emerge or survive. Rather, as I discuss in the next chapter, causality runs the other way around, with democracy influencing economic growth. There is no free lunch—free of politics—when it comes to the origins of and support for liberalism and democracy.

Political economy is also part of the reason why democracy is often in peril. Although democracies perform better than autocracies, especially for the less well-off members of society (more on this in chapter 4), democratic institutions are in constant danger, as we know only too well from recent events. Autocracies benefit autocrats and their allies, and weakening democratic norms creates corruption or power-grabbing opportunities for other influential actors.

That’s not all. Liberalism always creates cultural tensions, because it alters norms and institutions, even when it is fully respectful of the traditions and priorities of different communities—and it sometimes spectacularly fails in paying such respect. We have also seen democracies lose public support if they do not live up to the aspirations they raise and the pledges they make. So there is a social as well as a political economy reason why, from time to time, societies turn to nondemocratic alternatives. If you live by promises of betterment, then you are likely to die by such promises—or their breaking.

In sum, the experimentation and dissent that liberalism creates are not to everybody’s taste, and political economy and social considerations may abate the enthusiasm for liberalism. This makes it all the more critical for liberalism to be built on a societal agreement—a social compact—rather than defining itself as a set of values that is obviously right and is condoned by some general will or a hypothetical social contract.




Social Compact for Liberalism


What would a social compact for liberalism look like? I’m using the term “social compact” to emphasize that this shouldn’t be justified by an appeal to a social contract that imposes general ethical principles. The basic idea is simple: A social compact for liberalism shouldn’t be based on the conceit of presumed agreement in the context of a hypothetical social contract or behind a veil of ignorance.

What is the alternative, then? My answer is that a practical social compact should leverage self-government and get buy-in from a significant fraction of the communities making up a society. As the Irish aspired to, a practical social compact should be an “exercise in deliberative democracy” with an acceptance of basic liberal values. “Buy-in” doesn’t mean a unanimous agreement, which is neither realistic nor desirable (recall that social learning thrives on variation of viewpoints and approaches). Rather, it should mean that a majority of the people in a society are willing to abide by the principles and institutions of liberalism. What a “significant fraction” should be is something we have to discuss and debate, but realistically, it cannot be 95 percent of all communities or all citizens, and it cannot merely be a plurality.

In the spirit of David Hume’s quote at the beginning of this chapter, we should approach such things with humility—recognizing our ignorance and fallibility—rather than seeking some ironclad principles. The details of how to secure such buy-in are not fully clear, and will not be unless one experiments with different ways of achieving it (there again, experimentation!). Of course, experimentation itself can be problematic. Does it involve just experimenting with ways of getting consent from different communities for what is done at the national level? At the local level? Just information exchange? Or does it also involve experimenting in such a way that certain practices and values are imposed on communities despite backlash in the short run in order to find out how these reactions will evolve? No free lunch!

One factor is important in building buy-in for a social compact. Political economy considerations notwithstanding, the shared understanding and mutual regard that local and national communities inculcate can bolster cooperation. They can convince people to deviate from their strict self-interest and respond to arguments about the common good. People don’t need to be behind a veil of ignorance to accept some sacrifice for the common good or to help those who are suffering.

In the Irish referendum, it was such arguments based on shared moral principles that convinced a significant majority of the population that the abortion ban, which was not just cruel but dangerous in cases of unwanted pregnancies, should be repealed. In the United States, the federal recognition of same-sex marriage with the Respect for Marriage Act, signed into law in 2022, was the end point of a similar journey. Same-sex marriage was deliberated and received support from people with different backgrounds and ideologies, starting with 2012 referenda in Maine, Maryland, and Washington, once the case for gay marriage was articulated. From there, other states passed similar laws, culminating in the Respect for Marriage Act.

Shared moral principles, such as providing the same opportunities to gay couples that straight couples enjoy, are critical for this type of cooperation. One can conceive of the role of political philosophy—including ideas based on treating others as we would want them to treat us, or contractarian arguments, especially those based on liberal principles like John Rawls’s—as providing input into building such principles via debate and deliberation. These moral principles can then construct the framework through which further deliberations and agreements on the main outlines of a social compact take place. Liberalism has an advantage in such deliberations, because, as I argued in chapter 2, it has a veritable claim to generate better means for society to achieve its objectives.

Note that community and self-government play important roles in this process, as the Irish referendum underscores. Shared moral principles are more likely to emerge when people see themselves as having agency in choosing such principles and when they feel that they are part of both local communities and a broader shared identity.

In turn, a shared identity can be rooted in notions of belonging to a higher-level entity, such as citizenship in a republic, or some type of patriotism. In contrast, identities that divide a nation into conflicting and noncompromising parts would make shared moral stances and agreement on a social compact very difficult or impossible.

The reference to a republic is important in this context. While autocratic governments can sometimes inculcate strong nationalist feelings, these do not bring diverse communities together. Nor do they serve liberal ideals.

In sum, if local community dynamics are consistent with communication and empathy with other communities and a higher-level shared understanding, then they can support compromise and the adoption of policies consistent with some basic moral principles. Political philosophy, and especially liberal philosophy, could become a guide for constructing such moral principles and deliberating about them.

The approach to policy that these considerations suggest should go along the following lines: Start with a commitment to soft communitarian aspects of liberalism, so that communities are confident about being heard and being able to participate in self-government to the extent possible; always explain the justifications for the proposed policies and more broadly for liberal principles, including those concerning the building of collective knowledge both for technical and social matters; whenever possible, articulate this case based on the common good (but without using this as an excuse for policies that favor one group over others); seek compromise with different communities on the basis of this common good; prioritize economic growth and the building of institutions for sharing economic growth, so that most communities can receive tangible benefits from the liberal agenda; always remain open to criticisms and different perspectives; always note and take seriously objections; and to the extent possible, incorporate feasible suggestions and amendments so that the commitment to soft communitarianism means something.

How these elements can be fused together and the trade-offs navigated should not be viewed as being cast in stone. Liberalism, as I have already emphasized, should be humble and understood as a framework for supporting freedoms, building collective knowledge, and navigating various trade-offs, rather than as a precise set of rules that can be easily applied in all cases.

I have stressed the importance of experimentation for social adaptation—how different individuals and communities with different values can live with one another and with our evolving institutions and technologies. It should be no different for liberalism itself. The trade-offs between the communitarian elements of liberalism and protections for individual rights and for the disadvantaged should be decided by a process of self-government, taking into account the implications for collective knowledge and for other priorities. Here, too, humility is central, and liberalism has to learn from different choices and experiments by communities.

The principles I advocate in this chapter are not just philosophy. We’ll see next that the liberal democracy that succeeded across a range of metrics over the last two hundred years bore the hallmarks I described here—based on nondomination, self-government, community, and deliberation, rather than top-down social engineering.







Chapter 4 Liberal Success



But most of all, the Great Society is not a safe harbor, a resting place, a final objective, a finished work. It is a challenge constantly renewed, beckoning us toward a destiny where the meaning of our lives matches the marvelous products of our labor.

—Lyndon B. Johnson

As liberty consists only in being subject to no man’s will, and nothing denotes a Slave but a dependence on the will of another; if there be no other Law in a Kingdom than the will of a Prince, there is no such thing as Liberty.

—Algernon Sidney



Amid the sweltering Alabama heat in July 1917, Lowndes Adams wrote to his friend Mershell Cunningham Graham in Detroit, “I am sick and tired of this blooming place,” citing that “slavery is still existing in the South.” But in Detroit, Adams volunteered, “you can breathe a little freedom.” He was right.

Born to former slaves sometime around 1888 in rural Alabama, Mershell had bleak prospects from the get-go. He seemed destined for a life of poverty, backbreaking sharecropping work, constant harassment, and even violence. Mershell dropped out of school after the eighth grade and would later have to teach himself to read.

But Mershell’s life was soon transformed. Recruiters from the Ford Motor Company came to Alabama, telling young men like Mershell: “If you come to Detroit, we’ve got jobs for you.” They enticed laborers by offering transport and jobs: “Anybody who’s here at 4 o’clock on the train going to Detroit, we have a ticket for you and we’ll get you settled up north.” Mershell was “so anxious to get out” that right away “he went home, packed his bags . . . got on the train.”

Ford was looking for unskilled workers to fill the many positions that were opening up as the company was expanding production and taking the first steps toward mass production. In the words of Mershell’s granddaughter, “The factories were always working, people were working double shifts. . . . That allowed for a very middle-class existence for people who were working at those very difficult jobs.” Mershell started as a machinist and never looked back. He stayed at Ford for all of his working life.

Mershell joined the middle class in part due to liberalism’s success—in creating an economic environment in which industries could use new technologies and expand and would pay decent wages to recruit workers, even those with little education. Ford’s decision to offer high wages—instead of squeezing workers—grew out of the very society liberalism was building: a system in which labor possessed a voice, enjoyed legal rights, and operated under the watchful eye of democratic oversight (even if achieving this was a lengthy and circuitous process in the U.S.).

This turn of fate would echo across generations. Mershell’s daughter was able to attend decent public schools in Detroit and subsequently Wayne State University. She became a teacher, an occupation that was expanding as public investment in schooling increased.

Mershell’s granddaughter, Pearl Cleage, also attended public schools in Detroit, including an all-Black high school, which she later described as “wonderful.” It prepared her for college with advanced courses and inspiring teachers. She graduated from Howard University, one of a handful of institutions that aimed to promote social mobility for Black Americans. Pearl loved writing plays. With the growth of privately and publicly funded programs promoting arts and culture, she became a world-famous playwright and a teacher.

The arc of Mershell’s and Pearl’s lives—and thousands of others like theirs that transpired in the decades before and after World War II—would have been unthinkable without the economy and institutions that liberalism built.



As political philosophies go, liberalism is arguably the one that has had the most positive effects on human well-being and flourishing. This chapter, like Mershell’s life, tells this story.

There are six main categories of successes of liberalism in history, which I will take up in sequence in the rest of the chapter:


	Individual freedoms: Liberalism promoted basic freedoms, so that at least some individuals could express thoughts and make social and economic choices freely.

	Self- government: Constrained governments and practices of self-government emerged out of the political economy and ideas of liberalism, so that political power was recognized as resting with the people and laws that they make, and not being completely delegated to a ruler. Those in power, be they monarchs or elected representatives, were considered to be ruling on behalf of the people. They were therefore subject to institutional and legal constraints and had to contend with people’s participation in politics.

	Public services: Liberalism enabled the rise of capable governments, which used some of their power to provide public services, socially useful law enforcement, and a safety net.

	Imagining an end to subjugation: The initiation of the process of liberation for previously subjugated people, including slaves, women, and citizens of nations colonized by Europeans, was, even if delayed, an outgrowth of liberal ideas.

	Liberal science: Scientific progress—rapid improvements in scientific knowledge, undergirded by practices to verify and spread that information reliably—was enabled by liberal ideas and institutions.

	Gifts of mass production: Liberalism bolstered the twentiethcentury industrial compact, whereby economic growth was coupled with shared prosperity and noticeable improvements in the lot of regular people like Mershell. His story is about markets but also about institutions that created a modicum of a level playing field.



I do not mean to suggest that liberalism—and its institutional counterpart, liberal democracy—came close to solving all problems; there is still much more to be done on each of these issues. Nevertheless, the spectacular and broadly shared economic growth, coupled with democratic governance and expanding individual rights in almost the entire industrialized world in the three decades following World War II, was historically unparalleled. This growth experience, as well as the other elements of success listed above, was built on liberal ideas, particularly those associated with nondomination, and a political economy that supported them.



Individual Freedoms


The notion that an individual should be free in making his or her choices, even with the weaker notion of noninterference, would not have occurred to many who lived in the millennium after the collapse of the Roman Republic. While the Roman Empire, which followed the republic, preserved the talk of liberty, gone were the days when one could truly defend—as Cicero did—citizen rights, freedoms, and duties of self-government.

Then things got even worse. Even the most basic aspects of freedom were hard to come by in medieval Europe—and were rarer still in China or the Middle East.

Jan Hus, an impressive theologian who anticipated many of the ideas of Martin Luther and tried to use them to reform the church, was lured by church leadership to the Council of Constance in 1415 (convened to address various heresies and the multiple claims to the papacy) with the promise of getting a hearing. He was duly arrested and executed. The Council of Constance also ordered John Wycliffe, an earlier, deceased critic of the church whose ideas influenced both Hus and Luther, to be exhumed and his remains, together with his books and other possessions, to be burned.

William Tyndale, an outspoken scholar who translated the New Testament to English from the Hebrew and Greek texts for the first time, was executed by strangulation for heresy in 1536 near Brussels. He had previously been forced to flee England because of his disagreement with the annulment of Henry VIII’s marriage.

Wycliffe, Hus, and Tyndale were no exceptions. The number of people executed and killed in battles due to the charge of heresy in the Middle Ages was at least in the tens of millions.

Economic freedoms were equally circumscribed. Most of Europe was divided into different classes of people, and each had their role, imposed on them by norms and, if necessary, force. English social life and hierarchy fit this mold. The clergyman William Harrison stated categorically in his Description of England in 1577 that “we in England divide our people commonlie into foure sorts,” distinguishing the aristocracy, the middle classes, freeholders of land, and laborers.

The first category, “the gentlemen,” included those “whome their race and blood or at least the vertues doo make noble and knowne.” The middle class was a broad category, including city dwellers of very different occupations (and there were often impregnable boundaries between these occupations). The third were freeholders of land or “yeomen,” who had greater prominence and social status because of their property holdings. The fourth included all sorts of laborers, servants, landless peasants, husband-men, and others, who had, according to Harrison, “neither voice nor authoritie in the common wealthe, but are to be ruled and not to rule other.” These different sorts were highly stratified, with a clear sense of who was superior and who was inferior. They obviously had very different lifestyles, but also different manners of dress, different ways they expected to be addressed, and distinct seats reserved for them at church.

Giving freedoms of any sort to common men and women would have been the furthest thing from the minds of the gentlemen, one of whom described these common people as “a Beast with many heads” and “always apt to rebel and mutiny . . . on the least occasion.” Better to keep them under firm grip. And many of England’s institutions did just that. Even aid to the poor was a method of social control and was to be given only “on terms which explicitly enjoined behaviour in strict conformity to the mores of the ratepayers.” This wasn’t simply because the prosperous ratepayers (taxpayers) wanted to avoid mutiny. It was also because they were convinced that horrid social consequences would follow from any freedoms given to the poor, who were “guilty of excessive drinkinge, profane swearing, pilfering and other scandalous crimes or are Vagrants or are Idle Persons.”

Nobody in the sixteenth century would have thought that liberty was the manifest destiny of the English—or the European people.

By the eighteenth century, however, there was much talk of freedoms in North America, England, and Europe, in large part due to the spread of liberal ideas. As early as the middle of the seventeenth century, Colonel Thomas Rainsborough, a commander in Parliament’s New Model Army during the English Civil War and a representative of the Levellers, claimed: “I do not find anything in the Law of God that the lord shall choose twenty burgesses, and a gentleman but two, or a poor man shall choose none.”

Thinkers as varied as Richard Price, Francis Hutcheson, Adam Ferguson, David Hume, Adam Smith, and Thomas Paine took it almost as axiomatic that some form of individual freedom was desirable, even if their ideas and conclusions differed on details.

The American Revolution’s notions of liberty derived from the same sources. Many of the influential figures of the era viewed ancient Greek and Roman thinkers as their teachers and avidly read English republican texts, such as those by Algernon Sidney, mixed with the writings of Locke and Montesquieu. This informed the Declaration of Independence’s reference to “certain unalienable Rights.”

The French Revolution had many causes, many facets, and even more consequences, but most participants did genuinely believe that it was about “liberty, equality, and fraternity.” The first article of the Declaration of the Rights of Man and of the Citizen, clearly influenced by the American Declaration of Independence, was even more eloquent: “Men are born and remain free and equal in rights.”

It would be an exaggeration to say that people in Europe and the United States suddenly had plenty of liberty in their personal or economic lives. It would definitely be a fantasy to believe that common laborers had any meaningful freedoms—certainly if freedom is interpreted according to the notion of nondomination. Yet the extent to which such freedoms were recognized, and sometimes even practiced, was still remarkable by the historical standard of the Middle Ages.

The evolution of the economic order and the resulting changes in politics enabled this increase in liberty. Without the undoing of feudal bonds and the tight norms of rural life, and without the emboldening of commercial and industrial interests, such liberty would have been impossible.

The opening of trade routes to Asia after the rounding of the southern tip of Africa, the Cape of Good Hope, by the Portuguese explorer Bartolomeu Dias in 1487 and the discovery of sea passages to the New World fundamentally altered politics in Europe, especially in England and the Netherlands. In England, for example, because this Atlantic trade was not yet fully monopolized by the monarchy, its rise enriched independent merchants and their domestic allies, who were already in conflict with the crown over issues of taxation and government-granted monopolies. Merchants and overseas colonial interests then pushed for greater individual freedoms (even if mostly for themselves, not for everyone) and unleashed a series of institutional changes bolstering such freedoms.

Acceptance of the desirability and feasibility of freedom was also a success of liberalism. People like Jefferson and Madison, who penned the Declaration of Independence and the Bill of Rights in America, and the deputies of the National Constituent Assembly in France were influenced by liberalism. So were many in the middle classes who were receptive to their message.




Self- Government


Early attempts in the broad direction of individual freedoms, popular sovereignty, and a little bit of political equality in ancient Athens, the Roman Republic, and the Italian city-states during the Renaissance were commingled with nascent ideas from my corner of the liberal tent. We have already seen the early Roman origins of the notion of nondomination and its dependence on citizens taking part in making the laws that would apply to them.

Many of the liberal thinkers of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries thought that individual freedoms and politics more generally ought to be based on a government of laws, backed up by self-government by the people and built on political equality and popular sovereignty. Richard Rumbold, a soldier on the parliamentary side in the English Civil War, later executed for his radical activities, got to the heart of this:


I never could believe that Providence had sent a few men into the world, ready booted and spurred to ride, and millions ready saddled and bridled to be ridden.



The idea of popular sovereignty was most famously articulated and defended by John Locke. As Locke put it, “freedom of men under government is . . . common to every one of that society, and made by the legislative power erected in it. A liberty to follow my own will in all things where the rule prescribes not, not to be subject to the inconstant, uncertain, unknown, arbitrary will of another man.”

“Life, liberty and estate” and their defense “against the injuries and attempts of other men” were critical, Locke argued. All of this had to be undergirded by self-government, as Locke understood when he stated: “No one can be . . . subjected to the political power of another, without his own consent.”

It is noteworthy—and consistent with my interpretation of the central role of self-government—that England’s establishment of a government of laws predated the flourishing of individual liberties. A government of laws, in turn, was brought about by similar political economy forces: the disappearance of feudal bonds and the strengthening of independent merchant interests, especially with the rise of Atlantic trade.

The first step in the political economy of English self-government was the Civil War of 1642–51, but the establishment of a nonmonarchical, law-based government in that context was at best short-lived. The leader of the parliamentary side in the Civil War, Oliver Cromwell, quickly declared himself lord protector after the war and ruled with dictatorial powers until his death. The constitutional government that emerged after the Glorious Revolution of 1688–89 was more important for the emergence of self-government, even if it did not live up to anything like equality before the law or broad-based political participation and soon made way for a Whig oligarchy of sorts that persisted for much of the eighteenth century.

All the same, these experiments with self-government paved the way for more audacious attempts, including in North America, where a major impetus for the uprising against the British was colonists’ belief that they had the right to live by laws. This was also the crux of the idea of “no taxation without representation” and thus the American Revolution. Joseph Priestley captured the essence of this issue and the American rebels’ perspective when he stated:


By the same power, by which the people of England can compel them to pay one penny, they may compel them to pay the last penny they have. There will be nothing but arbitrary imposition on the one side, and humble petition on the other.



In other words, the problem wasn’t that the tea tax (of three pence per pound) was high or onerous. Rather, the imposition of the tax without their consent infringed on the colonists’ freedom. It will not escape the reader’s notice that this philosophical stance is very close to that embedded in the notion of nondomination: Self-government is critical so that nobody can exercise arbitrary power over others. The tea tax was so incendiary to American colonists because it was a repudiation of the notion of a government of laws, made by self-governing people.

The same ideas made their way to the French Revolution. The second article of the Declaration of the Rights of Man and of the Citizen read:


The aim of every political association is the preservation of the natural and imprescriptible rights of Man. These rights are Liberty, Property, Safety and Resistance to Oppression.



The emergence of a government of laws wasn’t just about the balance of power between different sides in England and France. This process was heavily influenced by liberal notions of individual freedoms and nondomination. Liberal ideas were foundational to the constitutional monarchy that emerged in the Glorious Revolution, to the American Constitution and Bill of Rights, to the French Revolution, and to the expansions of democracy in Britain starting after 1832. Those who drafted the key documents, those who inspired the drafters, and the many more who supported them all believed in some version of liberalism. The role of such liberal ideas is visible in what John Adams wrote in a letter to Jefferson:


What do We mean by the Revolution? The War? That was no part of the Revolution. It was only an Effect and Consequence of it. The Revolution was in the Minds of the People, and this was effected, from 1760 to 1775, in the course of fifteen Years before a drop of blood was drawn at Lexington.



To say that a government of laws would not have emerged without liberalism would not be an overstatement. But equally, the story of liberalism cannot be told without democracy—and vice versa.



In fact, throughout the last three hundred years, liberalism’s travails were interwoven with the struggle for democracy. This is not to deny the tensions between democracy and liberalism that were so important for Tocqueville and Mill. All the same, as I have already emphasized, for the liberties being upheld to have their full influence on experimentation and discovery of new knowledge, we must think of them as nondomination, including a degree of self-government. Hence, democracy can never be too far from liberty, as Richard Price put it plainly in 1778:


Liberty, therefore, is too imperfectly defined when it is said to be “a government of laws and not by men.” If the laws are made by one man, or a junto of men in a state, and not by common consent, a government by them is not different from slavery.



Consistent with this interpretation, liberalism’s successes in history are intermingled with democracy. Democracy, not as an absolute ideal but as a process, cannot be separated from the type of economic growth that the United States and a number of European nations have experienced. Britain’s economic growth in the nineteenth century would not have taken the form it did, had it not been for the slow march of democratization that started in 1832 with the First Reform Act. French and German industrialization would likely not have overcome many of the barriers that were so apparent in the eighteenth century, had it not been for the destruction of the foundations of the ancien régime in both countries spurred by the French Revolution.

In the nineteenth century, illiberal, absolutist European nations such as the Habsburg and Russian Empires resisted industrial technology, railways, and reforms that expanded the market. They lagged in economic growth and maintained deep inequalities, especially in their backward agricultural sectors. Nations that reformed feudal relations and introduced a modicum of democratic participation based on liberal ideas of nondomination were much more likely to industrialize and increase prosperity, both for elites and workers.

We see a similar pattern throughout the twentieth century. Democracy is nowadays much maligned, in part because it has not quite lived up to its promises. It is natural for many people to blame it—and liberal democracy in particular—when they see China rapidly build modern infrastructure while the United States is bogged down by intrusive laws, interest groups, and activists.

Yet the evidence is clear. Democracy for the last seventy years has not just been the harbinger of basic liberties—including individual freedoms, human rights, the right to participate in politics and express opinions, and greater economic freedoms. It has also brought better economic outcomes.

Countries that democratize tend to increase their average income per capita by about 20 percent in the next twenty-five years relative to their trend growth before democratization. The same pattern is true when one focuses on countries that switch to democracy because of regional political waves, such as the collapse of military dictatorships in Latin America from the 1980s onward. Looking at regional waves is useful, because one might worry that countries that democratize are somehow different from those that remain in autocracy, and focusing on their performance relative to nondemocracies might be like comparing apples to oranges. Instead, those caught up in regional waves often have induced switches to democracy without planning or preparation. Systematic analysis of the data shows that such induced democratic experiments do quite well compared to their former autocratic regimes as well.

Overall, democracies grow faster, invest more in health and education (especially for the less well-off), provide more public services, and are more likely to pass reforms that foster economic competition. Educational outcomes improve and infant mortality declines sharply following democratization. Conversely, when countries abandon democratic institutions, economic growth slows.

A common narrative has emerged over the years that you need authoritarian leaders to launch industrialization. Yet the global evidence doesn’t give much support to this story. True, South Korea began industrialization under the repressive regimes of Syngman Rhee and General Park Chung Hee, and Taiwan started it under the tight grip of the Kuomintang, the party of the former Chinese warlord and dictator Chiang Kai-shek. It is also true that Brazil built some new industries under its military dictatorship. But South Korean and Taiwanese growth accelerated rather than slowed down, and these economies became technologically more sophisticated and more competitive after they transitioned to democracy. Brazil also grew more rapidly after the military fell. In many cases, economic growth became more broadly shared after the transition to democracy (though there are also examples in which income inequality increased significantly after democratization, such as in South Africa and Eastern Europe).

The charms of liberal democracy have not gone unnoticed by the people. Those who live under democracies that are successful in terms of economic growth, the provision of public services, and limiting inequality report higher support for democratic institutions and less appetite for military or authoritarian regimes. Successful democracies therefore breed their own support. And when democracy’s success in these dimensions starts faltering, so does the support it receives from the population.

Franklin Delano Roosevelt, who presided over one of the most dangerous periods for U.S. democracy, keenly understood the importance of economic performance and public services. He stated in one of his early fireside chats:


In recommending this program I am thinking not only of the immediate economic needs of the people of the Nation, but also of their personal liberties—the most precious possession of all Americans. I am thinking of our democracy and of the recent trend in other parts of the world away from the democratic ideal.



Roosevelt’s recipe to save democracy was to make it work for shared prosperity and proper drains.

For most countries, corruption is another perennial issue. The degree of corruption of democratic politicians and powerful bureaucrats matters greatly, partly because corruption feeds inequality and makes shared prosperity and effective public services much less likely. Support for democracy is higher when democracies control corruption. A recent academic study shows that in elections immediately following high-profile corruption scandals in Latin America, people report less confidence in democracy and turn out less, and incumbents take a big hit, confirming that voters are greatly dissatisfied when they see blatant corruption. Corruption destroys trust in democratic institutions.

Another study, focused on Turkey, found that when voters see evidence of democracy’s success in dealing with problems, including corruption and natural disasters, they become significantly more likely to vote for candidates who support democratic institutions and to turn against their authoritarian leader—in this case, President Recep Tayyip Erdogan. The study presented voters with accurate data on how media freedom and democracy collapsed under President Erdogan and documented the beneficial effects of these institutional characteristics on the ability to deal with corruption and natural disasters. Many voters’ baseline belief was that there had not been much of an institutional decline and these institutional characteristics didn’t matter much. Notably, when they perceived the information to be accurate and impartial, people updated their beliefs and changed their voting behavior. It is especially telling that this information didn’t mobilize voters already opposed to the government. The effects were driven by those who were previously likely to vote for President Erdogan and who updated their views about what they could expect from democracy. A related study found similar results in Argentina.




Public Services


James Robinson and I coined the term “Shackled Leviathan” in The Narrow Corridor to capture the notion that Hobbes’s all-powerful state, so necessary for order, peace, and liberty (at least according to Hobbes), can be shackled by society—by regular people. We argued that it is exactly when such shackling happens that the state starts providing public services, laws that are meant to apply to people equally, and benefits to citizens (as opposed to the rulers and their allies and retinues).

In the grand scheme of history, the emergence of such a state structure is perhaps the most unlikely and inspiring of the social achievements of humanity. President Ronald Reagan famously retorted that the most terrifying nine words in the English language were “I’m from the government, and I’m here to help.” Funny though this was in the context of a government that sometimes didn’t live up to its promises of lending a helping hand, it is mostly backward. The fact that the government and its rulers and functionaries, with all of the awesome power that they hold over citizens, are there to help is one of the most counterintuitive aspects of modern society.

The emergence of such governments is, again, a story of both the power of ideas and a political economy empowering groups that would benefit from them and weaken those that were opposed.

In Britain, the Conservative (Tory) Party stood staunchly against the extension of the franchise to the middle classes under the First Reform Act in 1832 when it was being debated in Parliament. Tories argued that annual parliaments and the middle classes (let alone the laboring poor) going to the polls periodically would lead to disorder and chaos. While they probably believed some of this talk of disorder, they were also clear-eyed that extending the franchise would not be good for the ruling classes, which they represented and to which many of them belonged. The implicit idea was that the role of the political system was to look after the privileged. Half a century later, the party’s philosophy was quite different.

The Tory politician Benjamin Disraeli engineered the Reform Act of 1867, extending the voting franchise to working men in cities, and sought to build a coalition between the privileged and the working people. Even before his political ascendancy, Disraeli had emphasized the many aspects of social failure in Britain. In his novel Sybil, published in 1845, he decried the situation of “two nations; between whom there is no intercourse and no sympathy; . . . The Rich and the Poor.” Once in power, Disraeli supported efforts to improve cities and the living and health conditions of the poor. He stated:


A land may be covered with historic trophies, with museums of science and galleries of art, with universities and with libraries; . . . but, gentlemen, if the population every ten years decreases and the stature of the race every ten years diminishes, the history of that country will soon be the history of the past.



Disraeli hoped that his promise of economic growth and improved services for the population, together with jingoism (sometimes very ugly jingoism), would win sufficient support for the Tories. He wasn’t completely wrong. This was the beginning of “one nation conservatism,” which was later honed by the early twentieth-century Tory leader Stanley Baldwin.

We can debate whether Tories were really committed to working-class welfare. Nevertheless, these efforts once more underscore the political economy roots of the Shackled Leviathan. Conservatives sought to improve the lot of poor Brits, to some degree, and provide sanitation, roads, health care, and some education, because by this point, the expectation that democracy would deliver things to help the poor had already become second nature.

All the same, the apogee of this movement was reached not by the Right but by the center Left. In Britain, the Labour Party’s commitment to such policies earned it popular support and brought the party to power at the end of World War II. A similar commitment can be most clearly seen in Sweden and Norway, with the rise of the social democratic model.

There is a mistaken belief that Scandinavia was always economically equal and politically cooperative. The truth is very different. There were huge inequalities between landowners and the rest of the population in Denmark, Norway, and Sweden. Politics was dominated by the same economically privileged groups, and social conflict was the rule, not the exception. In the 1910s, the share of national income of the richest 1 percent of households was a striking 25 percent in Sweden, though considerably less in Denmark and Norway (16 percent and 10.5 percent, respectively). All three countries did have a history of parliamentary and local representation, but the participation of workers and peasants in politics was highly circumscribed. In Sweden, for example, in local assemblies, elite Swedes were the ones who called the shots, and until 1918, there was no universal male suffrage.

Swedish politics transformed after universal male suffrage and even more comprehensively after the Great Depression, with the ascent of the Swedish Social Democratic Party (SAP) to power.

By the 1920s, the SAP was articulating a program of universal provision of public services and public welfare, having long ago metamorphosed from a Marxist party to one dedicated to the representation of a broader cross section of society. In the words of one of its late-nineteenth-century leaders responsible for this transformation, “In a backward land like Sweden we cannot close our eyes to the fact that the middle class increasingly plays a very important role. The working class needs the help it can get from this direction just like the middle class for its part needs the workers behind it.” Liberal ideas were critical to the development of this perspective among SAP leaders, many of whom rejected the Marxist disdain of “bourgeois democracy” and embraced not just democratic institutions but also other liberal aspirations.

In the 1932 election, the party initiated an appeal not just to the middle classes but also to farmers. It abandoned its previous commitment to cheap food prices, which the trade unions favored because they implied higher inflation-adjusted wages for workers. Instead, it advocated policies that would ensure greater and more stable farming incomes. Overall, the party campaigned as the “people’s home”—inclusive of all classes—and received enough support from the middle classes and farmers to capture almost 42 percent of the vote.

SAP’s program had three pillars: combating the Great Depression using New Deal–style policies; establishing a high-wage economy based on a corporatist model of wage negotiations between labor unions and business associations, brokered by the government; and lots of public services, including education, health care, social benefits, unemployment insurance, and public housing.

The fruits of this program were clear within a few decades after the first SAP government. Inequality was much lower (the share of the top 1 percent fell to 9.6 percent by 1950, almost one-third of what it was in the 1910s); wages were much higher; and poverty was largely eradicated in Sweden.

The situation in Norway was broadly similar, even if the Great Depression was more impoverishing for Norwegians than for Swedes, with the unemployment rate shooting up to around 10 percent. Norwegian social democrats stuck with their Marxist model for much longer than their Swedish counterparts and started changing only after the Great Depression. Nevertheless, when it came, this political shift was accepted by the Norwegian population, which gave the Labour Party a historically high 40 percent vote share in 1933. Its electoral promises were similar to those of its Swedish cousin: tackling the macroeconomic effects of the Great Depression, working to build a high-wage economy, and providing public services.

The Norwegian Labour Party focused especially on education. The state of schooling in the country left much to be desired, particularly in rural areas, where schools were underfunded and understaffed. In the 1920s, urban schools offered students about 60 percent more hours than rural schools. This was the impetus for the party’s continued calls for “free and general education and state schools.” In the 1935 elections, it campaigned for a major shift in education policy. The next year, it proposed the 1936 Folk School Reform. The law was duly passed and took effect in 1937, shortly after the party came to power. It poured money into the school system, raising the minimum instruction time in rural areas and reducing the maximum class size from thirty-five to thirty.

The policy was a huge success. Rural education and quality of schooling improved rapidly, which contributed to the closing of the economic gap between rural and urban areas. Improving the education of working people was one of the key drivers of the decline in Norwegian inequality, with the share of income of the richest 1 percent falling to 4.4 percent by the 1990s (from its high of 12.7 percent in 1938).

The schooling reform also altered the face of Norwegian politics. Rural areas used to support the center Right, and the educated were significantly more likely to vote conservative. Both of these changed with the Folk School Reform. Families that directly benefited from improvements in rural education were now more likely to vote for the Labour Party, not just immediately after the law was implemented but for decades to come.

In the meantime, Denmark’s economy and politics were transformed in similar ways by social democracy, with the income share of its top 1 percent falling from 16 percent at the beginning of the twentieth century to around 6 percent at its close.

Many European countries followed in Scandinavia’s footsteps, even if details varied. No other country had the same corporatist model built around negotiations between the government, labor unions, and business associations. Nonetheless, democratic participation, trade union activity, welfare state institutions, market expansion, productivity growth, and rapid wage growth were common to all.

Norway’s example also shows how social democratic ideas and realpolitik were synergistic: The ideas, when implemented successfully, boosted the allegiance of the working class to social democrats, enabling these parties to implement other parts of their agenda.

The role of liberal ideas in these aspirations was equally critical. In Britain, first the Liberal Party and then the Labour Party advocated these liberal ideas. In an environment in which workers had at first little voice in factories and were mired in poverty, the republican version of liberty made a lot of sense and brought together a broad coalition composed of working-class communities and some middle classes. In Scandinavia, social democrats, after abandoning their Marxist interpretations and intentions, remained faithful to republican versions of liberty and nondomination in their organizing principles. It is telling that they prioritized a level playing field, not full equality. This was in line with the rejection of full equality by even radical liberal thinkers, going back at least to Claude-Adrien Helvétius, who proclaimed in 1773 that “a perfect equality between the members of a society would be a true injustice.”

These developments were not just about liberal ideas. They were as much about a new political economy bolstered by the electoral power of the masses that could now demand policies and institutions more in line with their interests. The Shackled Leviathan necessitates strong bottom-up participation by regular people. Such participation materialized in country after country with extensions of the franchise, which triggered rising aspirations and more robust political mobilization of the working class.




Imagining an End to Subjugation


A dilemma at the center of American and European liberalism was the condition of subjugated groups—women everywhere, slaves and other unfree people in America, and hundreds of millions of Indigenous people in the European colonies. This subjugation, too, started changing because of liberal ideas and ensuing political dynamics.

Abolitionism, starting in Britain, had many roots, but liberal notions, as well as some Christian ideas, were particularly important. So, too, in the United States. The American revolutionary and philosopher Thomas Paine, who was at the forefront of this movement, wrote to Benjamin Rush:


I wish most anxiously to see my much loved America. It is the Country from whence all reformation must originally spring. I despair of seeing an Abolition of the infernal traffic in Negroes. We must push that matter further on your side of the water.



Several early Enlightenment thinkers, including Immanuel Kant, Denis Diderot, and Adam Smith, were critical of colonialism at a time when colonial abuses were accepted by most Europeans. Kant wrote in a famous passage:


Let us look now, for the sake of comparison, at the inhospitable behaviour of the civilised nations, especially the commercial states of our continent. The injustice which they exhibit on visiting foreign lands and races—this being equivalent in their eyes to conquest—is such as to fill us with horror.



The cause of women’s liberation was also interwoven with liberal ideas, and John Stuart Mill was one of its chief champions. He argued in his 1869 book, The Subjection of Women, that restricting women’s rights (as well as the rights of people born into slavery) contradicted all the values Brits claimed to hold, and society couldn’t “ordain that to be born a girl instead of a boy, any more than to be born black instead of white, or a commoner instead of a nobleman, shall decide the person’s position through all life.”

It wasn’t just Mill’s ideas that spearheaded change, naturally. Once again, the political economy was central, and this was driven by many women fighting for their rights, like Caroline Norton (née Sheridan), who campaigned to grant mothers greater say in the upbringing of children and the right to sue for divorce, and Mary Wollstonecraft, who argued forcefully for the greater empowerment of women in both family and social life. These efforts paved the way first for the Custody of Infants Act of 1839, then for the 1857 Matrimonial Causes Act, which allowed women to sue for divorce, and for the 1870 Married Women’s Property Act, which recognized women’s property rights.

Equally important was the mobilization of many women in the suffragette movement, launched by Emmeline Pankhurst in 1903, whose protests, civil disobedience, and other collective actions forced the extension of the voting franchise to women over the age of thirty in 1918. Universal adult suffrage was finally established in 1928. Once women could participate in politics, further social changes—in the family, in workplaces, in civil society, and ultimately in boardrooms—followed, even if unevenly and slowly.

The end of colonial empires did not happen until the second half of the twentieth century, and subjugation of and atrocities against Indigenous people across the five continents remain a serious blot on the track record of European civilization. Nevertheless, decolonization proceeded rapidly and mostly peacefully once it started, which is remarkable, since European powers had fought bloody wars over the colonies during the preceding centuries.

Independence for most colonies was accepted in European capitals in part because Indigenous independence movements forced their hands. But ideas of self-determination and freedom for everybody mattered, too. The spread of these ideas meant that governing these colonies from afar had become more difficult for European powers. President Woodrow Wilson’s “Fourteen Points” at the end of World War I codified and popularized some of these notions. In his address to Congress, Wilson stated: “Self-determination is not a mere phrase. It is an imperative principle of action, which statesmen will henceforth ignore at their peril.” Wilson himself was no consistent liberal, especially given his racist ideas. But the roots of self-determination were liberal, through and through.




Liberal Science


In the eighteenth century, Europeans had very little comprehension of basic scientific facts or how the world worked, even if important advances had already started with the work of remarkable natural philosophers such as Nicolaus Copernicus, Galileo Galilei, Johannes Kepler, Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz, Isaac Newton, and Robert Hooke.

Europeans did not understand germs, infections, and diseases; the nature of cells; inoculation or vaccination; the nitrogen cycle; radio waves; or much of electromagnetics or chemistry. They had no more than a rudimentary understanding of atmospheric pressure, the nature of metals, and heat conduction. They could build only very basic measurement instruments, telescopes, and microscopes. They couldn’t use inanimate energy for industrial work. They couldn’t build reliable engines and machines or anything but the simplest steel implements.

Much of this was a scientific deficiency. Despite people like Francis Bacon starting to think about the empirical basis of knowledge at the end of the sixteenth century, there was little in the way of an accepted scientific method or an appreciation of the process of science. The first phase of the British Industrial Revolution got underway not with scientific break-throughs but mostly with practical innovations, often coming from people with little formal education trying to solve practical problems in improvised ways.

All of that changed over the next two centuries. By the early 1900s, Europeans had largely mastered basic chemistry, organic chemistry, the germ theory of disease, the cell structure of living organisms, the theory of evolution, electromagnetism, basic genetics, how to convert atmospheric nitrogen into synthetic nitrogen, how to communicate over long distances via telegrams and radio waves, and how to produce large amounts of energy for use in heating, lighting, production, and transport. They had started to understand flight, relativity, nuclear physics, and quantum mechanics. They were on the verge of inventing new antibiotics, vaccines, chemicals, and myriad new materials. This was a triumph of science and the scientific method.

It is difficult to convey how foreign scientific inquiry was to Europeans before the nineteenth century, and how quickly that changed. Some numbers give a glimpse.

Patents provide (some) protection to new inventions and innovations. They were introduced in England with the Statute of Monopolies in 1623, as part of an effort to regulate how monopoly privileges could be granted. France also introduced a patent law after the 1789 revolution. The United States passed the Patent Act around the same time, in 1790. There were 2,187 patents per year in the United Kingdom, 4,065 in France, and 846 in the U.S. in the middle of the nineteenth century. These numbers increased to 17,874, 12,399, and 24,656 by the early 1900s, and today they stand at 77,254, 199,275, and 352,066, respectively.

This patent explosion reflected a massive increase in scientific research. In the 1910 U.S. census, only 0.2 percent of the labor force were in occupations associated with engineering and 0.04 percent were chemists and physical scientists. Other scientists and research workers were not sufficiently numerous to have their own category. By 2020, about 7 percent of the population were scientists and research workers—more than a twentyfold increase from 1910. In 1940, 0.4 percent of national income was spent on research and development and higher education; by 2021, this had increased more than sevenfold to 3 percent.

In the mid-1800s, Europe had 98 universities and the United States had 250. Today, those numbers are close to 5,000 and 6,000, respectively. Globally, there were around 15,000 scientific publications at the beginning of the twentieth century. Now there are more than 6 million.

The celebration of science was often intertwined with liberal ideas, and most liberal thinkers would agree with Adam Smith’s assertion that “science is the great antidote to the poison of enthusiasm and superstition.”

There is also greater demand for science today. This is partly economic, as many of the leading sectors, including information technology, communication, health, chemicals, and metals, depend on technical knowledge and innovation. But more deeply, it is undergirded by the scientific method.

The scientific method is closely connected to the liberal principles I have emphasized so far because it depends on the acceptance of fallibility and the dissemination of knowledge within the scientific community—like social learning in community. Experimentation, including the pursuit of audacious, unlikely ideas, is the essence of science. Science critically depends on nondomination—not just giving free rein to but placing no reins at all over scientists; otherwise, the prospect that these reins might be applied at some point could dull the power of bold scientific inquiry. This was one reason for the academic tenure system, introduced in the United States in the early 1900s to protect the activities of academics.

Nonliberal societies do make scientific advances—witness the Soviet Union during the Cold War and China today. But they typically build on liberal science elsewhere, attempting to introduce piecemeal some freedom of inquiry and incentives for scientists. However, recent research shows that this is often imperfect and works only to a limited extent. For example, in China, academic researchers appear to be very responsive to the appointment of new deans or party commissars and distort their research according to the preferences of new appointees.

Overall, science is a big liberal success. Without institutions built by liberalism, scientists wouldn’t have freedom of thought and inquiry, and universities and other research organizations wouldn’t have the requisite autonomy to provide an environment conducive to science, learning, and the sharing of knowledge. Without liberal ideas, scientific ambition is curtailed. Without broad acceptance of liberties, neither the scientific method nor the sharing and debating of useful information would have gotten off the ground.




Gifts of Mass Production


The greatest promise of liberal democracy is shared prosperity. By this metric, too, liberal democracy has been a (qualified) success in much of the twentieth century, as we already saw in chapter 1. The root of this success is what I will call the industrial compact: the combination of industrial-era economics and politics.

The industrial compact went something like this: Firms would invest in technology and scale up for mass production. Mass production created huge profit opportunities, and these profits were partly shared by workers in the form of employment and wage growth. This wasn’t out of the goodness of the companies’ or their managers’ hearts: Mass production required a lot of workers, and greater labor demand translated into labor earnings as employers strove to find more workers and, in the process, bid up wages. Trade unions were there to make sure that workers weren’t shortchanged and working conditions did not become draconian, as they had in the early stages of the Industrial Revolution.

The system was self-regenerating, since workers making good salaries could then consume some of the new goods that were being mass-produced. It was also politically self-supporting in the sense that large numbers of workers concentrated in urban centers and factories and engaged in long hours of physical labor, which created solidarity—mutual regard, concern, and trust—and bolstered the union movement. In fact, trade unions are an example of community-level self-government, with workers taking the initiative to build organizations that gave them voice over the forces that shaped their lives. People who worked together played together and politicked together.

Democracy was there as a guarantor—if business associations or employers took a very hard line against the labor movement, the democratic process could rein them in. Democracy and the labor movement together created industrial peace, as exemplified by the Treaty of Detroit, signed between the United Auto Workers and General Motors in 1950, in which the union agreed to a five-year contract without the need for annual strikes. Industrial peace would be beneficial for both workers and managers.

Overall, democracy and industry supported each other. More industrial employment strengthened democracy, in part via the labor movement but also more broadly, as people with good, high-paying jobs became more active in politics. Democracy, in turn, created an environment in which industrial employment and output could increase.

The car industry demonstrated this virtuous cycle long before 1950. It would be an exaggeration to say that mass production started with Henry Ford’s ambition to produce much cheaper and many, many more cars—but only a slight exaggeration. The Model T, launched in 1908, was the “car for the masses.” It was the result of the most advanced technology available at the time, combined with practical engineering. The new technology included electrical machinery, assembly lines, new semimechanized tools, and much better recordkeeping, inspection, maintenance, and trouble-shooting. Factories were reorganized so that parts could move along assembly lines and semifinished products could be transported from one machine to another swiftly. It was all put together in a way that facilitated unparalleled scale. American Machinist magazine studied the working of Ford factories and concluded:


So thoroughly is the sequence of operations followed that we not only find drilling machines sandwiched in between heavy millers and even punch presses, but also carbonizing furnaces and babbitting equipment in the midst of the machines. This reduces the handling of work to the minimum.



This meant that “the keynote of the whole work is simplicity.” Simplicity was what enabled so many cars to be produced with minimal defect rates.

New plants in Detroit served the company’s mission of “making 40,000 cylinders, 10,000 engines, 40,000 wheels, 20,000 axles, 10,000 bodies, 10,000 of every part that goes into the car . . . all exactly alike” (italics in original). Today we may gasp at the idea of thousands and thousands of cars all exactly alike and all in black, but that was part of the agenda of mass production. Ford’s output quickly exceeded 200,000 cars per year. By 1923, it had reached 2 million cars.

General Motors followed close behind and soon started outperforming Ford at its own game, rapidly introducing new machinery and churning out new models of mass-produced cars for the market.

All of this new, previously unimaginable machinery didn’t mean that workers were sidelined. On the contrary, the auto industry, led by Ford and General Motors, was at the forefront of expanding employment. In 1900, small firms, each with a few employees, were operating out of tiny workshops. By 1950, the industry employed around 840,000 workers.

These were jobs that paid high wages, offered good benefits, and were relatively secure. Henry Ford himself was keen on reducing turnover and absenteeism, and job security was part of this. So were high wages, which were initiated by his famous $5-a-day raise—a huge increase relative to what was prevailing at the time. By 1950, automobile manufacturers were paying an hourly wage of $25 (in today’s dollars) plus generous benefits. This was about 40 percent higher than the median wage in the economy. These were jobs that enabled families to move into the middle class, as Mershell did.

The simplicity of the production process had other benefits. Labor demand could be met easily, as employers could hire workers with minimal educational qualifications and no job experience. A few weeks of training was all they needed. This is what fueled the demand for unskilled labor from large companies, causing them to venture into far-flung states to recruit laborers like Mershell. A job ad in a local Arkansas newspaper in 1944 illustrates this:


Unskilled labor: Work for one of the largest steel companies in Pennsylvania. Transportation paid by employer. Available housing. Forty-eight-hour work week. Time and one-half after 40 hours. Representative will hire at the United States Employment Service at Helena, Ark. September 21, 22, 23.



Robust demand for unskilled labor was critical for shared prosperity. During certain past episodes of industrialization, small groups of workers sometimes benefited from productivity growth in their industry and became the labor aristocracy. But this wasn’t enough to push up the wages of all types of labor. Instead, companies like Ford, General Motors, and other industrial producers needed a lot of workers—and not just those with rare skills—and this increased wages for everybody. In the mass-production age, companies hired a lot and paid a lot.

By paying more, Ford, General Motors, and other big manufacturing companies were also creating demand for their products. Magnus Alexander, who was one of the architects of the system of production at two other leaders of mass production, Westinghouse and General Electric, put it as follows: “Productivity creates purchasing power.” And purchasing power was vital for mass production.

Mass production, coupled with new work and expanding demand for workers, transformed other industries as well. Those connected to chemicals, metals, and machinery played a leading role and had a significantly more diverse set of occupations, ranging from mechanics, painters, welders, joiners, finishers, glaziers, operators, and assemblers to engineers and technical, craft, and office workers. This diversity boosted their demand for labor and contributed to higher wages both for blue-collar and clerical workers. Statistical analysis documents that productivity growth and employment growth in the first half of the twentieth century went hand in hand: It was these new industries that had the fastest productivity growth and also expanded their employment most. Technological change fed into market expansion, which helped create more opportunities and higher wages for workers. What started before World War II set the scene for the rest of the economy in the decades following the war.

It wasn’t just in the United States, either. There was remarkable wage growth in almost all industrialized economies during the 1950s and ’60s. In some, like Germany or France, this was partly about rebuilding the economy, which had been decimated by the brutalities of the war. In the United States, there wasn’t much damage from the war, so the type of economic growth that emerged was more clearly linked to new technologies, new jobs, and shared prosperity.

It was shared, indeed. The portion of U.S. national income that the richest 1 percent captured was 20.9 percent in 1940. By 1970, this number fell to 10.7 percent. This compression was driven by robust and rapid wage growth. Inflation-adjusted wages more than doubled between 1940 and 1970, and the rate of growth was even faster for workers without a college degree.

The roots of this economic flourishing had much in common with what we saw in the automotive industry. There was rapid adoption of new technologies, including some that involved the use of advanced equipment or numerically controlled machinery for replacing tasks previously performed by workers. But at the same time, new technologies increased the productivity of workers and created new tasks and activities for them. This can be seen from the fact that several industries created plenty of new job titles for employees performing tasks that hadn’t existed before. These new tasks were not confined to white-collar and technical occupations, either. New work flourished in many blue-collar occupations as well, including glaziers, mechanics, truck and tractor operators, cement and concrete finishers, and craft workers in the 1950s, and among sawyers, mechanics, graders and sorters, metal molders, and oilers and greasers in the 1960s.

White-collar jobs became more numerous and varied even more rapidly in the same decades, and administrative, clerical, and professional occupations grew faster than blue-collar work. These occupations contributed to employment and wage growth and to greater productivity in U.S. industry, as they enabled better recordkeeping, maintenance, quality control, design, market analysis, and planning.

Employers were often willing to pay to train people for new work in both blue-collar and white-collar occupations. They needed workers, and because these were good, well-paying jobs, they felt they could retain them. Most importantly, training enabled the workers to be integrated into the production process and prepared them, even those with little formal schooling, for the new tasks they had to perform.

I refer to this dynamic as the gifts of mass production, because the desire to reach and sell to a growing market was the engine of technological change and reorganization, and it also drove the labor demand that then fed into more employment and higher wages.

The synergy between technology, markets, and wage growth was embedded in the institutional and cultural structure created by nondomination liberalism—incentives for innovation and entrepreneurship for firms, and possibilities for representation and self-government for workers, which ensured that they weren’t shortchanged by powerful corporations. A level playing field was important, not least so that all workers could have enough purchasing power to buy some of the new mass-produced goods. All of this was in the context of a market economy that, among other things, tolerated some degree of inequality—but it was a regulated market economy striving for shared prosperity and empowerment for most.

The political economy of this industrial compact was not complicated, though in some ways it was unique. Industrial technology enabled a set of arrangements that were acceptable to both businesses and workers because it tied mass production to employment and good jobs. This stabilized the industrial compact by creating shared gains, as in the Scandinavian case. Democracy and the labor movement, which had been strengthened by New Deal institutions in the U.S., maintained the balance of power between capital and labor, and supported the coalition consisting of workers, businesses, bureaucratic experts, and other segments of the population.

The American experiment with shared prosperity still left a lot to be desired in the 1950s. The United States lacked a strong social safety net, because the federal government was generally uninvolved with reducing poverty and economic insecurity for workers, except via the Social Security system, which was introduced during the New Deal. There was no health insurance. Poverty was widespread; in 1959, the poverty rate, measured as those earning below the equivalent of $34,500 a year in today’s dollars for a family of four, stood at 22 percent.

The United States also had a gigantic race problem. Black Americans were heavily discriminated against in the economy, received much lowerquality education than whites, and did not have access to decent health care or other public services in much of the country. Under the “separate but equal” doctrine, Black people were excluded from better education, better health care, better public services, and better housing and were for the most part plunged into destitution. In the South, they could not even participate in politics due to various state policies adopted specifically to disenfranchise them. When those formal measures didn’t work, there was the Ku Klux Klan and racist local law enforcement to go after them for attempting to cast a ballot.

This started changing in the 1960s during Lyndon Johnson’s presidency. In 1964, President Johnson boldly stated, “This administration today, here and now, declares unconditional war on poverty in America.” Even though Ronald Reagan would later criticize this, joking that “the Federal Government declared war on poverty, and poverty won,” reality was more nuanced. The war was a qualified success, even though, as the quote from Johnson at the beginning of this chapter anticipated, this was a process requiring constant renewal.

By the mid-1970s, poverty rates were down to 12 percent, almost half of what they were two decades prior. Americans had access to much better health care, with Medicare for older citizens and Medicaid for welfare recipients (both programs created by the Social Security Amendments of 1965). There was a massive influx of funding for education, including programs such as Head Start for poor children and the Bilingual Education Act of 1968 for those whose mother tongue was not English. These programs were critical for the remarkable increase in the educational attainment of Americans I described in chapter 1. The upward mobility of Mershell’s daughter and granddaughter Pearl was helped not just by well-paying jobs from which Mershell benefited but also by the institutional context created by these programs.

President Johnson was at the forefront of federal policies aimed at improving the civil rights and economic conditions of Black Americans, as well. Grassroots movements against Jim Crow segregation gathered steam in the early 1950s. Rosa Parks was arrested in Montgomery, Alabama, for sitting in the white section of the bus in 1955, and she wasn’t the first. But it was only in the 1960s that the federal state firmly threw its support behind the civil rights movement. The Civil Rights Act of 1964, outlawing many of the worst practices of segregation and discrimination, was followed by the Voting Rights Act of 1965, which was a landmark in allowing Black Americans to participate in voting and politics in the South. Johnson’s attorney general, Robert F. Kennedy, mobilized the federal government’s resources and employees to support the enforcement of various civil rights laws. He stated: “Our position is quite clear. We are upholding the law. . . . In this case—in all cases—I say to you today that if the orders of the court are circumvented, the Department of Justice will act. We will not stand by or be aloof. We will move.”

This wasn’t mere talk. Kennedy supported Martin Luther King Jr.’s agenda, intervened to make sure that protesters could not be prevented from going to the South, and later sent the U.S. Marshals and the National Guard to protect them. A key step in ending segregation was the decision by the Interstate Commerce Commission that buses and terminals had to be integrated, which was a response to Kennedy’s demands.

Many were concerned about the broader implications of these sweeping political changes, and President Eisenhower wasn’t alone when he worried in 1957 that “you cannot change people’s hearts merely by laws.” But hearts did change, little by little. In 1958, 96 percent of Americans living in the South opposed mixed-race marriages. By 1980, that number was down to 57 percent. This didn’t happen because the federal government mandated integration in marriage. Various degradations of racist ideas were still common in the 1950s and ’60s, and racist speech wasn’t banned. Social change happened from the ground up. The federal government wasn’t the main player; it was a facilitator of the civil rights movement.

The movement itself targeted not words or prejudices but explicit barriers to the education, health care, and economic opportunities of Black Americans. Martin Luther King Jr. sought to create a sense of unity between Blacks and whites, arguing that “we must learn to live together as brothers and sisters or perish together as fools.” For the same reason, he campaigned for policies that would help all low-wage workers and all people who were neglected, such as raising the minimum wage and making sure it applied to all Americans, regardless of their race or color. This is what the Fair Labor Standards Amendments of 1966 achieved.

King and several of his associates were using the language of nondomination—about freedoms, ending discrimination, and self-government.

In supporting them and in bolstering the safety net, the American federal state was following the liberal template that William Beveridge had outlined two decades earlier, even if imperfectly and tentatively. American left liberals, like Beveridge before them, understood that shared prosperity and the liberal agenda needed “abolition of want,” and this was about both economics and empowerment.

Even if Lyndon Johnson and Robert F. Kennedy did not justify their policies with nondomination, these ideas were in the background. Absolute power of certain groups over the rest—either in the form of segregation, overt discrimination, and treatment as second-class citizens or by keeping them in abject poverty—was unacceptable. It was also taken as axiomatic that such abuses could be stopped only by a form of self-government that included Black Americans, and that meant a complete end to their de facto disenfranchisement in the South.

Political economy was, again, the second driver of these changes. By this point, big landowners who depended on cheap Black labor were either gone or much weaker. Tractors and combine harvesters had reduced the labor intensity of agriculture. The intimidation and violence of Jim Crow were becoming more costly for Southern businesses, as they were delaying or preventing investment in the new industries that were so important for growth in the rest of the country. It should be no surprise that economic growth in the South accelerated as Jim Crow practices were removed.




No “Dependence on the Will of Another”


The origins of liberalism’s success are varied and complex, and as I argue in the next chapter, there were limits. Still, one can trace these successes directly from the pillars we explored in chapter 2. It wasn’t an abstract general will or heavy-handed social engineering that led to success.

The achievements of liberal democracy—more individual freedoms, respect for the human rights of all people, more and better government services to enable people to improve themselves and thrive in the market, and efforts to end various forms of subjugation—were all consistent with ideas of nondomination. Proponents made progress on this agenda by strengthening democratic participation and self-government and by taking steps toward a more level playing field.

Shared prosperity leveraged technological change (and thus scientific advances) and the market economy. The synergy between the two meant that liberalism’s successes relied on a functioning market economy, so attempts to throttle the market would be killing the golden goose. But there was also a clear understanding throughout the industrialized world that the market had to be regulated. Democratic regulation and oversight from the labor movement were critical for the synergy between technological change, the market, and wage growth.

In a sense, this is what Algernon Sidney had anticipated and advocated three and a half centuries before. As his quotation at the start of this chapter indicates, liberal democracy’s agenda had to begin by recognizing that “dependence on the will of another” had to end. Liberalism and liberal democracy aspired to do this, and largely delivered on this aspiration. That there was an alignment with the political economy of the industrial compact should in no way diminish the role of liberal ideas. These ideas helped the political economy by creating the glue that held together the coalitions supporting this agenda—for example, in Scandinavian social democracy or in the U.S. New Deal.

In sum, liberal democracy succeeded when it followed the pillars I outlined in chapter 2. Its failure, which I start discussing in chapter 6, began not because there was a sudden turn away from these ideas but because it didn’t adjust to changing times. Yet subsequently, things got much worse because liberalism—both as a philosophy and as a political movement—started abandoning some of the principles, including freedom of expression and self-government, that were so vital to its past aspirations and success (see chapters 7 and 8). Before turning to these travails, I discuss in the next chapter the ever-simmering dilemmas facing liberalism.







Chapter 5 Liberalism’s Dilemmas



He is a liberal and therefore tends to intolerance and to judging others; and he tends to take an unctuously superior tone on the basis of very imperfect understanding.

—T. S. Eliot

Tolerance is extended to policies, conditions, and modes of behavior which should not be tolerated because they are impeding, if not destroying, the chances of creating an existence without fear and misery.

—Herbert Marcuse



Voltaire, or François-Marie Arouet, as he was known during his early years, was no stranger to trouble. He was imprisoned in the famous prison Bastille for almost a year, later sentenced to another term of imprisonment, and also exiled to England, because of his criticisms of royalty and the government. French authorities and the Catholic Church frequently banned his works, including his most famous novel, Candide. In Voltaire’s eyes, this was intolerance in action. In a letter to a French commissioner, he passionately complained about censorship:


Had there been a literary censorship in Rome, we should have had today neither Horace, Juvenal, nor the philosophical works of Cicero. If Milton, Dryden, Pope, and Locke had not been free, England would have had neither poets nor philosophers.



But it wasn’t just the treatment of his own work that infuriated him. The church’s intolerance was damaging society at large.

When Voltaire learned of the Jean Calas affair, he was determined to get involved. Calas, a Protestant Huguenot merchant, never had it easy in eighteenth-century Catholic France. But what followed in the wake of his son’s death in 1761 was more harrowing than he could have imagined. The anti-Huguenot rumor mill seized the moment. Whispers turned swiftly into accusations that Calas had murdered his son to prevent him from converting to Catholicism. Calas explained at the trial that it was a suicide—a tragedy the family had initially tried to conceal out of shame. But the truth had no place in the fevered atmosphere that followed.

Calas was found guilty in 1762 and sentenced to death by torture. The famous playwright and poet Victor Hugo describes the day vividly in his Oration on Voltaire, written for the hundred-year anniversary of the philosopher’s death:


Jean Calas . . . was conducted to a public place, stripped naked, stretched upon a wheel, the members bound upon it, the head hanging. Three men are there upon a scaffold, a magistrate . . . charged to superintend the punishment, a priest to hold the crucifix, and the executioner with a bar of iron in his hand. The patient, stupefied and terrible, regards not the priest, and looks at the executioner. The executioner lifts the bar of iron and breaks one of his arms. The victim groans and swoons. . . . They make the condemned inhale salts; he returns to life. Then another stroke of the bar; another groan. Calas loses consciousness; they revive him, and the executioner begins again. . . . After the eighth swooning the priest offers him the crucifix to kiss; Calas turns away his head, and the executioner gives him the coup de grace; that is to say, crushes in his chest with the thick end of the bar of iron.



Hugo, like Voltaire, had no doubt why this had happened: “It was ignorance. What was religion? It was intolerance. And what was justice? It was injustice.” This was an oration for Voltaire, because these were exactly the conclusions that Voltaire had reached as he courageously worked to clear Calas’s name.

Calas’s case was neither the first nor the last. In 1766 François-Jean Lefebvre de La Barre was convicted and sentenced to death by torture because he failed to display appropriate gestures of respect to a religious procession and because he possessed “vile and impure books,” including Voltaire’s Dictionnaire philosophique portatif. Magistrates affixed Voltaire’s work to Lefebvre de La Barre’s dead body and set it on fire.

Voltaire wrote his famous Treatise on Tolerance in part to exonerate Calas and in part to rail against the church’s intolerance and repression. Voltaire was a strong defender of education and tolerance. But his own experiences convinced him that tolerance was not to be granted to people and ideas that were themselves intolerant or “fanatical,” as he called them. He wrote: “The right to persecute is therefore absurd and barbaric; it is the law of the jungle. Nay, it is worse,” and “to be entitled to society’s toleration, men should start by renouncing fanaticism.”

He also thought Catholicism was beyond redemption: “Ours [Christianity or Catholicism] is assuredly the most ridiculous, the most absurd and most bloody religion which has ever infected this world.” Voltaire was adamant that intolerance, which he saw as intrinsic to Catholicism, must be rooted out. Changing social customs and beliefs as a way of extinguishing intolerance was not just acceptable; it was necessary.



Even when it was in opposition (as it was in the nineteenth century), even as it started to gain broader acceptance (in the first half of the twentieth century), liberalism was riven with its own dilemmas. The most important of these are the three I’s: inclusion, ignorance, and intolerance.

Inclusion is about the process and difficulty of incorporating into liberal institutions groups that were previously outside of the fold, such as the disenfranchised poor, women, minorities, and immigrants.

Ignorance is about the challenges surrounding education, knowledge, and indoctrination. How should liberalism deal with beliefs that are patently wrong or based on lack of knowledge? How should it confront habits that are socially destructive or harmful to others? Should it actively encourage the population to adopt liberal values, and if so, how? Is indoctrination—top-down imposition of values and beliefs without room for deliberation—against ignorance and other illiberal attitudes justified?

Intolerance—the unwillingness of some people or communities to accommodate different views and practices—is a special challenge for liberalism, as we have seen with Voltaire’s own dealings. It is hard to know where to draw the line between tolerating intolerance as a form of free speech and clamping down on intolerance because it could curtail the freedom of others or even culminate in violent repression.

It was inevitable that these dilemmas would one day create a reckoning for liberal ideas. In the context of the postindustrial politics of the last five decades, they launched a massive crisis.

Before we turn to the details of this present crisis in chapters 6 and 7, this chapter explores the nature of the three dilemmas of liberalism. I then discuss how an approach based on a Rousseau-style social contract sidelined self-government in tackling these dilemmas and how recent social, economic, and demographic changes exacerbated them.



A Whiff of Hypocrisy


The most straightforward and, in some sense, the easiest dilemma to deal with is inclusion—rooted in the fact that liberalism was initially meant to serve a select group of people, even when it claimed to be a universal set of values.

This is quite evident from liberty’s Roman roots, which we have seen in previous chapters. Neither Cicero nor Seneca, and certainly not Cato the Elder or the Younger, would have even considered it a source of tension that the liberties and self-government principles they were articulating did not apply to noncitizens, slaves, Carthaginians and other foreigners, or women.

Nevertheless, the language of liberalism was often universal. Thomas Jefferson, articulating ideas going back to these Roman sources, powerfully stated in the Declaration of Independence: “We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all men are created equal, that they are endowed by their Creator with certain unalienable Rights, that among these are Life, Liberty and the pursuit of Happiness.” He did not see much of a contradiction in referring to men rather than all humans, or in the fact that he held about six hundred slaves in his lifetime.

Likewise, as European powers engaged in yet another round of colonial expansion in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, liberal ideas continued to flourish in the background. Liberal politicians and intellectuals alike did not pause to reflect on whether and how the same values of freedom of thought and expression, equality before the law, and self-government should apply to colonial subjects.

All the same, once liberal ideas started to serve as beacons, it became harder and harder to maintain that they should apply to some and not to others. Take Magna Carta, the “Great Charter,” as an example. Signed in 1215, Magna Carta emerged from the power struggle between King John and rebellious barons, and it guaranteed protections for the barons against illegal imprisonment and overtaxation by the Crown. It threw in clauses like “No man shall be forced to perform more service for a knight’s fee, or other free holding of land than is due from it” and “No free man shall be seized or imprisoned, or stripped of his rights or possessions,” perhaps to create the appearance of broader support or less selfish intent. The barons, and even Stephen Langton, the Archbishop of Canterbury, who drafted the charter, weren’t champions of liberal ideals—they were defending their own privileges. They certainly did not intend to improve the lot of regular people or to lighten the feudal burdens on serfs and “villeins,” who had few rights and were not meant to have any freedoms. Nevertheless, the document introduced liberal ideas into the public discourse, and in the centuries that followed, the disenfranchised would frequently reference it as they demanded more rights. Even as late as the middle of the nineteenth century, when the working class started organizing to demand political rights, the leaders called the movement “Chartist,” in tribute to Magna Carta.

Liberal attitudes toward religious and other minorities were equally confused and confusing. John Locke adhered more faithfully than most to the principles of freedom of expression and religious tolerance. In A Letter Concerning Toleration, written in 1689, he defended religious freedom, stating:


Let us suppose two churches, the one of Arminians, the other of Calvinists, residing in the city of Constantinople. Will any one say, that either of these churches has right to deprive the members of the other of their estates and liberty, as we see practised elsewhere, because of their differing from it in some doctrines and ceremonies . . . ?



He continued:


Shall we suffer a Pagan to deal and trade with us, and shall we not suffer him to pray unto and worship God? If we allow the Jews to have private houses and dwellings amongst us, why should we not allow them to have synagogues? Is their doctrine more false, their worship more abominable, or is the civil peace more endangered, by their meeting in public than in their private houses?



Yet, like Voltaire almost a century later, he drew the line at the Catholics, for, he argued, their papist views meant that “[Catholics] are ready upon any occasion to seize the Government.” They were thus a constant threat to liberty, and did not deserve the same toleration or pathways to inclusion.

The Catholic Emancipation Act recognized Catholics’ full rights in Britain only in 1829. The flip side of this coin, the rights of Protestant Huguenots in France, were precarious at the best of times, as we have seen. They were granted by the Edict of Nantes in 1598, revoked in 1685—with fateful consequences, as the Jean Calas affair illustrates—and then finally enshrined by the Edict of Versailles, or the Edict of Tolerance, in 1787.

One factor made the inclusion of women in the fold a little easier: They were already inside the country and mostly inside the household. On the one hand, households locked women into marriages and patriarchal relationships, often subjecting them to discrimination and abuse. On the other hand, integration into the household served as a source of strength. Men had wives, mothers, and daughters, and this made it more likely that they would empathize with women’s wish to be included. Likewise, Catholics and Protestants in Britain and France had overlapping social circles and shared values—including appeal to the same Christian principles. This reduced the risk of backlash from existing tight communities, despite the murderous wars that Europeans fought over religion.

The same forces made the inclusion of Jews more difficult, especially when Jews were segregated from the rest of society in places like eastern Europe. These forces applied even more strongly to new immigrants, with no ties to their host country and little overlap in terms of culture and traditions—even in America.

America was always the land of immigrants. John Winthrop’s sermon in 1630 defined it as a “city upon a hill” and continued, “The eyes of all people are upon us.” It shone light from the hill because it was open to people fleeing persecution or miserable conditions. President Lyndon Johnson returned to the same theme when he stated:


Our beautiful America was built by a nation of strangers. From a hundred different places or more they have poured forth into an empty land, joining and blending in one mighty and irresistible tide. The land flourished because it was fed from so many sources—because it was nourished by so many cultures and traditions and peoples.



One of President Abraham Lincoln’s signature pieces of legislation encouraged immigration. In a speech to the German community in Cincinnati, Ohio, he put the matter simply: “If there are any abroad who desire to make this the land of their adoption, it is not in my heart to throw aught in their way, to prevent them from coming to the United States.” It wasn’t just Lincoln but many Americans who saw their country as being invigorated by the ideas and ambitions of newcomers and as the melting pot of different cultures.

Yet the tenor of the immigration debate changed at the dawn of the twentieth century, as the cultural differences between immigrants and the native-born population expanded. In 1870, 90 percent of immigrants came from northern and western Europe, and less than 5 percent were from southern and eastern Europe. By the second decade of the twentieth century, the picture had transformed: About 40 percent of immigrants were now from southern and eastern Europe, with different looks, different religions, and different languages from the earlier waves of immigrants.

Complaints about those uneducated, “other” immigrants spread quickly. The Ku Klux Klan reinvented itself as an anti-Catholic—not just an anti-Black—organization. Mainstream political parties were also in a panic about immigrants, and in 1911, the Immigration Commission, convened by Congress, recommended the introduction of immigration restrictions and a literacy test, so that only foreigners who could read and write would be admitted to the country.

Was this mainly because foreign-born workers were taking jobs from native-born Americans? Not at all. Recent research documents that the large wave of immigration in this era had broadly positive effects on the economic well-being of the native-born population.

The United States in the nineteenth century had a small population relative to its vast area and thus an acute shortage of labor, especially unskilled labor that could cheaply perform basic manual tasks in factories. In the words of a nineteenth-century observer, “In Europe work is often wanting for the hands, here [in the United States] hands are wanting for the work.” This was one of the triggers for early mechanization in the U.S. economy. But there was only so much you could mechanize and automate with nineteenth-century technology.

The early twentieth century offered many more opportunities for manufacturing expansion. With the new industries and technologies of the Second Industrial Revolution and a propitious environment for innovation and investment, the U.S. was poised for powerful growth. But the labor shortage was a bottleneck.

Immigrants filled this shortage as they took the lowest rungs of jobs in factories and enabled these industries to expand rapidly. Cities with more immigrants enjoyed significantly faster industrial growth during this era. The frequent complaint from businesses was that there weren’t enough immigrants. The New York Times wrote in 1906: “Need of labor is the universal cry. Demand in all parts of the country [is] greater than supply. Not enough immigrants. Statements from agents show that men are scarce in all the States.”

As industries expanded thanks to the foreign-born filling unskilled labor positions, more technical, supervisory, and nonproduction jobs were created and filled by native-born Americans. As a result, waves of immigration were associated with higher employment and wages for native-born workers.

Nevertheless, the backlash against southern and eastern European immigrants was ferocious. Anti-immigrant politicians rose to power in local politics and there was a sharp reversal in the national attitude toward redistribution. People did not want a social safety net or other transfers when they thought immigrants would benefit from them. The evidence also suggests that this was due to cultural mismatch, as perceived by various local communities. Natives’ negative reaction materialized when the immigrants had an unfamiliar look, a different religion, or a foreign-sounding language. When immigrants were white, Protestant Germans or Brits, the backlash wasn’t there.

Britain witnessed its own wave of immigration in the 1950s and ’60s with “West Indians” from Britain’s former Caribbean colonies. The 1948 British Nationality Act granted citizenship to the country’s colonial subjects, including those from Barbados, Jamaica, and Trinidad and Tobago. The “Windrush generation”—so called because the first ship to bring a large number of new citizens in 1949 was HMT Empire Windrush—started coming in droves. Just like the American wave of mass migration, these new citizens helped alleviate labor shortages in Britain.

And just as in America, they triggered a backlash. As early as 1968, the Tory politician Enoch Powell, a rising star of his party, bellowed: “As I look ahead, I am filled with foreboding; like the Roman, I seem to see the River Tiber foaming with much blood.” The blood was because of the cultural and racial mixing brought about by the arrival of immigrants. Powell continued:


Here is a decent, ordinary fellow Englishman, who in broad daylight in my own town says to me, his Member of Parliament, that the country will not be worth living in for his children. I simply do not have the right to shrug my shoulders and think about something else. What he is saying, thousands and hundreds of thousands are saying and thinking—not throughout Great Britain, perhaps, but in the areas that are already undergoing the total transformation to which there is no parallel in a thousand years of English history. . . . Those whom the gods wish to destroy, they first make mad. We must be mad, literally mad, as a nation to be permitting the annual inflow of some 50,000 dependents, who are for the most part the material of the future growth of the immigrant descended population. It is like watching a nation busily engaged in heaping up its own funeral pyre.



We again see here the other face of community. Beyond its many positive roles—as a nexus of trust and solidarity and a conduit for information sharing and collective experimentation—community also imposes a stifling cage of norms and can be a formidable barrier against the inclusion of new groups.

This is a dilemma for liberalism in and of itself, but as we’ll see, it becomes much more potent in conjunction with the other dilemmas.

It also underscores the point that, as with many other aspects of liberalism, there isn’t a ready-made answer that hits all objectives. The interplay between inclusion and community creates trade-offs. Turning one’s back completely on the inclusion of groups with different cultures and appearances cannot be a productive approach—not least because many industrialized countries will need to rely on migrants to maintain economic growth in the face of aging populations. Nor is it wise to go to the other extreme and ignore local communities’ concerns entirely—even when they could be exaggerated or some might be tempted to call them bigoted. Put differently, the fact that some communities’ reactions to immigration may be cultural—and not economic—does not mean that they should be suppressed. Trade-offs and compromises are as important when it comes to cultural issues as they are when immigration creates economic hardship for some groups.

Enoch Powell was exercised by the prospect of fifty thousand immigrants looking different from his image of the English people. But the British had it easy. Newcomers from the colonies had received a British education and spoke English as their native tongue. Britain had been home to migrants from different parts of the Commonwealth, and there were close to two million foreign-born people in England and Wales already in 1951. Immigrants from Ireland, and later from the Indian subcontinent, were rapidly becoming part of British society.

The dilemma of including new citizens and residents in the institutions and social life undergirded by liberalism became harder when the number of immigrants from distant lands with different languages and customs started skyrocketing. In the 2010s, the United States received 1 million legal immigrants per year on average (plus temporary migrants on programs such as H-1B) and perhaps more illegal immigrants. During the same years, Europe and Britain started receiving large numbers of newcomers from the Middle East, Africa, and South Asia. Sweden, a country of 10.5 million people, received a total of 1.2 million immigrants between 2010 and 2019. Immigration to Germany reached 2.7 million in 2022, while Britain received 1.2 million immigrants in 2023.

The culture clash could be stark. Europeans were shocked to witness their Muslim neighbors from Turkey or elsewhere in the Middle East sacrificing sheep, sometimes by hand in broad daylight, for the Eid al-Adha (“Festival of Sacrifice”), as their religion demanded. In 2007, French President Nicolas Sarkozy stated during his campaign: “Anyone who believes that slaughtering sheep in the bathtub is part of his culture is unwelcome in our country.” The same tensions have reoccurred even more ferociously as the number of Muslim immigrants has increased recently.

The scene was set for a big trial by fire for liberalism, not least because as inclusion becomes a concern, it gets entangled with the other dilemmas—ignorance and intolerance.




Education or Indoctrination?


Liberalism is an ideology created by a highly learned group of philosophers. It was also a child of the Enlightenment. Thus, it was natural for this philosophy to view human ignorance and the lack of education as the scourge of humanity.

Education here is not limited to just technical or scientific material. Liberalism concerned itself with how people would develop and exercise their freedoms. And the way one individual exercised their freedom must not impinge on other people’s freedoms or well-being. For example, you are free to express your opinion but not to violently shut down others. You can act freely in your social or economic spheres but aren’t permitted to cause harm to others. Setting fire to shops is never allowed. Shouting to a mob “Let’s set fire to the shops!” isn’t allowed either, because the mob might just carry out the thought. If only the mob were inculcated with the values of respect and nonharm to others, then there would be fewer risks.

The same issues arose when it came to more concrete knowledge. Fallibility was recognized by several liberal thinkers, and many would admit that an outlandish view today may well turn out to be true tomorrow. But that didn’t mean that ignorance should be accepted. Problems arise when people shape their ideas and practices around discredited or implausible beliefs.

Take vaccination. Modern medicine provides overwhelming evidence of its benefits. Yet some individuals or communities still reject this body of knowledge and refuse to get vaccinated. This not only is costly to themselves but has negative effects on the rest of the society, for unvaccinated individuals act as a vector for disease. In response, the liberal agenda has not been shy in engaging in a little bit of paternalism, which is why liberal institutions and activists have engaged in nudges and information campaigns to illustrate the benefits of vaccination for diseases such as polio, measles, and smallpox, or even imposed vaccine mandates, for instance, during the COVID pandemic. Because resistance to useful knowledge and practices is often based on ignorance, it is natural for liberal institutions to try to tackle these root causes by eradicating ignorance.

In sum, the thought went that if only everybody were more educated and their ignorance were minimized, we would all be better citizens. This made “education” and “curing ignorance” part of the liberal agenda everywhere. But what type of education? What would be the balance between indoctrination and critical thinking?

The answer to this question was shaped by the big impetus for education in the nineteenth century, which came not from concerns about incorrect scientific knowledge or public health practices but from the disruptive effects that unruly behavior would have on modern society.

Recent research documents that in country after country, liberals blamed various social ills on the uneducated laborers and masses. In parliamentary debates in Britain, the most common argument for mass schooling was that the uneducated were “the great social and political danger of the country.” Both left- and right-leaning politicians of the liberal sort subscribed to this view. Many were opposed to electoral reform and further extensions of the voting franchise until more education could be offered to the “ignorant barbarians”—meaning the working classes.

The liberal politician William Forster, the architect of the historic 1870 Elementary Education Act, which framed the structure of British schooling for the subsequent century, described the motivation for mass schooling by saying that education was “a safeguard against calamity”—the main way in which the British state prevented children from growing into a life of crime. This is why education was tightly interwoven with the concerns about “the condition of England,” which emphasized the economic and moral challenges of the Victorian working classes, as we have seen. Bringing the poor and the destitute into the system required them to have the right values. Education would teach them these as well as help them pull themselves up by their bootstraps.

Because much of the early expansion of education was motivated by such concerns, it relied on indoctrination—attempts to convince students of certain values and beliefs without an effort to engage them in critical thinking (aimed at holistically understanding the relevant information and making their own decisions). Indoctrination is one part of what I call social engineering. Every society engages in some degree of indoctrination and social engineering. But the degree matters.

A heavy dose of indoctrination would conflict with liberalism’s self-avowed commitment to freedom of thought and expression. How can you be truly free if you are indoctrinated not to think certain thoughts? Every liberal will agree that the society described in George Orwell’s Nineteen Eighty- Four is dystopian and jarringly illiberal, because people cannot even think dissident thoughts. But what if similar methods were used to make people accept certain liberal principles?

Indoctrination is difficult to achieve once people have set ways and beliefs—though that hasn’t stopped many states, both nondemocratic and democratic, from attempting it. Many states and rulers have turned to the schooling system as the major nexus of indoctrination of the youth. Children are not blank slates; there is human nature, and there is the background they get from their family and community before they come to school. Nevertheless, our phenomenal capacity for social learning also makes us open to accepting facts and viewpoints conveyed by authoritative figures such as teachers. That influence is magnified when we see others in the group nodding along.

Two objectives for indoctrination were widespread across both authoritarian regimes such as Prussia (the indelible leader in mass education and indoctrination) and largely democratic ones such as Britain and the United States. Policymakers hoped to ensure, first, that the population internalized the key norms of existing institutions, and, second, that they accepted prevailing social hierarchies.

Carl Egon von Fürstenberg, the governor of Bohemia in the late eighteenth century, who was heavily involved in Prussian education reforms, expressed both aims of indoctrination clearly:


As long as the peasant’s moral character is not reformed, his indolence and resentment towards his lord will persist. . . . But if one improves his character before reducing his excessive labor obligations, this education will muffle his discontent and suppress the dangerous impulses bred by constant maltreatment.



Such views were not confined to the militaristic ethos of Prussia. François Guizot, the architect of the French public education system in the nineteenth century, shared the same outlook. Guizot was very explicit that indoctrinating the laboring classes for obedience to the state and France’s political system was the paramount goal of his education plan:


When men have learned from childhood to understand the fundamental laws of the country and to respect the sovereign, the sovereign and the laws become a kind of property which is dear to them, and they do not refuse the obligations that it imposes upon them.



This was first and foremost “moral education”—less concerned with understanding scientific facts or learning how to think about technical problems.

It was barely different in the American republic. Thomas Jefferson was convinced that “the education of the common people” was essential for preserving peace and adherence to the Constitution, especially after the Shays’s and Whiskey Rebellions, which greatly worried the Founding Fathers. It was such rumblings and the prospect of further revolt that made them put ample emphasis in the Constitution on controlling the population, and plenty of provisions to constrain state legislatures from following local passions and to shield the federal government from popular demands. Jefferson concurred on the need to pacify people, stating: “If a nation expects to be ignorant and free, in a state of civilization, it expects what never was and never will be.” The solution was schooling so that people would see it was in their interest to be free and preserve peace and order. Such education, even if mingled with indoctrination, was much preferable to repression or the threat of violence.

Another Founding Father, Benjamin Rush, was even more explicit, advocating that schools ought to “convert men into republican machines” and “prepare our youth for the subordination of laws and thereby qualify them for becoming good citizens of the republic.”

Teaching children to obey authority and accept their place in the social hierarchy took on additional urgency in the nineteenth century as socialist ideas became more threatening.

Equally important, to industrialists at least, was that employees reliably turned up to work and played their part in factories and the transportation system. Schools focused on such virtues as timeliness, reliability, obeying orders, and general subordination. And many thought that this was exactly what they should be doing. In the words of an industrialist, sharing his thoughts with the famous educational reformer Horace Mann,


And in times of agitation, on account of some change in regulations or wages, I have always looked to the most intelligent, best educated, and the most moral for support and have seldom been disappointed. . . . They will generally acquiesce and exert a solitary influence upon their associates.



This was a call for mass education in order to produce a more pliant workforce.

The need was particularly acute because many of the workers-to-be were immigrants, who, in the view of the educated native-born population, required even more schooling to become civilized, obedient, and capable. The following passage from The Massachusetts Teacher was typical of the views of many educational reformers in the United States:


Will it, like the muddy Missouri, as it pours its waters into the clear Mississippi and contaminates the whole united mass, spread ignorance and vice, crime and disease, to our native population?

If . . . we can by any means purify this foreign people, enlighten their ignorance, and bring them up to our own level, we shall perform the work of true and perfect charity, blessing the giver and receiver in equal measure.



William Forster was explicit that the same issues motivated his 1870 Elementary Education Act: “At a time when we have just added millions to the citizens who have the right of electing representatives,” it is necessary “to instruct them in the duties of citizenship.”

These liberal politicians in Britain, France, and the United States were not majorly deviating from the beliefs of liberal intellectuals. Immanuel Kant repeatedly stressed the importance of education and argued that its overriding objective must be to make people “subject to discipline; by which we must understand that influence which is always restraining our animal nature from getting the better of our manhood.”

Jean-Jacques Rousseau, always ready to sacrifice individual freedom to obedience to some general will, agreed:


If there are laws for the age of maturity, there ought to be laws for infancy, teaching obedience to others. . . . Public education, therefore, under regulations prescribed by the government, and under magistrates established by the Sovereign, is one of the fundamental rules of popular or legitimate government.



Even John Locke, typically wary of impositions on individuals from states and sovereigns, thought that education must be deployed to make people submit to authority, writing, “He that is not used to submit his will to the reason of others, when he is young, will scarce hearken or submit to his own reason, when he is of an age to make use of it.” John Stuart Mill largely concurred with this assessment as well and considered public education to be an essential tool for making the masses participate in civic, liberal life.

There were others who advocated a different kind of education. The American philosopher John Dewey, for instance, called for a more participatory form of education, based on questioning of evidence and diverse viewpoints, a scientific attitude, and critical thinking (a term that he coined). Avoiding indoctrination was a major selling point for such an approach. Dewey celebrated people who questioned existing ways of thinking and argued, “Every great advance in science has issued from a new audacity of imagination.” But Dewey’s arguments, though highly respected in intellectual circles and even evaluated in a major 1930 experimental study, remained on the fringe.

The common schools, funded and managed by local communities across the United States and championed by Horace Mann, inculcated the values of their communities at the primary education level but did not venture into critical thinking. Nor did the high school movement, which, over the three decades starting in 1910, spearheaded the huge increase in educational attainment in the country.

The dilemma of how to educate the ignorant remained. John Stuart Mill and his followers celebrated the possibility that people could deviate from the most established norms with their thoughts and expressions—this was, after all, what liberty and “experiments of living” were about. But the buck stopped with those who did not have education. So, implicitly, there were two standards. If you were well educated and argued that all power structures had to be brought down or even screamed “Down with the system!” that was fine for liberals. They could disagree with you, but you deserved the protection of freedom of expression. But if people with little education shouted the same slogans, that would damage the fabric of liberal society.

Dealing with ignorance wasn’t confined to schools. If ignorance was an impediment to the realization of a liberal society, then it would be justified to fight it, not just with the education of children but with other forms of instruction and persuasion for adults. Once again, the line where an exchange of ideas ended and imposition started remained blurred. Article 11 of the Declaration of the Rights of Man and of the Citizen was already grappling with this issue when it stated:


The free communication of ideas and opinions is one of the most precious of the rights of man. Any citizen may therefore speak, write and publish freely, except what is tantamount to the abuse of this liberty in the cases determined by Law.



Hence, abuses of freedom were recognized and would have to be weeded out, by imposition or other means.

The dilemmas here could scarcely have escaped the attention of these formidable early liberal philosophers. The way out of this conundrum for many liberal thinkers and politicians was that they didn’t view their brand of education as indoctrination. Even if taught without critical thinking and without much room for questioning and debate, it was fine to impose on children—and thus on future citizens—the values of republic, nation, and liberal society. How else would such a society survive?

But what if people didn’t want this education? What if they understood it as indoctrination? What if communities opted for different types of schooling with different values? What if education became a dividing line in terms of values and beliefs in society? What if indoctrination came to threaten liberalism’s own values, preventing both individual- and community-level experimentation?




Tolerating the Intolerant


If issues around education and ignorance were thorny for liberalism, those around tolerance were downright impossible. Repression and violence fueled by intolerance, which Voltaire targeted, were the easy cases. These could never be accepted in a liberal society. But intolerance confined to thought or speech posed a more complicated challenge.

Liberalism of all sorts—regardless of whether it is justified by the arguments I made in chapter 2 or others that have convinced liberal thinkers over the ages—celebrates the freedom to think different thoughts, express them, and act upon them. Hence, it embeds a form of tolerance. But what about thoughts and actions that are steeped in the deepest form of intolerance? Liberalism in a Christian society should tolerate those who express non-Christian thoughts, say, those from a different faith. But what if that faith completely refused to tolerate any other type of thought, including Christianity? What if the intolerance in question spilled into a call for suppression of and violence against women or minority groups?

These questions become particularly troublesome when dealing with the cage of norms in communities. As I argued in chapter 2, every community has its own restrictive norms. When these norms straddle—or even blatantly penetrate—the boundary of intolerance, how should society handle these communities?

Even more troublesome is that some degree of intolerance may be baked into the cake of cohesiveness for communities. As the American philosopher Robert Paul Wolff put it, “The more warmly a man says ‘we,’ the more coldly will he say ‘they.’” On the basis of this, Wolff recognized: “One solution to the problem of intolerance, of course, is to loosen the ties which bind an individual to his ethnic, religious, or economic groups.”

So where should we draw the line between an attack on the fundamental norms of communities and the quest for tolerance?

As we saw earlier in this chapter, John Locke started grappling with these issues in A Letter Concerning Toleration. Despite his great open-mindedness and clarity of thought, the issues remained as thorny after his contribution. Locke was very eloquent when he stated that it was


the Refusal of Toleration to those that are of different Opinions, (which might have been granted) that has produced all the Bustles and Wars that have been in the Christian World, upon account of Religion.



He argued that tolerance was “an absolute and universal right”—except when it came to Catholics!

Thomas Jefferson concurred with Locke’s call for tolerance, writing, “It does me no injury for my neighbor to say there are twenty gods, or no God. It neither picks my pocket nor breaks my leg.” But Jefferson, like Locke, drew the line at those who would threaten the republic. Voltaire was, of course, even more adamant than Locke and Jefferson that the intolerant could not be tolerated.

Many modern liberal philosophers have followed in Voltaire’s footsteps when he called intolerance the “monster of fanaticism” to be stamped out. One is Karl Popper, whose thinking has many parallels to the ideas I offered in chapter 2. Popper’s philosophy was based on openness and the need for new things. It’s no surprise, then, that he recognized explicitly how important tolerance was to liberal society:


If we do not tolerate [intolerant minorities], we seem to deny our own principles: we seem to make concessions to intolerance, and so become hypocrites. If we do tolerate them, we may become responsible for ending democracy and toleration.



After much deliberation and careful thinking, however, Popper landed more or less where Voltaire did: “We need not tolerate even the threat of intolerance; and we must not tolerate it if the threat is getting serious.” The progressive philosopher Herbert Marcuse went even further in this line, as indicated by the quote at the beginning of this chapter.

One difficulty here is that there is no generally agreed-upon definition of intolerance. Take the idea that there is an innate social hierarchy based on race, gender, or IQ. Somebody who subscribes to this view, refusing to engage with any liberal ideas, and who puts their beliefs into practice by mistreating those they view as inferior, could be deemed intolerant. If a community holds these views and inculcates them in its younger members, we could consider this as a form of that community’s cage of norms. Yet if liberalism regards this as intolerance and prevents these views from being aired, blurriness sets in. Couldn’t members of this community see the liberals as the intolerant force silencing them, as T. S. Eliot humorously captured in his quote at the beginning of this chapter? Couldn’t they think that it is liberalism’s cage of norms that is being imposed on students and communities?



The dilemmas of liberalism concerning ignorance and intolerance do not have perfect solutions. Liberalism must advocate its values, including tolerance and respect for science and scientific findings. But how it does this is essential. One path leads to social engineering—indoctrination without any room for questioning, critical thinking, or deliberation. Another is suggested by Mandell Creighton in a letter to Lord Acton, when he asserted: “My liberalism admits to everyone the right of his own opinion and imposes on me the duty of teaching him what is best.” Here “teaching” means communicating different perspectives in ways that are consistent with critical thinking and respect for different points of view. As I explain further in chapter 10, there are good reasons for Creighton’s strategy to be preferred: Liberalism claims (and is right to claim) that its values are better for people and communities, so it should be able to convince people without indoctrination and imposition. Liberalism can do this more effectively when it works with community and self-government, rather than sidelining them and seeing them as its enemies.




“The General Will Is Always Just”


In the notion of liberalism I advocate, just like the one harking back to republican ideas, individuals and communities are supposed to be free as they engage in their own governance, so long as in the process they do not violate the basic individual freedoms of their members and others. The problem of indoctrination is partly a problem of lack of self-government. When adults and children are given information and are encouraged to question it, this is a form of self-government—they have agency in forming their beliefs. When people are indoctrinated, there is no self-government.

The ideal of self-government becomes even clearer if we consider the problem from the perspective of communities, not just individuals. Self-government for a community means its members can participate in local rules and decisions and have input into those made at a higher level of government that then impact their community. It doesn’t mean that the community’s wishes cannot be overridden. In a federal structure with multiple, diverse local communities, there may be irreconcilable differences, for example, concerning national defense or other countrywide decisions. Self-government in this case requires deliberation and input from all communities—not strict adherence to the exact wishes of each community.

When it comes to issues of inclusion, ignorance, and intolerance, the same principle should apply. Communities should have input on whether their traditions are to be ignored or sidelined (within the boundaries set by liberal society; see chapter 10). Self-government can also be very useful indirectly in this endeavor: It can enable communities to crystallize their preferences and allow them to communicate their input in a more effective form to state or national governments.

Yet this type of thinking, based on the principles of self-government, hasn’t been sufficiently embraced by liberals. I believe this is because contractarian ideas, tracing back to Rousseau, have been more influential. These have pushed for a seemingly more straightforward approach to issues of ignorance and intolerance. Contractarian interpretations tend to see liberalism as being underpinned by a social contract, meaning that somehow people have given their consent to liberal society. If so, liberal principles—however they are interpreted by politicians or leading cadres—can be imposed against those temporarily dissenting from them or refusing to abide by their most defining aspects.

In sum, in the progressive liberal tradition going back to Rousseau, the strong tendency has been toward action, including social engineering if necessary, to bring everybody to the level of tolerance and wisdom that liberal society encapsulates (or pretends to encapsulate). As Rousseau anticipated:


It follows from what has been said that the general will is always just and always aims at the common good; but it does not follow that the deliberations of the people are always right. Man always aims at his good, but he does not always know what it is.



Nevertheless, the dilemmas of liberalism are true dilemmas, meaning that they do not have one-size-fits-all solutions. Self-government is critical because it enables people themselves—individually, at the community level, and beyond—to navigate the trade-offs. If self-government is sidelined, dilemmas become much more fraught. Of course, self-government is not a panacea either, because it can intensify communities’ cage of norms and sometimes be at odds with the most basic freedoms of certain individuals. But it is the most obvious starting point for a liberalism committed to experimentation and community.




Dilemmas of a Changing World


Liberalism always presented dilemmas. But the social changes of the last half century have brought them to a boiling point.

This is for several reasons. First, we have been living through a period of rapid cultural and social change, which means positions that were nearly universally held in the past may subsequently be considered intolerant. For example, according to the General Social Survey, between 1973 and 1991, consistently around 80 percent of Americans reported that homosexual relations were “always wrong” or “almost always wrong.” By 2010, this number was down to 49 percent and then fell further to 36 percent by the end of the decade. Support for gay marriage was only 22 percent as recently as 1988 but has since increased to 72 percent. There are two remarkable things about these numbers. One is how quickly they have changed, making society much more tolerant regarding a very important issue for the lives of millions of people. But equally remarkable is how many in the United States are still uncomfortable with homosexuality or gay marriage. Today, many liberals agree—as do I—that this is an intolerant position. The majority position of the previous generation has thus become a marker of bigotry, meaning that people who have essentially the same views as their parents would now be considered intolerant, while their parents held the consensus opinion of their time. Would Voltaire and Popper’s position of trying to extinguish intolerance still apply in this case?

Second, inclusion made matters more complicated. Many more and much more diverse groups are now part of liberal societies. Over the last three decades, the inflow of migrants from very different cultures and religions, such as those emigrating from the Middle East to Europe, has created an additional fault line. Immigrant communities have to be cohesive to survive, and the fact that they often live in tight-knit neighborhoods, sometimes even in enclave-like conditions, solidifies this cohesiveness. Although an exact comparison is difficult, the cultures of Middle Eastern immigrants seem more dissimilar to those of their European hosts, relative to the case of southern European immigrants to the United States in the early twentieth century, whose inclusion generated such troubling backlash, as we have seen.

On the one hand, it is a strength of these immigrant communities that they have strong norms and religious beliefs and practice. For example, in France, North African immigrant communities show significantly stronger rates of intergenerational transmission of religious beliefs than other groups. While only about 67 percent of children raised by two Catholic parents in France later identify as Catholic, 91 percent of those raised by two Muslim parents identify as Muslim. This pattern appears to have become more pronounced during the last two decades. The share of both first-generation and second-generation immigrants from North Africa wearing a veil increased considerably between 2008 and 2019 (from 23 percent to 37 percent for first-generation immigrants and 12 percent to 16 percent for second-generation immigrants in France).

Exactly the same norms, however, create stifling cages for their members, especially women. They also conflict with the tolerance of native-born Westerners toward other minorities. For example, the pressure for young Muslim girls to veil has been a lightning rod for many secular liberals in Europe. When perceived as a heavy imposition on the most basic freedoms of girls and women, the veil is an example of huge intolerance. When viewed as a choice of Muslim women and girls, the tables are turned—or so it may appear. Isn’t it intolerant for those outside these communities to interfere with the free choices of women to wear a veil or a burka? Isn’t it their choice if they want to be in a subservient position to their husbands or brothers?

Veiling and associated practices are the tip of the iceberg. The norms of communities that encourage or impose veiling are highly patriarchal, reducing women’s power and ability to participate in economic activity (and even sometimes to have their own social networks). Veiling may be intertwined with such impositions.

Education is another fault line. It should be a redline if, in the name of tradition and preservation of their way of life, communities prevent the education of their youth. But what about if they opt for their own educational system, with values that conflict with liberal education? Is this justified if all community members, including the young, express a preference for this type of education?

Reality is complex because these choices, like many others, are made in the cage of norms. Ostracism and exclusion from the community are there if people deviate from these behaviors. Often, the threat of violence is likewise nearby if one attempts to break out of the cage too forcefully. All of this is in turn bolstered by the indoctrination of women via the family and the community. This implies that when women choose to veil or decide not to work outside of the home, this is a choice—but it may be a choice made within a semicoercive environment and against a background of intense indoctrination starting in one’s childhood. The situation is even starker when it comes to some of these communities’ attitudes toward gays, Jews, or atheists.

So where should we draw the line on these groups’ intolerance? On their indoctrination of the next generation? Is there a pecking order, with indoctrination that serves liberal values being preferred over that of illiberal attitudes? I discuss in greater depth how liberalism may try to navigate these dilemmas in chapter 10.

For now, I should note that dealing with the reactions of native-born communities to immigrants is equally challenging. As we have seen earlier in this chapter, native-born communities are sometimes eager to exclude newcomers, and all the more so when the newcomers look different, speak different, and believe different. How do we even begin dealing with such intolerance? Is intolerance justified when it is fueled by reference to the even more acute intolerance of immigrant communities? Or is that just a fig leaf hiding intolerance toward new groups?

The third reason liberalism’s dilemmas have recently come to a boiling point is that many of these social changes have coincided with economic turbulence and insecurity, driven by technological changes and globalization. Economic threats may send communities in search of scapegoats—or at the very least, may make them less generous of spirit.

Globalization affects not just jobs but also culture—by facilitating the emergence of new, cosmopolitan values and priorities, especially in major cities, embracing new global connections and allegiances. Over the last half century, globalization has helped sever the links between cultural elites and many of the communities that needed to be convinced to tolerate and learn to live with various social changes. It also opened the door to demagoguery from far-right leaders such as Marine Le Pen in France that “rampant globalization is . . . endangering our civilization.” Compromise and adherence to principles of self-government became much more challenging.

Finally, these dilemmas could stay in the background when liberalism had a clear and urgent mission, contesting and trying to constrain power in the nineteenth century, and when it became the rallying cry against the authoritarian abuses of the first half of the twentieth century. Questions of ignorance and intolerance paled in comparison to expanding the franchise or battling against Mussolini, Hitler, and Stalin. This was no longer true in the second half of the twentieth century, when much of the industrialized world became organized around principles of liberal democracy, and the atrocities of Nazism and communism receded from the collective memory. The dilemmas were much more severe for establishment liberalism than they could ever be for liberalism in opposition.



The dilemmas of liberalism were thus already set for a showdown in the 1980s. Norms and values were in flux. The groups with the most progressive values and who were most willing to challenge existing traditions and intolerance were now ascendant. And all of this would play out against the background of increasing inequalities in the postindustrial economy, new turbulences, globalization, and changing social hierarchies. The dilemmas that once were found only on the desks of philosophers were now causing tangible cracks in the coalition that had come together to support liberal democracy in the West.







Chapter 6 Pathway to Crisis



The concept of a post-industrial society is not a picture of a complete social order, it is an attempt to describe an axial change in . . . social structure.

—Daniel Bell

If machinery could do all the work that labour now does, there would be no demand for labour. Nobody would be entitled to consume any thing who was not a capitalist, and who could not buy or hire a machine.

—David Ricardo



In its thirtieth-anniversary issue in 1947, Forbes magazine featured quaint Lancaster, Ohio, as the “all-American town.” Lancaster had it all. A dynamic glassmaker, Anchor Hocking, offered good jobs. The city boasted a vibrant community to boot, and the residents were plainspoken and down-to-earth people. Workers and managers lived in the same neighborhoods, fraternized and went to church together, and sent their kids to the same school. Anchor Hocking and another glassmaker, Lancaster Lens, bolstered the community not just because of the stable jobs they offered but also by contributing to the life of the town in every way, so much so that Lancaster came to be known as the “glass city.” “Anchor wives,” the spouses of the workers in the glass companies, were the ones organizing vaccination drives, demanding improved sidewalks, and getting involved with schools and after-school activities.

But Forbes also had this to say about Lancaster’s residents:


They sometimes wonder what would happen if the glass factories moved away, but there is no reason for thinking that they will and as long as they remain and continue to manufacture low-cost glass tableware Lancaster can look forward to a relatively even economy that will not be unduly disturbed by either war or depression.



Alas, the factories did move away. The glass city proved to be as fragile as the name suggested. By 1980, Anchor Hocking’s exports faced fiercer competition in overseas markets, and foreign glass also started competing against domestic wares in the United States. This was the backdrop against which Carl Icahn, the famous corporate raider, made an offer to acquire the company. The offer did not succeed, but it was a sign of things to come. Anchor Hocking started a restructuring effort, and ultimately another outside conglomerate, Newell Company, bought it up. Both office and factory workers were laid off by Newell, and new equipment was introduced to replace tasks that experienced workers used to perform. Jobs at the glass-makers now paid less and were much scarcer.

Suddenly, the bedrock of Lancaster’s cohesive community was no longer there. The relationship between Anchor Hocking and the town changed fundamentally. Between 1987 and 2004, the company had six CEOs, but none lived in Lancaster or had any links to its local community. In the words of a union worker at Anchor: “It wasn’t like the old days, when Anchor was just Anchor, and your kids went to school with [managers’] kids.” In the absence of stable jobs and with managers and other high-income residents moving out, social problems started multiplying. Crime increased and the town, like many others in the Midwest, was overrun and ripped apart by heroin.

Lancaster’s story since the mid-1980s illustrates not just how the shared-prosperity model that existed in the decades following World War II came undone in many small towns but also the toll this took on community life and morale.



This chapter discusses how, throughout the industrialized world, the emergence of a postindustrial economy created tensions similar to those Lancaster experienced. I start by explaining how the industrial compact outlined in chapter 4 was already fragile well before the rise of digital technologies. Manufacturing played a central role in the shared prosperity the compact delivered. But computers and automation reduced manufacturing employment and undid this compact, with other sources of sectoral reallocation, globalization, and monopolization of the economy playing a supporting role. What followed was a postindustrial economy—more automated, more service-centered—with a different geography of jobs and a very different politics. As Daniel Bell anticipated, it was already making strides toward a very different social structure. I conclude by explaining why the changes I am describing in this chapter were not preordained, and different choices about technology and institutions could have been made.



The Industrial Compact


The industrial compact of the postwar years wasn’t quite as harmonious or stable as Forbes implied. The presence of labor unions meant that disagreements and strikes were frequent occurrences. A Life magazine article in December 1946 featured the drop head “a major US problem: labor.” To put this in perspective, there were an average of 395 strikes involving more than one thousand workers annually in the early 1950s (as compared to about 15 in the late 2010s). From management’s perspective, weakening unions was a boon, not a bug. Fortune magazine’s claim in 1946 that “the threat and promise of laborless machines is closer than ever” was music to the ears of many business owners and managers.

Democracy, which bolstered the whole compact, could also malfunction or be slow. By the late 1940s, simmering disagreements papered over by war were resurfacing. McCarthyism and all of the ugly politics of Left and Right were just around the corner.

At that time, many Americans still felt there was little real gap between Democrats and Republicans. Many identified with Gore Vidal’s quip “There is only one party in the United States, the Property Party . . . and it has two right wings: Republican and Democrat.” A famous theory of politics, formulated by the economist Anthony Downs, predicted that electoral competition between the two parties would make both converge on the same platform. To some, this was stability. To others, it highlighted the paucity of choices open to Americans. In our more polarized age, many would be envious of these earlier times, and Downs’s model is now mentioned more as an example of soundly refuted social science theories.

European democracies generated different dynamics, since their proportional representation system did not give rise to a two-party system. The refrain there was more often about unstable coalition governments or industrial strife with the more militant trade unions. But complaints about politics were as common in Europe as they were in Anglo-Saxon countries with majoritarian electoral systems.

There were also frequent economic downturns. The United States had official recessions in 1948–49, 1953–54, 1957–58, 1960–61, and 1969–70 before the much more disruptive 1973–75 economic crisis, triggered by the tripling of crude oil prices in a three-year span. Economic ups and downs were even more pronounced in continental Europe and the U.K. for much of the second half of the twentieth century. In the 1970s, Europe followed the U.S. into deep recession and equally troubling stagflation—a toxic combination of high inflation and high unemployment.

Nevertheless, most Americans believed the economy would still improve in the long run. For example, between 1983 and 1991, almost two-thirds of families reported that they believed their children’s lives would be better than their own. Americans had come to believe that economic betterment was their manifest destiny.

That was the heart of the industrial compact—businesses would prosper, but some of this would be shared with labor, because companies needed to hire more employees to expand and produce for the mass market. As productivity went up, so did wages. By the 1980s, however, this compact was already coming apart at the seams due to powerful technological and economic forces. We just weren’t aware of it. By the time most people woke up to these changes, the world had already become postindustrial.

With the collapse of the industrial compact and the shared prosperity it bolstered, the political economy of liberalism was derailed. A major part of this collapse was related to deindustrialization—the disappearance of industry jobs because of automation brought by digital technologies, rapid globalization, and secular changes in the sectoral composition of American and European economies. With these changes, the geography of economic activity shifted away from smaller cities, further straining the recipe that had previously bolstered community and delivered wage growth for workers of different skills and vocations. All of this culminated in a major political and social upheaval, activating the crisis of liberalism.




The Manufacturing Anchor


Manufacturing played a major role in the pre-1980 economy, for both economic and political reasons.

In 1953, the share of American workers employed in manufacturing was 32 percent. From then on, it was a steady and then an accelerated decline. Today it stands at 9 percent.

Manufacturing isn’t only core to the economy as the producer of all physical goods and machinery on which we depend. It also anchors key elements of the industrial compact: mass production, higher wages, technological progress, and trade unions.

We can think about certain services produced for the mass market, such as streaming or entertainment. But services generally involve greater customization, and streaming is no exception. What makes Netflix and similar platforms so appealing is that they enable people to pick and choose what to watch. As of December 2023, Netflix offered more than eighteen thousand movies and shows to subscribers. Customization in manufacturing has come a long way since the days of Henry Ford’s Model T (only in black!), but it still doesn’t compare to the degree of customization in health care, education, or personal services. The T-shirts, shoes, and electronics that we buy have been produced for a large customer base in big batches (handmade, customized Ferraris are the exception that proves the rule). In a hospital, physicians, nurses, and technicians attend to the specific problems and symptoms of each patient separately. Mass production has been mostly a manufacturing phenomenon for the entire twentieth century.

In the 1950s, manufacturing paid 22 percent higher wages than other sectors. Manufacturing was also special in offering secure and well-remunerated jobs to workers without a college degree. For noncollege workers, manufacturing jobs paid an even larger premium relative to other sectors than for college workers and were also distinctively secure. “Lifetime jobs” coexisted in the U.S. labor market with a high degree of churn (meaning that some other workers were losing, changing, and getting jobs frequently). In 1983, there were about ten million workers with a high school degree or less who had been in the same job for more than fifteen years. About three million of these were in manufacturing.

Manufacturing is also a hub of research and development and innovation activity. New techniques that reduce costs and improve the efficiency of production have been much more important for manufacturing than for services. The equipment for making cars, electronics, or machinery is completely different from what it was four decades ago.

Take the automotive sector. In the 1950s, it relied on extensive human labor for thousands of tasks scattered over vast factories. Ford’s Rouge complex, for example, occupied a sprawling 2,000 acres in Dearborn, Michigan. The complex housed 120 miles of conveyors and 100 miles of internal railroad tracks to move material and semifinished products around internally. As of 1948, it employed 100,000 people. Many of these workers performed short, repetitive manual tasks, each typically taking no more than a few minutes. A fraction of these jobs relied on “able-bodied men” because of their physical and strength requirements. There was already advanced equipment in the 1950s, including overhead cranes, pneumatic tools, and hydraulic presses, but much of production still required unskilled and semiskilled workers to do things by hand. Developing a new car part, however small, was a complex and fraught activity, requiring hours of manually drafting a new design, followed by craft manufacturing of the new part and finally testing, which could send the whole team back to the drawing board.

Today, car factories are unrecognizably transformed. Robots and other automated equipment are everywhere, performing the majority of previously manual jobs, including welding, painting, sealing, assembly, and some heavy lifting and carrying tasks. Maintenance, quality control, and safety checks are thoroughly digitalized. So is new-part design, which presently requires not much more than an engineer working with computer-assisted design equipment. Several carmakers have introduced artificial intelligence tools, not just in their back offices but also for quality control on the factory floor.

While new equipment is also widespread in services such as education, health, and retail, its effects have generally been more limited because service sectors are more labor-intensive. For instance, the current share of labor in manufacturing value added is 46 percent. This means that out of every $100 of revenue generated in manufacturing, $46 is paid to labor, while the remaining $54 goes to capital (including payments to debt holders and profits to owners). The share of labor is much higher in services: about 84 percent in health and 90 percent in education. The greater share of labor in services reflects the crucial role that labor plays in these activities and limits the possibility of using machinery to increase output. Ensuring high-quality services is another challenge, especially when production is scaled up. The labor intensity of production, need for customization, and concerns about quality have been limiting factors for productivity growth in services.

The data bear this out. Inflation-adjusted annual growth of output per (quality-adjusted) hour worked—“labor productivity”—in manufacturing averaged 2.2 percent between 1950 and 1980. In health and education, average labor productivity growth during the same time period was considerably slower: only 0.75 percent in health and 1.4 percent in education.

Manufacturing is distinctive in terms of industrial politics as well, because it brings together large numbers of people working physically and sharing solidarity in relatively stable jobs. This facilitates organization, as eighteenth-century writer and radical John Thelwall noted: “Every large workshop and manufactory is a sort of political society, which no act of parliament can silence, and no magistrate disperse.” Indeed, in the 1950s, the share of unionized workers in manufacturing was 51 percent. In the rest of the private sector, it was 30 percent.

Unionization also spreads from manufacturing to the broader economy. For example, nonmanufacturing workers, such as nurses, are more likely to engage in collective bargaining when there are manufacturing labor unions nearby, encouraging their organization. Unionization emanating from the manufacturing sector has broader political implications as well. Recent research shows that countries with a greater share of manufacturing employment over the last two centuries have had better-organized labor movements and, largely as a result of this, have democratized faster and with greater stability.

None of this means that the space left vacant by the disappearance of high-paying, stable manufacturing jobs cannot be filled by others in services in the future. It is possible to have service jobs for noncollege workers that are stable, pay decent salaries, and encourage them to have voice via labor organizations, as I discuss in chapters 9 and 10. But the reality is that such jobs don’t currently exist.

It shouldn’t come as a surprise, then, that when American manufacturing employment declined, so did prospects for shared prosperity. In contrast to the robust growth of median wages between 1949 and 1973 (see chapter 1), from the late 1970s onward, median wages all but stopped growing—increasing only 0.45 percent per year, even though labor productivity in the economy continued to rise, with an annual average growth rate of over 1.5 percent from 1980 to the present.

Inequality has also worsened since the late 1970s. Workers with postgraduate degrees still enjoy reasonable earnings growth. Between 1979 and 2007, just before the financial crisis, their inflation-adjusted wages grew by about 1 percent every year, on average. Meanwhile, during the same time period, men with a high school degree or less saw their wages fall almost every year. The wage gap between workers with a college degree and those with a high school diploma increased from 56 percent in 1979 to 92 percent by 2007.

Simultaneously, the distribution of income between capital and labor became significantly more unequal. In 1980, the share of labor in U.S. national income was 58 percent, with the rest going to capital. Since then, the national share of labor has fallen to 52 percent and the share of capital has increased to 48 percent. As the pay of top executives and people with highly specialized expertise, such as computer programmers, surgeons, and top lawyers, surged, and as returns to capital income rose, the share of the wealthiest households also skyrocketed. The share of national income earned by the richest 1 percent of U.S. households rose from around 10 percent in 1980 to a striking 19 percent in 2019. The share of the more elite 0.1 percent shows an even more remarkable rise—from 3.4 percent to 8.8 percent.

Manufacturing and wage trends are not one and the same, and there isn’t a simple line from manufacturing decline to inequality or low wages. But there are important connections.

I also caution that my emphasis in this chapter on the contrast between workers without a college degree and those with a college or postcollege degree is a major simplification. Not all noncollege workers are the same. Some have very valuable artisanal skills, while others excel in entrepreneurship. The heterogeneity among college workers is even greater. American workers from the Ivy League and other highly prestigious universities have much higher earnings than those who graduate from state universities or for-profit colleges. Those in STEM (science, technology, engineering, and mathematics) also tend to outearn humanities and social science graduates. And workers with postgraduate degrees earn a sizable premium relative to those with just a college degree. But the college/noncollege comparison is parsimonious, and the fact that it has become so common reveals the way in which American and European society has divided itself between these two groups.




“No Demand for Labour”


The industrial economy was transmuted by several interrelated changes, which I discuss in this and the next several sections. I begin with the most consequential change: advances in digital technologies, which prompted many companies to install computers, computerized equipment, and then more advanced digital tools, such as industrial robots and software systems. I then discuss how the same technological changes transformed the sectoral nature and the geography of the economy.

Computers have had three distinct effects on the economy. First, early office computers required workers with numeracy and broader cognitive skills and more than basic education; they enabled mainly the college educated to become more productive and perform new tasks. Hence, computers are what economists call a “skill-biased” technology—meaning that they help skilled, educated workers more than the unskilled or the semiskilled. This kind of technological change can boost inequality and unleash a range of additional effects. While this has been a piece of the story, it is not the main driver of the epochal change in industrial society.

The second effect is closely related: Computers and the associated information revolution increased the importance of managerial and administrative roles, as the need for technical occupations expanded. Computers also generated more data and increased demand for people who could process this data en masse— in practice, those who had college education, especially in science, technology, quantitative fields, and business.

The third impact was most transformative: Digital technologies became a fertile platform for automation. By “automation” I mean the substitution of technology (machinery or algorithms) for tasks previously performed by labor. Automation plays an important role in wage and employment determination. It tends to sideline workers by reducing the tasks that rely on labor, and as the economist David Ricardo anticipated two centuries ago in the quote at the beginning of this chapter, if automation is excessive, there may be “no demand for labour” left. As a result, automation decreases the share of income that labor, as opposed to capital, captures. Indeed, we see a much more pronounced rise in the share of capital in value added in industries that have invested more in automation technologies.

Automation is not a recent phenomenon. The early stages of the Industrial Revolution in Britain were fueled by the automation of textile production, and power looms displaced skilled handloom weavers in the early nineteenth century. New machinery caused wages of weavers to fall to about one-third of their original value. Charles Babbage, a leading British mathematician and inventor, was already dreaming of general-purpose automation tools in the middle of the same century, though his hopes ultimately came up short during his lifetime.

Automation that could take manufacturing tasks away from workers got a big boost from digital tools that allowed flexible programming of machinery, such as numerically controlled drills. This type of automation was critical to businesses interested in cutting costs by reducing both employment and their dependence on labor. Numerically controlled machinery was a huge breakthrough, even though most such machines were initially just existing tools augmented with a control mechanism to move their motors according to instructions fed from punch tapes. As digital computers advanced, these control mechanisms improved significantly, and new machinery custom-made for numerical and then computer numerical control (CNC) was introduced. By the 1960s, numerically controlled mills, lathes, cutting tools, spindle systems, presses, and drills had become industry standard. Nevertheless, numerical control has clear limits, because machines cannot operate autonomously and it is feasible only for simple, repetitive tasks that can be performed in a stable environment. For instance, numerical control couldn’t perform most of the complex manual tasks, such as welding, painting, and fitting, that were ubiquitous in most manufacturing sectors.

This phase was followed by software systems that automated various office tasks and activities related to inventory control, recordkeeping, and planning. Another turning point came with robots capable of performing manual tasks. These robot dreams—and nightmares of dangerous humanoid machines—go back to antiquity and were the talk of the town for much of the first half of the twentieth century. But in the minds of post–World War II managers, robots were an attractive means to automate work and reduce reliance on workers.

Globally, there were 0.6 industrial robots per one thousand industrial workers in 1993. This number rose to about 3.5 per one thousand by 2014. The surge in robotics investment in the United States was similarly pronounced. In 1993, the United States had about 3.5 robots per thousand industrial workers. It increased to 15 in 2014, and by 2020 it had already reached 25.5. Manufacturing industries such as automobiles, metals, petrochemicals, electronics, and machine tools were fundamentally transformed by robots.

Automation is central to my account, because it severs the link between mass production and shared prosperity. Recall that in the industrial compact, as companies reached larger markets and increased their production volume, they also hired more workers, generating both jobs and, via labor market competition, higher wages. With automation, this latter link was broken. Firms could expand and output could multiply without any need to hire more workers. Worse, existing employees could be laid off, and workers specialized in now-automated tasks would see their earnings and career prospects falter. Which is exactly what happened in the U.S.

The labor share in value added in the manufacturing sector declined from 74 percent in 1981 to 46 percent in the mid-2010s (much larger than the decline in the aggregate economy that I mentioned previously, which was from 58 percent to 52 percent). This change was not uniform, either. While some manufacturing industries, such as apparel, had stable labor shares, the industries that were at the forefront of new robot installations, such as motor vehicles, chemical products, electrical equipment, and primary and fabricated metals, had sharper drops in their labor share and also cut down employment.

The effects of the decline in the labor share were not equal across all employees. Manufacturing used to employ workers with diverse skills in jobs ranging from blue-collar to technical occupations and back-office, engineering, and managerial positions. The burden of automation fell on blue-collar employees, and especially those engaged in tasks that were being automated by advanced digital equipment and industrial robots. These workers were much more likely to lose their jobs—or experience significant wage declines if they kept them. Recent estimates suggest that between 50 and 70 percent of the surge in U.S. wage inequality over the last four decades can be accounted for by the effects of automation, and that much of the decline in the wages of low-education demographic groups, such as young men with a high school degree or less, can be explained by the spread of automation tools.

The outcome was nothing short of the disappearance of good jobs for workers without a college degree.

Nowhere is this clearer than in the automotive industry. U.S. car companies used to be at the forefront of offering good jobs to noncollege workers, providing a clear pathway to upward economic mobility and the American dream. The sector paid about 40 percent higher wages to Americans without a college degree than the rest of the economy. This completely changed after the 1980s. While in the 1960s the auto industry employed 625,000 workers with a high school degree or less, by 2010 this number was down to 371,000. Wages and benefits were also much less generous. This was largely because industrial robots and other sophisticated automated machinery were now performing the tasks that noncollege workers used to do, including painting, welding, precision work, assembly, and other heavy manual activities.

Another distinctive feature of automotive companies was their willingness to train employees without a college degree so that they could perform the necessary tasks. Since the 1980s, U.S. auto producers have cut back on hiring and training noncollege workers and, just like many other industries, are seeking more qualified and more highly educated applicants.

Blue-collar and clerical jobs in other industries were rapidly automated as well. These jobs, which used to provide opportunities for upward mobility to people from disadvantaged backgrounds, have been the main target of automation by robots and software throughout the U.S. economy. In the 1970s, 37 percent of U.S. workers were employed in “middle-class” occupations—defined as occupations in the middle third of the distribution ranked according to average pay and including most blue-collar and clerical jobs. By 2016, this number had fallen to 29 percent. As these jobs disappeared throughout the economy, so did many of the opportunities for workers without a college degree. Workers who used to occupy these jobs have been pushed toward lower-paying positions, such as construction work, cleaning, or food preparation.

Automation spelled the end of the industrial compact. Nevertheless, it raised productivity by substituting cheaper machinery for more expensive labor. As a result, even as noncollege workers were left behind, the economy continued to grow. Furthermore, workers performing tasks that were complementary to new machinery—especially those in managerial, design, and engineering occupations or those with postgraduate education—did quite well. So did manufacturing productivity. From 1980 to 2007, just before the financial crisis, annual labor productivity growth in manufacturing was, on average, 3.9 percent, compared with 2.2 percent in the decades before.

The scene was set for a major decoupling between productivity and wages of college graduates on the one hand and the economic fortunes of workers without a college degree on the other.




Cost Disease and Manual Work


If there is one economic term that you may not have heard of but you should have, it is “Baumol’s cost disease,” which has been integral to the emergence of the postindustrial economy.

This notion, named after the economist William Baumol, goes like this: Imagine households want to consume two goods, cars and health care, and they would like to do this in a balanced manner. Too much health care and no cars would be no good. Nor would it be desirable to consume many cars but no health care. Now imagine what happens if there are rapid productivity improvements in the automotive industry but no productivity growth in health care. The output of the automotive industry will increase, and so consumers can have more cars. But then they would want more health care as well. If there is no reallocation of labor from car manufacturing to health care, the wishes of the consumers will be frustrated. The result is an increase in the price of health care services. This change in prices will ultimately cause a reallocation of labor away from the automotive sector toward health care, but such reallocation can never reverse the rise in the cost of health care. Hence the name “cost disease”—this process will always drive up health care prices and reduce the welfare of consumers relative to the scenario in which health care costs remained constant. The cost disease has much to do with health care being expensive around the world (though it is particularly expensive in the United States for reasons that go beyond Baumol’s theory).

Baumol’s cost disease impacts services, such as health care and education, for several reasons. First, as we have seen, there are many ways of increasing productivity in manufacturing using digital automation, while only a few tasks in health care and education can currently be automated. Although some parts of financial services, insurance, and real estate have been automated, the extent of this is minuscule relative to automation in industrial sectors. This is not just because education, health care, and other services are highly labor intensive. It is also because many of the activities in these sectors are nonroutine, require social interactions, need a high degree of customization, and involve judgment and complex decision-making. These considerations limit the extent to which increasing investment in machinery can raise productivity in services. Maintaining quality is also a challenge when expanding services. This sets the stage for Baumol’s cost disease.

From 1980 to today, there has been little labor productivity growth in health and education, while manufacturing productivity growth has been very strong, as we have just seen. Concurrently, manufacturing employment has fallen by 7.5 million, while employment in health care has risen by more than 14 million. Education, financial services, and administration have added another 9 million jobs over the same time period.

My description and the numbers in the previous paragraph may suggest that all that matters is the reallocation of total employment between sectors. In practice, however, education and health care, as well as financial services and administration, demand workers with specialized expertise and often higher education, such as doctors, professional managers, lawyers, and employees with strong quantitative skills. As a result, while workers who are being let go from manufacturing have lower education, the expanding service sector looks for workers with higher education. This adds to the growing demand for more educated employees and to the potential decline in the real wages of those without college education. Baumol’s cost disease therefore acts as an amplifier of the inequalities between college-educated and noncollege workers.

This, too, can be seen in the data. The share of manufacturing workers who have a college degree was 12 percent in 1980, compared to 25 percent in health care and 54 percent in education. Since then, the three numbers have increased to 34, 50, and 66 percent, respectively. They confirm that workers shed by manufacturing tend to have less education, but there isn’t much demand for these workers from services, which have become even more college-heavy during the same period.

Baumol’s cost disease is not a new phenomenon. William Baumol wrote about it in 1965, and it has been going on for longer than that. But like computers and automation, it took on a bigger role during the last several decades in part because of rapid productivity growth in manufacturing coming from digital technologies. The cost disease further contributed to the erosion of shared prosperity and became a central part of the postindustrial economy.



The premise of Baumol’s cost disease is that as productivity growth diverges between the automotive and health care industries, consumers still want to have a balanced consumption basket of products from these two sectors. In reality, when consumers become more affluent—as they have done over the last century—they also tend to shift their desired consumption toward services, adding to the effects of the cost disease.

Some goods—like food, clothing, and shelter—are “necessities.” It is impossible or, at the very least, very difficult to live without them. Other goods are “luxuries,” such as expensive cars, fancy electronics, summer houses, and personalized services. Consumers will start demanding these luxuries and will increase their desired spending on them as they become more affluent. This is part of the reason why 45 percent of all spending in the United States went to agricultural goods in 1830, but today that figure is only about 10 percent. Services such as education and health care are more like luxuries (at least after a certain level of health care), and their share of consumption increases with economic growth. While some manufacturing industries produce luxuries, many manufactured products are more like necessities. Most of the automotive sector does not produce Ferraris or Lamborghinis, and we all need clothes, food products, shelter, and basic appliances.

This implies that as the economy grows, there will need to be some reallocation away from manufacturing (and agriculture) toward services—even without Baumol’s mechanism based on productivity growth asymmetries. This is what we have seen over the last several decades as well. In the 1960s, 52 percent of consumption expenditure went to manufacturing and 13 percent went to health care, education, entertainment, and financial services. By the late 2010s, both of these numbers stood at approximately 31 percent, indicating a massive shift of consumption away from manufacturing toward services.

Consequently, affluence, just like Baumol’s cost disease, hasn’t been kind to manufacturing. It has amplified the fault lines of the industrial system and the bias of the postindustrial economy toward college-educated workers throughout the industrialized world.

While the dynamics unleashed by the cost disease and the broader sectoral reallocation of consumption are largely inevitable, how companies used digital technologies—predominantly for automating lower-education, blue-collar jobs and routine office jobs—was a choice, as I’ll explain a little later and then in greater detail in chapter 9. How American and European economies became much more open to imports from lower-wage countries was also largely a matter of choice.




“Chinese Imports Decimating U.S. Industries”


Globalization and trade with low-wage countries, especially China, have been other major contributors to the decline of manufacturing in the United States. Goods such as toys, shoes, clothes, and furniture are “tradable”—meaning Walmart and other retailers can source them from outside the United States. Many of the inputs that other manufacturing industries use, including car parts, glass, and metal components, are also tradable, allowing their production to be offshored overseas. In contrast, many services, like health care and education, can’t be offshored. So as the United States gradually opened up to international trade, manufacturing was more heavily impacted than services.

A turning point for U.S. manufacturing was the surge in imports from China, which was a consequence of rapid productivity growth and the powerful export drive in China. Policymakers also gave Chinese companies privileged access to the U.S. market and then supported the country’s accession to the World Trade Organization. This reduced the slew of tariff and nontariff barriers that used to restrict the ability of Chinese companies to sell in the United States and Europe. The total number of U.S. jobs lost due to Chinese competition between 1999 and 2011 is estimated to be between 2 and 2.4 million. This was the background to Treasury Secretary Janet Yellen arguing in Beijing that cheap Chinese imports put “the viability of American . . . firms . . . into question” and that her government wouldn’t “accept [a] reality” in which Chinese imports “flooded the global market and decimated [U.S.] industries.”

It wasn’t just trade in goods that impacted U.S. manufacturing. Offshoring of manufacturing components has had similarly sweeping effects, as numerous jobs in car manufacturing and electronics shifted to lower-wage economies, including China and Mexico.



Automation, offshoring, and import competition from China have also impacted other advanced economies, but in more nuanced ways. Collective bargaining did not decline as much in most of Europe as in the United States. In the Nordic countries, for example, union coverage has remained quite high. This has kept real wages steady there, in contrast to the U.S. In Germany, as we’ll see, after new machinery was introduced, companies often kept and retrained blue-collar workers rather than laying them off.

These caveats notwithstanding, technology trends have been broadly similar across most industrialized countries. Most tellingly, jobs in blue-collar and clerical occupations have declined in almost all industrialized economies, complicating dreams of shared prosperity. U.S. inequality trends have counterparts in Western Europe as well—even if inequality in those countries did not explode as powerfully as it did in America and never reached U.S. levels. But the bottom line is similar: The industrial compact ended and a form of postindustrial economy and politics emerged throughout Europe, too.




The New Geography of Jobs


Deindustrialization driven by automation, sectoral reallocation of consumption away from manufacturing, and globalization were big blows to the industrial compact. A more subtle but equally important fault line was opened by the changing geography of industry and jobs.

Industrialization made small towns relevant. Henry Ford chose the city of Detroit as the home for his revolutionary car factories. General Motors followed and located in the same area. But cars need tires, braking systems, specialized fluids, seats, plastic and metal components, electronics, and lots of computer chips, as well as myriad engine parts. Component manufacturing was spread across smaller cities in the Midwest, not too far from the center of gravity of the automobile industry. For instance, Akron, Ohio, grew from a town of just a few thousand in 1910 to about 290,000 people in 1960, driven by the production of tires and rubber for nearby car factories in Detroit. Dayton, Ohio, became the spark plug capital of the United States and also contributed to car assembly, while Flint, Michigan, specialized in assembly, with almost half of its nearly 200,000 inhabitants working in car manufacturing. Nearby smaller cities were increasingly specialized in other car parts: Muncie, Indiana, for batteries and transmission systems; Anderson, Indiana, for electronics; Kenosha, Wisconsin, for engine production; and Janesville, Wisconsin, for seat making.

Other industries, ranging from glassmaking to food processing, petrochemicals, textiles, apparel, furniture, and toys, were scattered throughout the country. Firms often avoided the biggest cities, where rents for industrial space were high and workers would require greater compensation to be able to afford housing and other products and services.

Small and medium-sized towns made by industrialization were unmade by automation, globalization, and deindustrialization. Automation led to sizable employment declines—not just in the “auto towns” mentioned above but across a number of medium-sized cities specializing in heavy industry, such as Defiance, Ohio, and Beaumont, Texas. Other medium-sized cities, such as Martinsville, Virginia, and High Point and Hickory in North Carolina, that used to specialize in apparel and furniture were decimated by competition from cheap Chinese imports.

Even when manufacturing employment survived in some companies in small cities, such as at Anchor Hocking in Lancaster, Ohio, wages were reduced because of automation, pressure from Chinese imports, or costcutting efforts imposed by managers and consultants.

Manufacturing job losses from trade and technology put downward pressure on worker incomes throughout the local economy and reduced demand for retail, wholesale, housing, and other services, in many cases plunging entire regions into deep, long-lasting recessions.

As a result of these changes and the broader deindustrialization process, small and medium-sized towns are now much less central to the national economy. In 1969, 21 percent of U.S. personal income was in small (nonmetropolitan) towns. Today, the same number stands at 10.5 percent, while the share of big cities has increased. Population movements have mirrored this, as people have moved out of small towns and migrated to big cities. The auto towns clustered around Detroit have lost much of their carmanufacturing employment and shrunk considerably in size. Dayton, Ohio, and Flint, Michigan, for instance, now have about half of the population they did in 1960.

Population always fluctuates between cities, but this recent transformation has had much more concentrated economic consequences. Large cities are more expensive, especially for housing and labor-intensive services. They offer attractive jobs, but mostly for highly educated workers with specialized expertise. As the geography of jobs has shifted to megacities, opportunities for noncollege workers have declined further.

Once upon a time, noncollege workers could also get good wages in cities, because of the need for manual work associated with manufacturing, as well as in transport, construction, and custodial and security work. That, too, has changed during this period, with the disappearance of manufacturing jobs for noncollege workers. Inflation-adjusted wages of noncollege workers in these metropolitan areas have lost more ground than throughout the rest of the country, while the earnings of college graduates and postgraduates in big cities have skyrocketed. For example, between 1979 and 2007, while the wages of postgraduate workers in the largest metropolitan areas increased by about 46 percent, the earnings of workers with high school or less in the same cities remained essentially constant—despite the very significant increase in the costs of living in these areas.

This change is, once again, driven by automation (there is less need for manual work in cities), reallocation of industry (fewer industrial jobs in cities), and Baumol’s cost disease (more demand for health care, education, and administrative services in cities).

The fallout from these regional effects has gone beyond economics and shows us a microcosm of the problems facing U.S. communities more broadly. Local communities that used to be cohesive in smaller cities, such as Lancaster, Ohio, have been under duress as their economies have suffered stagnation and decline.

Other examples abound. The meat-processing company Hormel, famous for Spam (the real, not the digital, kind), was a mainstay of the town of Austin, Minnesota. Hormel provided well-paid, stable jobs for workers, and its owners and managers were enmeshed in local civic life, attending the same churches, sporting events, and charities and sending their children to the same schools as their workers. They supported local activities and charities. When the company started automating and offshoring jobs and reducing wages in the 1980s, Austin’s community life was also transformed. As jobs were lost and owners and managers moved to other cities or into gated communities, previously vibrant neighborhoods and houses became decrepit.

As manufacturing jobs in smaller towns disappeared, social problems multiplied. Marriage rates fell, out-of-wedlock childbirth increased, and mental health problems rose in the worst-affected communities. Job losses and worsening economic opportunities, especially for Americans without a college degree in small and medium-sized towns, also appear to have been a major driver of the rise in what economists Anne Case and Angus Deaton call “deaths of despair”—premature deaths due to drugs, alcohol, and suicide. The health of Americans, which was already worse than that of people in other industrialized countries, has deteriorated further, and mortality rates of American adults have increased, which is unprecedented in advanced economies.

While local communities in smaller towns declined, not many new, cohesive communities emerged in megacities. Neighborhoods that used to be home to the working class experienced a rapid rise in house prices as high-earning college graduates and postgraduates moved in and lower-education manual workers moved out. This has set the scene for another change I will emphasize in the next chapter: a huge increase in segregation of communities by education and income.

These trends have been defining for the American economy and social life. They also have analogues in the United Kingdom and most of Europe, where, with automation, globalization, and sectoral reallocations, the economic center of gravity has shifted away from smaller towns and toward major cities, with similar social consequences.




Monopoly


Most accounts of economic changes of the last five decades ignore monopoly—large firms that dominate their markets. Ford and General Motors were monopolies in the car market, and so were General Electric, U.S. Steel, AT&T, and other behemoths of the twentieth century. Standard Oil and Carnegie Steel, which cornered almost the entire oil and steel markets in the early twentieth century, are synonymous with monopoly.

Monopoly is not good for consumers. It leads to higher prices and is sometimes a barrier to further technological change and dynamism. It has a mixed effect on shared prosperity. On the one hand, companies such as Ford and General Motors can afford to split some of their profits with their workers, especially when confronted with a well-organized labor movement. On the other hand, a monopoly might choose to serve only its shareholders and has the power to create countless impediments to higher wages. Most fundamentally, monopoly isn’t good for workers, because, as it reduces production to keep prices high, it depresses the demand for labor. As John Sherman, the author of the Sherman Antitrust Act of 1890, put it, “[Monopoly] commands the price of labor without fear of strikes, for in its field it allows no competitors.”

Monopoly in manufacturing has always been an issue, but a number of factors used to limit the broader impacts of market power. Foreign competition was a looming threat, and large firms also wanted to reach foreign markets, as car companies, General Electric, Boeing, and Nike, among others, have periodically attempted to do. This meant that manufacturing monopolies could not completely turn their backs on innovation or productivity improvements.

The shift from manufacturing to services in the postindustrial era has created new kinds of monopoly. On the one hand, we have witnessed the emergence of tech giants, with market capitalization levels unparalleled in history. Before its breakup in one of the most famous cases of antitrust, the market capitalization of Standard Oil was about $36 billion in today’s dollars—just a fraction of what Alphabet (Google), Amazon, Microsoft, NVIDIA, and Apple are worth, as of January 2025: $2.4 trillion, $2.4 trillion, $3.2 trillion, $3.4 trillion, and $3.5 trillion, respectively. Other tech giants, such as Meta (Facebook) and Tesla, are close behind.

It isn’t only in the tech industry that we have seen the rise of dominant firms. The huge U.S. insurance industry is now defined by UnitedHealth, which has a market share of 16.4 percent. Some 68.2 percent of all airline travel in the United States is in the hands of four companies—American Airlines, Delta, Southwest, and United Airlines—which have over time merged with several of their rivals. The situation in banking is similar, with Bank of America, Citibank, JPMorganChase, and Wells Fargo accounting for almost 50 percent of the banking sector after a series of mergers over the last twenty years. Management consulting is dominated by Bain, Boston Consulting Group, and McKinsey. Comcast controls 24 percent of cable television, and mobile telephony is even more concentrated, with AT&T, T-Mobile, and Verizon making up 96 percent of the sector’s sales.

These monopolies concentrate their employment in major cities. And they tend to employ highly educated workers, with whom they share part of their profits and comforts. Think of the gobs of facilities and luxuries offered to engineers at Google, while lower-skilled warehouse workers at Amazon don’t get on-demand sushi or kombucha.

Monopoly has therefore been another force that has skewed the distribution of economic gains over the last several decades. Workers with specialized expertise and postgraduate degrees, living in megacities, have benefited from these monopolies. The rest of Americans have largely lost out because they have borne the brunt of higher prices and lower demand for regular workers brought by rising market power.




Political Economy of Inequality


None of this happened in a vacuum. A series of institutional changes in the United States and other industrialized nations facilitated the rise of monopoly, the decline of manufacturing, and the emergence of a low-wage economy, especially for noncollege workers. Institutional changes came about as the children of the Thatcher–Reagan revolution and the drive for deregulation originating on the Right. In a sense, this could be seen as a pushback to several aspects of the left-liberal agenda of the postwar years. In his victory speech, Ronald Reagan mentioned free-market icons Milton Friedman, Friedrich Hayek, and Ludwig von Mises, as well as Barry Goldwater, as his inspirations. Reagan’s victory itself was the culmination of a decades-long project—financed by business associations and several rich Americans—of reining in organized labor, rolling back government regulations, and letting markets work more freely. A 1978 manifesto for this movement called it “a massive and unprecedented mobilization of the moral, intellectual and financial resources” aimed at elevating capitalism.

Yet in some sense, even this pushback was embedded in the liberal tradition. Neither Thatcher nor Reagan nor any of the other leading conservative figures of the era repudiated liberal democracy. They still stood for liberal values, even if they wanted more markets, less regulation, and a weaker labor movement. There was no questioning of freedom of speech, freedom of religion, or freedom of assembly. General progress was viewed as feasible, almost inevitable. More inequality could be tolerated, and, according to their worldview, economic growth would be the tide that would lift all boats. These politicians did not really dismantle the redistributive state that had formed, either. What’s more, some of their policy ideas were soon taken up by the center Left, which also supported deregulation and market-based solutions to a panoply of social problems.

Nevertheless, these institutional changes mattered. Deregulation and the shift in the philosophy of antitrust, led by right-leaning scholars and judges such as Robert Bork, helped lay the groundwork for the greater monopolization of the economy. Bork influentially argued that mergers, even those between large firms, could be good for consumers and should be fought only if it could be demonstrated that they increased prices. Without this major shift in the courts’ approach to large companies, it would have been difficult for leading companies in the technology, financial, airline, or communication industries to reach the scale they achieved over the last several decades. For example, the technology sector became highly consolidated partly because tech giants were given free rein to acquire smaller competitors and related companies to grow their reach and dominance. If Instagram and WhatsApp had not been acquired by Meta, Meta would not have had the same dominant position in social media in the 2010s. Similarly, if Google had not acquired YouTube and Waze, it would not be a monopoly in video and navigation services in the way that it is now. In the financial sector, Bank of America, JPMorganChase, Citibank, and Wells Fargo wouldn’t have been able to increase their market share from 35 percent in 2000 to 50 percent today without acquiring many of their rivals.

These were institutional choices that the United States made, and they influenced not just the U.S. market but the European, Canadian, and global ones as well.

Equally important was the change in attitudes toward organized labor. Margaret Thatcher and Ronald Reagan were particularly troubled by what they perceived as the growing power of unions, though by the time either of them had been elected, peak unionization was long past. In 1945, 33 percent of the U.S. workforce was unionized; this number was already down to 23 percent in 1980. But Reagan did his best to make sure the union movement was decimated. The Professional Air Traffic Controllers Organization went on strike in 1981, even though industrial action by government employees was illegal. Reagan did not miss the opportunity. Labeling striking workers a “peril to national safety,” he fired them, delivering a big blow to organized labor in one fell swoop. Private businesses followed Reagan’s example and took a tougher stance against strikes in the 1980s. As a result, the number of strikes per year, which was around 250 toward the end of the 1970s, declined to 50 per year by the end of the 1980s. In the late 2010s, there were just a handful of strikes every year. Unionization rates duly declined as well, and today less than 10 percent of the U.S. workforce is unionized. Similar trends ensued in the U.K. during and after Thatcher’s government.

The weakening of unions meant less collective bargaining for higher wages, contributing to the widening gap between the shares of capital and labor in national income. Perhaps even more importantly, without unions in the picture, there was no counterweight against the automation drive of businesses and no pushback against massive flows of cheap imports and offshoring.

Overall, these changes ultimately became incorporated into the policy agenda of the liberal establishment, including the Democratic Party in the United States. This created an environment auspicious for the transformative effects of automation, Baumol’s cost disease, and globalization. Although institutional changes didn’t make the postindustrial economy, they greatly facilitated its emergence.




Choice and Necessity in Technology


The fact that digital technologies have been a key driver of the rise of postindustrial economics and the concurrent collapse of the shared prosperity experienced in previous decades does not suggest any of this was predestined.

There is sometimes a tendency in the discussions of experts and laypeople alike to equate technology with inevitable forces. This couldn’t be further from the truth. Technology is a choice about how we use our collective knowledge. There are always many directions in which technology can be developed. It is true that digital tools enabled new forms of automation. But they also opened up myriad possibilities that could have bolstered new pathways for shared prosperity. These possibilities included the decentralization of the production process, which many computer pioneers in the 1960s and ’70s had anticipated and welcomed. Digital technologies could also have created new tasks for workers of different skills. It was a choice that these paths remained unexplored while industrial and office automation became the priority.

The most telling piece of evidence is the fact that inequality trends have differed quite considerably across countries. While there is a common trend toward greater inequality, the extent and details of it vary greatly. By and large, all technologies used by U.S. companies are available to companies in Nordic countries, Germany, or France. But inequality has increased much more in the United States than in any of these other countries. In Sweden, Norway, and France, wage inequality, and especially the gap between high-education and low-education workers, has remained relatively stable.

These differences are partly because of different institutional choices—in particular, the role of unions, norms about wage setting, minimum wages, and other regulations in the labor market. They are also about technological choices. German manufacturing firms have introduced industrial robots considerably faster than their American counterparts. The number of robots per industrial worker in Germany is about twice that in the United States. But German manufacturing companies must negotiate with worker representatives and unions when making these choices, and their blue-collar workers are often very well trained, having gone through two or three years of structured apprenticeships. Consequently, while in the 1990s and 2000s American companies deployed digital technologies mostly for automation, displacing and laying off blue-collar workers whenever they could, German manufacturing firms adopted a very different strategy. When introducing new technologies, they retrained their blue-collar workers for technical and supervisory occupations. Via programs such as Industry 4.0 or Digital Factory, German firms also installed computer-assisted design and computer-aided quality-control tools that could be used by trained technical workers without a college degree. These were applications of ideas that several technologists and computer scientists had advocated, such as the inventor Douglas Engelbart, who is responsible for many of the technologies we depend on today, including the computer mouse, graphical user interfaces, and hypertext. Engelbart argued that digital technologies could be “complementary to humans” and used for “boosting mankind’s capacity for coping with complex, urgent problems.” Engelbart also provided powerful templates for doing so with his inventions.

As a result of these types of human-complementary uses of new technology, robot adoption in Germany was not associated with large employment drops—blue-collar work declined, but there were concurrent increases in technical occupations. Signaling the importance of institutional choices, in establishments where labor was better organized, there were less steep employment declines and more pronounced efforts to reallocate blue-collar workers to technical tasks.

Comparable adjustments were made in Japan, Finland, the Netherlands, Norway, and Sweden, with similar outcomes—less inequality and less displacement of blue-collar workers.

Choices about automation can amplify the disruptive, inequality-boosting effects of transformative technologies, as they did in the U.S. during the 1980s, 1990s, and 2000s. But they can also serve the rebuilding of shared prosperity, as I explain later in the book.




Toward Postindustrial Politics


Liberal democracy’s success in bolstering shared prosperity during the decades that followed World War II was a product of industrial economics and industrial politics. Liberalism’s crisis cannot be understood without recognizing the fundamental change toward postindustrial economics, which impaired the political economy of liberal success. This was partly driven by the inevitable reallocation of consumption away from industry to services. But more importantly, it was a consequence of the way digital technologies were developed and deployed and the type of globalization that was adopted. These changes led to the disappearance of good jobs that used to be the bulwark of shared prosperity, severed the link between productivity growth and wage growth, and weakened community-level and national political participation.

But major changes didn’t solely originate from economics. The postindustrial economy also altered political and social dynamics and paved the way for a new politics, as we will now see.







Chapter 7 Postindustrial Politics



In the United States at this time liberalism is not only the dominant but even the sole intellectual tradition. For it is the plain fact that nowadays there are no conservative or reactionary ideas in general circulation.

—Lionel Trilling

The meritocratic conviction that people deserve whatever riches the market bestows on their talents makes solidarity an almost impossible project.

—Michael Sandel



Shortly after pandemic-era travel restrictions eased, I flew to Washington, DC, for a meeting with leaders from left-leaning foundations. The topic was close to my heart: combating inequality and constructing a new narrative about reversing huge and widening income disparities. I expected the focus to be on the jarring increase in earnings inequality over the last four decades, led by the declining wages of workers, and especially men, without college degrees.

To my surprise, nobody seemed to comment on the stagnation and decline in the wages of noncollege workers. Nor was there any discussion of how inequality between residents of small cities and large metropolitan areas had surged. Instead, commentator after commentator talked about gender inequality, racial inequality, and inequality affecting sexual minorities. These are all important topics, of course, but if our aim was to understand the surge in inequality at the aggregate level, much of the story was about jobs and opportunities for Americans without college education.

As I was traveling back to Boston, another event crystallized my unease about American political trends. Seeing that my flight was delayed by an hour, I decided to get a drink. At the bar by my gate, the only opening was next to a burly gentleman around my age. As I ordered a beer, he asked me whether my flight was also delayed. I nodded ruefully and said it wasn’t too bad. He proceeded to talk about football, a topic I know little about. But I welcomed the distraction, and over the next hour, we broached several other topics: the annoyances of air travel, beer, the challenges of the small business he was running, politics, and basketball, about which I knew a little more than football.

It was only later that I realized how rare such an event had become, where I spoke to somebody with a very different education profile, occupation, and interests from mine. This made me consider what would have happened if, on my other side at the bar, there had been somebody with a PhD and an occupation similar to mine (academic, financier, consultant, lawyer, etc.). Whom would I have chosen to initiate a conversation with? Whom would the participants in the workshop I attended have chosen? The answer seemed almost too obvious, and not completely unrelated to why the plight of manual workers was less than top of mind for many college-educated policymakers, activists, and civil servants.

I later embellished the choice a little and offered it to several friends and participants at various conferences: If stranded at an airport, with a professional with a PhD from a faraway land (China, India, Brazil, Nigeria) on one side and an American high school graduate on the other, to whom would you look forward to talking for the next hour? Many took the question to be rhetorical, because the answer was, again, too obvious.

There is nothing natural about the educational segregation that has emerged in the United States. But it has become a reality, with far-reaching consequences for postindustrial politics. It is emblematic of weakening ties within communities—and within the nation. It may explain how, as they became more politically influential and assertive, the well educated became less understanding of the woes of those with lower levels of education. It is a big part of the story of how left-leaning, well-educated liberal elites started deviating from the premises of liberalism that had generated its past success.



This chapter explains how a liberal establishment in which highly educated experts have become more influential and the college educated command a dominant position has emerged—both in the United States and elsewhere in the industrialized world. The political rise of the college educated is related to the phenomenal growth in the number of people with college degrees. But even more important, it is a consequence of the rising status of the college educated, which is itself rooted in their meteoric economic climb—while automation, offshoring, globalization, and related sectoral trends have reduced the availability of good jobs for noncollege workers. As the college educated have become politically more powerful, they have also diverged further from the less educated in their geographic locations and their social lives, reducing their ability to empathize with the latter’s problems and creating a major cultural rift between the two groups. In the process, a coalition between different segments of the college educated and the tech sector has formed, and this coalition has completely turned its back on the economic priorities of the less educated and has come to focus on cultural and global issues. Cultural politics, promoted from both left and right, has further alienated the working class.



The Rise of a New Elite


Politics in the United States and other industrialized nations was never fully democratic. Nor did politicians and those with influence truly internalize the problems of the rest of the population. But American politics in the twentieth century developed some level of pluralism, with many groups vying for influence on issues that they cared about. The owners and managers of large corporations and the wealthy were, of course, highly powerful, but so were labor unions, local communities, and various interest groups—think of the United Auto Workers, the American Medical Association, and Ralph Nader and his “raiders” taking on automotive and pharmaceutical companies.

Highly educated experts always had some degree of power as well. The term “Boston Brahmin”—coined by Oliver Wendell Holmes Sr., who was himself a consummate member of this class as a leading physician, poet, and writer, and the father of future Supreme Court Justice Oliver Wendell Holmes Jr.—has been part of American culture for over a century. The Brahmin families were influential not only because of their wealth and lineage going back to colonial times but also because of their elite education and claim to expertise. At times, for example during the New Deal and World War II, such expertise was highly sought-after and conferred considerable status on its holders. But the power of the educated class was contingent and depended on its coalition with other groups. For instance, in the context of the New Deal and the early postwar decades, segments of the highly educated experts influenced policy in part because they had joined forces with organized labor.

In the postindustrial era, the highly educated became an autonomous, more numerous, and more powerful elite. The term “elite” is overused in social sciences and public discussions but still connotes a (somewhat) coherent group with high prestige, social status, and political power. The concept of “power elite” was introduced by the American sociologist C. Wright Mills to designate those who “occupy positions in American society from which they can look down upon, so to speak, and by their decisions mightily affect, the everyday world of ordinary men and women.” According to this definition, segments of the educated did become a power elite—or simply elite. Their rise is the defining feature of postindustrial politics. But the story is not simply one in which the more educated become influential relative to the rest of society. Those with higher education have themselves changed fundamentally in the process.




“A Change in the Scope of Public Responsibility”


During the nineteenth century, liberal ideas made inroads throughout Europe and the United States. The major expansions of the voting franchise in Europe were not gifts given by landowners and industrialists to the middle class and workers out of the goodness of their hearts. Rather, it was the threat of revolution or, at the very least, the prospect of costly unrest that often triggered concessions. Nevertheless, liberal ideas mattered greatly, too (as I discussed in chapter 4). It became less and less tenable to talk of universal rights while treating the poor as fifth-class citizens. Liberal ideas were vital in providing a language to the disenfranchised, including women, to articulate and push for their demands. They were also important for the nascent notion that state institutions should protect citizens against harm, whether from pollution, disease, or economic hardship.

Before the twentieth century, liberalism was never the main, unrivaled governing philosophy in either Europe or the United States. It had to contend with powerful conservative interests. The famous German Chancellor Otto von Bismarck’s “state socialism” reforms are particularly telling, since they enshrined some key tenets of liberal ideas, such as health insurance, pensions, and worker protection. Bismarck articulated the case for these policies by stating:


The real grievance of the worker is the insecurity of his existence; he is not sure that he will always have work, he is not sure that he will always be healthy, and he foresees that he will one day be old and unfit to work. If he falls into poverty, even if only through a prolonged illness, he is then completely helpless, left to his own devices, and society does not currently recognize any real obligation toward him beyond the usual help for the poor, even if he has been working all the time ever so faithfully and diligently.



But Bismarck’s agenda was strongly paternalist and antiliberal, intent on denying extensive individual freedoms and the possibility of true self-government to the working classes. He simultaneously suppressed the social democrats and waged an anti-Catholic Kulturkampf. His reforms were nonetheless an outgrowth of liberal ideas in the sense that they were a reaction and a partial concession to them—even if with strong conservative overtones.

The situation was not much different in Britain, where many reforms were spearheaded by conservatives under the “one nation conservatism” banner, or in the United States, where liberal and conservative ideas, as well as drives for centralization and decentralization, often clashed and fused in the process of building new institutions.

The New Deal was a turning point for the emergence of a liberal establishment in the United States. The Progressive Era had brought important regulations, especially in antitrust, and major steps toward a more representative democracy with the direct election of senators. But the emergence of a clear governing philosophy based on liberal ideas did not materialize until Franklin Delano Roosevelt started grappling with the Great Depression—the deepest recession the country had witnessed since its founding—and the specter of fascism and communism. Against this current, the New Deal articulated a new philosophy based on liberalism’s main tenets: basic freedoms and a commitment to helping the disadvantaged and the downtrodden. As Lyndon Johnson’s vice president, Hubert Humphrey, put it: “The New Deal was a change in the scope of public responsibility”—and so was the governing philosophy of the emerging liberal establishment.

Roosevelt, himself a descendant of elite Brahmin families—the Delanos, the Brinleys, and the Lymans—did not become president to upend American institutions. He turned into “a traitor to his class,” as some came to describe him, not so much out of choice but out of necessity.

Roosevelt responded to the challenging circumstances he inherited by taking steps to build a new institutional structure. Three pillars supported his agenda. The first was the labor movement, which made important advances during Roosevelt’s long presidency, especially with the 1935 Wagner Act, which enshrined the right to join unions, to engage in collective negotiations, and to strike. The act also established fair labor practices. The second pillar consisted of Southern Democrats (“Dixiecrats”), who lent support to Roosevelt in return for concessions on issues of race and segregation and influenced the form of his signature legislation, such as the Agricultural Adjustment Act (AAA), adopted to stabilize and raise prices of farm products. The third was Roosevelt’s “brain trust,” composed of left-leaning, highly educated experts.

At first, Southern Democrats and the labor movement were the two strongest pillars. But the experts showed greater staying power. The hold of the Democratic Party on the South and, together with it, the Dixiecrat influence, ultimately waned. Labor’s power was partially curbed after World War II, particularly with the Taft–Hartley Act of 1947, which restricted the ability of unions to engage in wildcat and solidarity strikes and secondary boycotts and to impose “closed shop” arrangements in which only union members could be hired. Taft–Hartley also paved the way for “right-to-work” laws around the country, further restricting union power. In contrast, the reach of the experts grew with World War II mobilization, planning, and administration. They became even more sought-after during the Kennedy–Johnson administration, starting with John F. Kennedy’s version of the brain trust, made up of young, smart, and ambitious experts, the “best and brightest.”

The New Deal acknowledged the necessity of regulating the market economy for stability and fairness—exemplified by landmark legislation such as the National Industrial Recovery Act of 1933, which restricted unfettered competition in both the product and the labor markets; the Social Security Act of 1935, which introduced the Social Security program; the AAA; as well as the “alphabet soup of agencies” founded to carry out regulations and administration. The driving force of these regulations was protecting the disempowered—a liberal idea. The engine of recovery and economic growth would be regulated markets, with regulations aiming to ensure that market dynamics did not leave workers and farmers too far behind—yet another liberal idea. The way Roosevelt presented his reforms was as a democratic alternative to fascism and communism—another bedrock liberal idea. The emergent administrative state greatly elevated expertise, too, which is consistent with liberalism’s emphasis on progress and science.

World War II mobilization, and the critical role of the government in that process, further cemented not just the role of experts but also the policies the New Deal had adopted to combat the Great Depression. These ideas became a core part of the country’s governing philosophy. Even Republicans had to abide by their main elements. Dwight Eisenhower defined himself as a “modern Republican” to emphasize that he accepted much of the regulatory approach and objectives of the New Deal. Even Richard Nixon, a consummate provocateur for Democratic lawmakers and activists, followed in Roosevelt’s and Eisenhower’s footsteps in building and strengthening the administrative state. He relied on the same type of experts as the architects and implementers of crucial regulations.

Liberalism was no longer in opposition, denouncing abuses and demanding improvements, as it had been in much of Europe during the nineteenth century. It was no longer just sharing power with conservatives, as it had done in Germany under Bismarck and the United States until the Progressive Era. As the conservative American critic Stanton Evans noted in 1965, “The chief point about the Liberal Establishment is that it is in control.” What Evans meant was, of course, left-leaning liberalism, as also described in the famous literary critic Lionel Trilling’s quote at the beginning of this chapter.

But there were major challenges ahead for liberalism. Standing up for individual rights and progress and criticizing antiliberal policies wouldn’t be enough. Liberalism would have to grow up to be in power. Who would dictate its agenda?




Politics Shifts Shape


Professional expertise, exercised by highly educated Americans, became central not just because Roosevelt empowered his brain trust or because Kennedy relied on his best and brightest. This change also reflected the evolving role of education in society.

In 1949, there were 5.4 million Americans with a four-year college degree. Today, that same number is around 93 million. This numerical increase alone would confer greater power on them. This is part of the story, especially because college education typically imparts common values and interests—respect for knowledge and science, a more cosmopolitan outlook, new connections to an influential social network, and valuable social and technical skills. It is therefore a natural conduit for generating a group with shared ideas and preferences.

More important than sheer numbers is the rise in the status of the educated. In much of the West, and especially in the United States, wealth generates social status. No wonder that The Great Gatsby, in which social standing (and tragedy) follows from money, is still viewed as the iconic American novel.

The earnings of college-educated workers rose considerably over the last eight decades. In 1939, the average college graduate earned about 66 percent more than the average high school graduate. With the rapid wage growth of manual workers in manufacturing (see chapter 4), economic opportunities for noncollege workers improved and this premium decreased to 47 percent by 1979. Since then, it has surged. Today, college-educated workers earn almost 90 percent more than high school–educated Americans.

The college/noncollege distinction may mask the real extent of this divergence. If we instead compare the average earnings of manual workers (computed as the average of blue-collar manufacturing, construction, transport, custodial, and clerical workers, as well as craft workers, such as electricians, carpenters, and plumbers) with those in professional occupations (such as engineering, management, medicine, law, accounting, and economics), the divergence is even more pronounced. The earnings difference between these groups was 78 percent in 1939 and fell to 52 percent in 1979 but has ballooned to 110 percent today. This reflects the myriad economic opportunities created for people with valuable college degrees and analytical training. It is also a result of the declining prospects for manual workers.

This wide gulf between workers with and without a college degree, or those in manual and professional occupations, meant not just diverging lifestyles but also a huge shift in social status. This was exacerbated by the meritocratic tilt of American culture, viewing economic success as “just deserts”—a deserved reward for talent. This perspective became even more ingrained as economic fortunes started flowing toward those with technical skills and education, making the meritocratic interpretation of the divergence more palatable. Thus, in the eyes of many Americans (though not always those in communities living through hardship), workers receiving high wages were deserving, and the ones left behind would have to show greater grit and make similar investments to move into highly rewarded occupations themselves.

Survey responses show that prestige now lies with well-educated business leaders, computer programmers, management consultants, bankers, surgeons, and lawyers. People in both the U.S. and the U.K. assign lower prestige to occupations such as store clerk, taxi driver, and cook than they did in the late 1940s.

The widening gap between blue- and white-collar work is a consequence of the economic changes detailed in chapter 6. Digital technologies boosted the demand for professional work and for college-educated workers. As we have seen, early computers were used mainly by the college educated and enabled them to do things that were not possible before—including more sophisticated inventory control, financial planning, and design and better communication. More important, these trends arose because digital tools were used to automate manual tasks in factories as well as some office tasks typically performed by noncollege workers, such as secretarial, simple accounting, and sales functions. It was this automation drive that more fundamentally damaged the social status of noncollege workers. Americans without a college education not only watched college graduates race ahead of them but also saw their own jobs disappear and their earnings slip.

Baumol’s cost disease contributed. The economy shifted toward services, such as health care, education, and administration, where the skills of the college educated were in greater demand. This combined with personal computers and automation to reduce the economic and social standing of the less educated, while the prestige and influence of the college educated multiplied.

Every categorization is a social construct. We continually categorize one another and interpret our differences through the constructs we have manufactured. In reality, no two college-educated people are alike. Neither are any two workers with a high school degree. Hence, when we talk of Americans with and without a college degree, we are engaging in massive simplification. Nevertheless, to the extent that different groups start acquiring more common characteristics that distinguish them from others, categories take on real meaning. This period witnessed such a social change.

In the 1950s, there were many commonalities in the way that the college-educated and noncollege groups viewed the world. Over the next seven decades, cracks emerged between these groups, including on immigration, religious attendance, trust in news media, and the relative importance of global priorities compared to domestic and local ones. The two groups also diverged in terms of their life expectancy, health, marriage and divorce rates, and life satisfaction. Even on topics in which there has been no divergence, such as homosexuality, new divisions emerged, for example, in terms of views on transgender rights.

Cultural attitudes became more important as the three crucial pillars of the New Deal—workers, Southern Democrats, and left-leaning college-educated professionals and intellectuals—began to diverge in their political influence as well as in their views and values.




The Working Class, Abandoned


Alongside their beliefs, the experiences of the college- and non-college-educated grew apart starting in the 1960s. People of different education levels fought together in World War II, with almost 80 percent of American men of draft age going to war. The college-educated were actually more likely to enlist than those without college education. By the time of the Korean War in the early 1950s, the situation was very different. New policies meant that the majority of college students could defer military service. But an even bigger divergence was to come with the Vietnam War.

Many of the leaders of the labor movement were not hostile to the war, in part because it was spearheaded by President Lyndon Johnson, who was viewed as friendly to labor, and also because the U.S. labor movement leadership was generally anticommunist and patriotic. College students had a very different stance.

Campus protests against the war started in 1964 and became a constant across several universities in the late 1960s and early ’70s. Many students saw the protests as a principled stand against an unnecessary, imperialist war. Many workers saw it as students wanting to get out of serving in Vietnam. Reality was somewhere in between. Students hated the idea of fighting in Indochina’s jungles, and college enrollment rates skyrocketed as young people sought to get deferments. By the end of the 1970s, men with a college degree were only one-third as likely to serve as those without a degree. By this point, “new left ideas”—which prioritized issues of identity and self-expression rather than more traditional leftist topics such as labor concerns, inequality, and jobs—had become popular on campuses, driving a further wedge between students and workers. The simmering tensions came to a head in the Hard Hat Riot in New York in 1970, where construction workers attacked antiwar protesters.

These events were a prelude to a much bigger change: the transformation of the bastion of left-leaning liberalism in the United States, the Democratic Party—as well as similar left-of-center parties in other industrialized nations.

From the New Deal up until at least the 1970s, the Democratic Party was the home of manual, unionized workers. Strengthening unions was one of Roosevelt’s key policies, and Democrats continued these efforts in the 1950s and ’60s. The Democratic Wagner Act expanded union power, and the Taft–Hartley Act, drafted by a Republican senator and a Republican congressman, curbed it. The law was vetoed by the Democratic President Harry Truman, though his veto was overridden with support from some Democratic lawmakers. Given this background, Americans without a college degree were significantly more likely to vote for the Democratic Party. In the 1970s, around 60 percent of them did so. The same number was just 44 percent for the college educated.

Today, the picture is reversed. Only 48 percent of Americans without a college degree now vote Democrat, and Democrats have a solid lead among the college educated, receiving 60 percent of their vote.

Similar trends are visible across the industrialized world. In the U.K., around 23 percent of those with a college degree voted for the center-left Labour Party in the 1970s. That number now stands at 43 percent. In France, the trend is similar, with the percentage of those with a college degree who support the socialists and other left-wing parties rising from 48 percent to 62 percent today. In Germany, the turnaround is even starker: In the 1970s, only 29 percent of the college educated voted for the Left. Now it is 52 percent.

This global trend follows from the eclipse of industrial politics and the rise of postindustrial cleavages. But left-leaning parties have also changed.

A recent study finds a notable divergence between the economic policy preferences of less-educated Americans and the Democratic Party and a simultaneous convergence between the party’s (and its lawmakers’) positions and what the college educated support. The less educated consistently ask for a higher minimum wage, greater union power, protectionism against unrestricted flows of cheap foreign imports, and programs that provide jobs. College-educated Americans are not opposed to helping the disadvantaged. But they favor using taxes and spending to achieve this objective. The former policies were supported by Democratic lawmakers in the 1950s, ’60s, and ’70s. But since the late 1970s, the Democratic Party’s support has shifted away from such policies toward taxes and spending. A clear wedge is visible between what less-educated, working-class Americans want and what the Democratic Party offers.

Perhaps predictably, this shift has coincided with other major changes in the party’s structure and sources of support. The party now receives significantly more donations from geographic areas with more college graduates, signaling that it has indeed become the party of college-educated and postgraduate Americans.

The background of its leadership has also transmuted. Left-leaning experts were a constant fixture of the New Deal coalition and the Kennedy–Johnson administration, as we have seen. But Ivy League graduates were still more likely to be seen among Republican lawmakers. From the 1940s to the mid-1970s, about 30 percent of Republican congressmembers were products of the Ivy League. These numbers were less than 20 percent for Democrats. This picture, too, has reversed. Today, the Democrats are the party of the Ivy League–educated experts, with more than 30 percent of their lawmakers coming from Ivy League universities, while for Republicans these numbers have fallen to single digits. Similar trends hold for senators.

The change started with the “Watergate babies”—the class of new, young, and highly educated Democrats elected in the aftermath of the Watergate scandal. It accelerated with the founding of the Democratic Leadership Council (DLC), which aimed to infuse “modern thinking” into Democratic policies and became particularly influential during Bill Clinton’s presidency. The DLC was hostile to minimum wages, trade protectionism, and public works programs. For example, in the words of one of its founding members, “The bottom line was that the country and economy had changed, and the minimum wage, so important in the New Deal, ceased to be an effective way to help the working poor.” The DLC’s views on protectionism and public works programs were similar.

In the meantime, the preferences of the less educated have remained remarkably consistent. The growing wedge between the Democratic Party and their preferences has not escaped the attention of working-class Americans, who used to report that the Democratic Party was better for keeping the country prosperous. They no longer do.

This is what Senator Bernie Sanders, Democratic presidential candidate in 2016 and 2020, captured when he posted on Twitter after the 2024 general election: “It should come as no great surprise that a Democratic Party which has abandoned working class people would find that the working class has abandoned them.” Except that the same is true for most left parties, not just the Democrats in the U.S.

The divergence between Democrats and the working class has been even more jarring on cultural matters. Recent research documents that Democrats have also been losing votes from lower-education Americans because of their stances on cultural issues, which are growing further apart from these voters’ preferences.

The cultural and economic separation between the Democratic Party and the working class is sometimes blamed on the rise of “identity politics”—meaning politics based on ethnic, religious, sexual, or other identities that are often viewed as separate and opposed, for example between oppressed and oppressing identities. While there is much truth in this diagnosis, it is also possible to view the rise of identity politics as an outcome of postindustrial social dynamics. The emergence of the college educated as a major force within the Left, but separated from working classes and community, brought about the end of policy platforms that appealed to broad segments of the population, such as the New Deal coalition. In their place, it elevated issues that appealed to powerful subsets of college-graduate activists who were economically well-off and more concerned with specific cultural issues. Identity politics may thus be a consequence of broader economic and political forces that shaped the postindustrial age.

Simultaneously, the Right in most industrialized countries has shifted its language and policies to be more aligned with those of workers without college education. The first prominent American figure to articulate this shift may have been Patrick Buchanan, a onetime staffer for President Richard Nixon. In the second half of the 1970s, Buchanan argued that Republicans had to become “the party of the working class, not the party of the welfare class,” and the way to achieve this was through “an agonizing reappraisal of our heretofore almost uncritical support for American business.” These ideas became even more powerfully articulated by a thinker who anticipated many of the popular hard-right preoccupations of the 2010s, Samuel Francis. Francis, an adviser to Buchanan, pushed beyond Buchanan’s ideas, arguing for a “Middle American Revolution” powered by Americans whose preferences and culture were ignored by the liberal establishment.

Immigration was a particular focus for Buchanan and Francis. Throughout the 1990s and 2000s, views on immigration kept diverging between college-educated and noncollege Americans. In the 1980s, about 70 percent of white Americans, both with and without a college degree, had some concerns about aspects of overall immigration into the country. Since then, these attitudes have grown apart. In the late 2000s, noncollege Americans still had essentially the same view (63 percent), but only about 45 percent of college graduates agreed.

As Republicans staked out anti-immigration and pro-religion policy positions, they became increasingly aligned with an important set of issues occupying the minds of working-class Americans.

Another Republican strategy amplified this trend. Many left-leaning populist ideas, often in line with the sensibilities of working-class constituencies and small businesses, used to come from Southern Democrats. The Democratic Party’s championing of civil rights and Richard Nixon’s “Southern strategy,” aimed at capitalizing on the discontent of the white Democratic base in the South by exploiting racial prejudice, altered that. Democratic support in the South waned, and the shift of lower-education voters to the Republican Party accelerated.

Simultaneously, polarization and partisan wrangling between the two parties intensified, arguably starting during Newt Gingrich’s speakership of the House of Representatives between 1995 and 1999. Gingrich, aided and abetted by right-wing talk show and TV personalities, spearheaded a strategy that shunned bipartisanship and fueled animosity between the two parties. As part of this strategy, the Right also began amplifying working-class voters’ discontent with the Democrats.

In sum, by the 1990s, Democratic lawmakers were mostly college graduates from prestigious universities, receiving support from like-educated and like-minded constituents. Their sensibilities, strongly shared by the majority of Ivy League graduates and postgraduates throughout the country, were increasingly at odds with the policies and cultural stances favored by the less-educated working class. The Democratic Party was still committed to improving the lot of poor Americans, but the way they went about this, the policies they offered, and the language they used no longer resonated with working-class communities. These differences were exaggerated and exploited by Republican influencers and leaders. The core constituency of the Left thus became the highly educated, whom many working-class Americans started viewing as out of touch, culturally distant, and shedding only crocodile tears for their plight.

Although the details varied from country to country, what happened in the United States also transpired in other industrialized nations, where the center-Left parties started losing the working class, both because they were prioritizing cultural issues and because they were no longer seen as advocating economic policies that these voters desired. By the mid-2010s, noncollege voters had already become significantly more likely to supportcenter-right and sometimes populist-right parties in much of Europe as well.




“How Can the Polls Be Neck and Neck?”


Why did Democrats—and the Left in other industrialized nations—let the working classes abandon their party? Several factors appear to have contributed. The first is the changing values of Democratic leaders and activists, which we have already seen. The second is the role of the tech sector, which I will discuss further below. The third is related to the fact that the college-educated segments of the Democratic coalition came to interact less and less with the working class.

Americans of all education levels used to live in similar neighborhoods. Approximating U.S. neighborhoods by census tracts containing about four thousand people, in the 1960s, about 22 percent of a typical college graduate’s neighbors had a college degree. Today, that number stands at 46 percent. This is a result of the movement of college graduates to more expensive suburbs or into gated communities, leading to much less mixing by education or income. This segregation is equally sharp when we look at those with postgraduate degrees. In 1970, about 11 percent of a typical postgraduate’s neighbors also had a postgraduate degree. Today, this number has increased to more than 22 percent.

Those with and without a college degree also work in different places. The classic manufacturing firm was a melting pot, containing a large number of manual workers but also technicians, engineers, accountants, and managers with college education. Surviving manufacturing firms are much more education heavy, and most health care and education organizations are even more so. Sectors such as retail and fast food, on the other hand, are mostly composed of lower-education workers, with few employees with postgraduate or even college degrees.

Our social lives have also diverged. In the U.S., marriage is particularly segregated by education. The likelihood that a college graduate married another college graduate was 27 percent in 1970 and has risen to 42 percent today. The likelihood that a postgraduate marries another postgraduate has increased from 26 percent to 44 percent during the same period.

These changes mean that many people with and without a college degree are no longer part of the same community and share less and less of their social network. They live apart, in separate worlds. Since community is the conduit of information, trust, and mutual understanding, this separation by education (and income) has damaged trust and severed important links for creating potential solutions to our social problems. It has weakened bonds that tie different communities and people to a higher-level (e.g., national) shared understanding that is essential for compromises to be accepted and democracy to function. It has consequently made it much more likely that the college educated remain oblivious to the concerns and experiences of the less educated.

It isn’t only separation and divergent cultural values between the college educated and the rest. Across a number of industrialized countries, including the United States and United Kingdom, surveys show that the college educated view the less educated more negatively than other disadvantaged groups, such as the poor, and consider them to be responsible for their hardship. These tendencies are even more pronounced among college graduates with stronger beliefs in meritocracy.

It is a consequence of these trends that in many universities most academics did not know anybody who voted for Trump in 2016, and wondered how half of the country did so. The playwright Arthur Miller captured the same sentiment when he stated in 2004: “How can the polls be neck and neck when I don’t know one Bush supporter?”

On the flip side, many low-income, low-education communities do not understand the priorities of their more affluent counterparts. They also increasingly think that policymakers and civil servants with fancy diplomas do not speak for them.



A common view among the left-leaning college-educated segments of the U.S. population is that the working class is fooled by media and rhetoric to lend its support to Republicans. According to this view, the Democrats are still the party of the working class and the poor, with an unwavering commitment to their betterment, and Republicans still prioritize millionaires, billionaires, and tax cuts instead of the interests of poor Americans. If poor people think that Democrats don’t stand for them, this is a manufactured opinion, brought about by talk show hosts, misinformation on Fox News, and social media manipulation, financed by Republican billionaires. There is some truth to this claim, since the flames of cultural politics have more often been fanned by the Right than by the Left, and Republicans have simultaneously supported policies that are harmful to the working class (such as reducing taxes on the rich and opposing health care coverage for poor Americans). Nevertheless, the divergence between Democrats and working-class communities is also a reality.

As I argued in chapters 2 and 3, liberalism must stand for community and self-government. In particular, it must support bottom-up political participation, the ability of communities to have a say in their organization and in policies that affect their lives, and the construction of higher-level shared identities that can bring different groups together. The Democratic Party, led by the college educated, abandoned these principles, replacing them with a top-down technocracy—experts know best and don’t need to heed the economic or cultural preferences of the working class.

Balancing expertise and self-government is difficult in the best of times. Of course, there are things that experts know and ordinary people may not—such as how to conduct monetary policy, how to deal with pandemics, which drugs work and which don’t, and so on. But if, when technocrats’ priorities and people’s preferences clash, only the views of the former matter, grievances will set in.

Americans today are much less likely to say that most people can be trusted than they were in the 1970s. They also have much less confidence in political institutions, the media, and experts. Many report that they have little control over government policies or their own lives and volunteer the opinion that “lawmakers will not speak for us or people like us.” The general perception is that the basic pillars of self-government have been sacrificed and a nonresponsive technocracy has taken its place.




Waning Solidarity


Postindustrial economics and politics have reduced the capacity for self-government among working-class Americans and Europeans, because they eroded community and solidarity. Solidarity—mutual respect, regard, and caring—is vital for the success of any social group. A community works better when its members understand and care for one another.

Solidarity itself comes from shared community activities. People used to build solidarity as they played together, socialized together in churches, and contributed to their local schools and Little Leagues. Such solidarity was important for the cohesion of the community and bolstered better social outcomes for its members. Solidarity often starts at the local-community level, but when there are shared common values, moral principles, and communication between communities, such as those cultivated by patriotism or notions of citizenship of a republic, it can also exist at the national level. As I emphasized in chapter 3, such shared higher-level identities are important for liberal democracy to function and for liberalism’s agenda to receive broad buy-in and support.

That no longer seems to be possible. Community and solidarity are in decline throughout the United States and the industrialized world, and so is the prospect of a shared higher-level identity that can bring communities together.

People have fewer friends and spend less time interacting with others in their communities, and there are fewer local associations shaping people’s lives. People in the industrialized world also appear to care less about their fellow citizens. For example, in the United States, blood donations have declined to about one-third of their level in the early 1990s, indicating much less willingness to make even small sacrifices for others.

The political scientist Robert Putnam has done more than anyone else to highlight the undoing of community. Recently, he has documented the decline of communal and cooperative language since around the 1980s. The usage in English-language books of words typically associated with community and associational life, such as “community,” “association,” “agreement,” “compromise,” and “unity,” was on the rise from 1880 to the 1960s or the 1970s. Starting around 1980, it showed a sharp decline. The relative usage of “responsibility” compared to “rights” depicts the same pattern. Even more striking is the relative usage of “we” compared to “I,” which increases steadily until around the 1970s and then decreases precipitously. It appears that people are much more concerned with themselves and sometimes with their families, rather than with their local community and certainly with their fellow citizens.

This retreat of community has made educated Americans—including the left-leaning college graduates who are influential in the Democratic Party—not just isolated from but also much less capable of comprehending and empathizing with the plight of the less educated. This worry has been exacerbated by the meritocratic interpretation of economic success that the political philosopher Michael Sandel’s quote at the beginning of this chapter highlights.

Lack of solidarity has also worsened various social outcomes throughout low-income and low-education communities. For example, in neighborhoods that occupy the bottom quartile in terms of fraction of college graduates, there has been a striking deterioration in social outcomes. In 1970, these neighborhoods had teen pregnancy rates that were about 50 percent higher than the national average. Today, they are double the national average. In the same low-education areas, marriage rates have plummeted and out-of-wedlock births have increased rapidly. In 2016, half of births to mothers without a college degree were out of wedlock, which is a striking increase from 19 percent in 1978. There is no similar increase for out-of-wedlock births to college-graduate mothers. The share of deaths from opioid or other drug overdoses used to be around 0.1 percent for both college-educated and noncollege groups. By 2023, it had increased to over 3 percent for individuals without a college degree, compared to 0.8 percent for the college educated.

A high-solidarity community has better ways of dealing with its social problems, for example by leveraging the support and intervention of cohesive social networks. Some of this may take the form of the cage of norms, as I discussed in chapter 4. But it can also be an effective tool to cope with periods of turbulence and disruption.

The deteriorating social outcomes of many working-class communities are a symptom of what has gone wrong with the American economy. But they are a cause of further societal problems as well. As community and solidarity have declined, the working class has been less able to be its own advocate. The tip of the iceberg is electoral participation. In working-class neighborhoods, about 65 percent of the population voted in presidential elections in the 1970s. By the 2010s, this number had fallen to 47 percent. Lower political participation—coupled with many college-educated elites empathizing less with their problems, local newspapers being in decline, and leading national media outlets becoming less reflective of their concerns—has made it more difficult for the economic and cultural concerns of working-class Americans to be aired prominently.

The erosion of solidarity has further impaired these communities’ capability to engage in self-government. They are less organized and less likely to have their voices heard in local and national politics. Lack of solidarity has also contributed to the decline of the labor movement since the 1970s.

The divide between college and noncollege groups has deepened in other ways as well. All too often, the explicit or implicit message from the media and experts has been one of self-decline: If communities that used to specialize in manual work and their members do not want to fall behind, they have to invest in their own education and skills. It then becomes almost a moral failing not to have done so. This has further reduced the empathy of the college educated for these communities and has piled up the pressure on them. It isn’t just that their bread and butter has become less plentiful. It is also that that very bread and butter came to be viewed as unattractive and uninspiring. Sticking with it has become a fault.

No wonder that self-government at the community level has been in crisis as well.




A Cultural Denominator


Though the college/noncollege distinction is significant, college graduates are not themselves a monolithic entity. The differences within the college educated are pronounced and have shaped major aspects of postindustrial politics.

Many divisions exist among the college educated, but probably none is more important than that between the “elite graduates” and the “mass college educated.” Elite graduates consist of individuals with valuable skills in specialized areas, such as computer programming, engineering, law, medicine, and management, often with postgraduate degrees and training in selective universities (in the U.S., this refers to the top fifty or so). Their elite status is rooted in the fact that their skills are highly coveted. I’m using the term “mass college educated” for the rest to emphasize that this group is much larger than the elite graduates (making up more than 90 percent overall college graduates). The mass college educated do not quite have the same specialized skills that the market values so highly. It is the elite graduates who largely drive the higher average income of the college educated.

These higher earnings, especially if one reaches the remarkable riches and high status of Silicon Valley cadres, are one motivator for youngsters to pursue university education. But most of those who attend less selective schools and study less quantitative disciplines will not sniff such earnings and prestige.

A few comparisons illustrate this division. Postgraduates are not all elite graduates, but many elite graduates have more education than a bachelor’s degree. Comparing their performance to those without postcollege degrees therefore gives a glimpse of the trends. American postgraduates now earn 179 percent more than workers with just a high school degree, while those with a college degree but without postgraduate education earn only 99 percent more than high school graduates. While postgraduates’ earnings have been rising since the 1990s, we don’t see a similarly robust increase for college graduates. For example, the inflation-adjusted earnings of male college graduates without a postgraduate degree increased only by 15 percent between 1979 and 2015.

The occupational picture is similar. Occupations employing most elite graduates—engineering, computer science and related occupations, law, medicine, and management—earn roughly 130 percent more than blue-collar workers. Those in non-university teaching and white-collar office jobs earn only about 40 percent more than blue-collar workers.

These divergent experiences of elite graduates and the mass college educated set the scene for major grievances—and also boosted demand for social engineering, as we’ll see in chapter 8. The mass college educated had similar aspirations to elite graduates and were often motivated by the sparkling success of that elite. Yet they couldn’t approach those heights. Many jobs filled by the mass college educated paid hardly more than what electricians or plumbers could earn. Some college graduates even struggled to find such jobs and were pushed into marginal employment opportunities in coffee shops or ride-sharing. In a country where social status follows earnings, they also felt increasingly powerless.

In sum, the two core groups within the increasingly influential college-educated segment had divergent economic trajectories.

They also held different opinions on many social issues. In surveys, Americans in elite-graduate occupations are more likely to report that merit is key for success and that markets work well, by and large. The mass college educated are more negative toward markets.

One episode that reveals the divide between elite graduates and the mass college educated took place during the financial crisis. The indignation that many in the nation felt about Wall Street bankers, who caused the financial meltdown, being bailed out and receiving their bonuses was one of the drivers of the Occupy Wall Street movement. Occupiers became a symbol of protest against the jarring inequities in early twenty-first-century America. The Occupy movement was not homogeneous, but the typical participant was young and very likely to have some college education (92 percent had graduated from or attended college). But the majority were not from elite schools, and almost half of participants had a yearly income less than $25,000. The reaction from some elite graduates, for example those working in well-paying finance jobs on Wall Street or in management consulting, was to sympathize with the small group of provocateur counterprotesters calling themselves the “Occupy a desk” movement, which argued that Occupiers should just get a job.

We can see similar divides in U.S. academia, especially between the humanities and engineering fields. Surveys find that, among those with a political affiliation, only about 3 percent of humanities faculty and 8 percent of social science faculty identify as Republican. On the other hand, among engineering faculty, which trains some of the elite graduates, 38 percent report being conservative.

With such economic and ideological differences, there would appear to be little in common between elite graduates and the mass college educated. A political coalition between these two groups might seem to be a long shot.

But a powerful common denominator soon emerged. Both groups agreed on certain cultural issues and had a strong stance on the quintessential dilemmas of liberalism (see chapter 5). Intolerance and ignorance were the scourges of our time, according to most college-educated people. While the two groups disagreed on the importance of merit and the virtues of markets, they had much more congruent views on immigration, gay marriage, abortion, the value of education, and globalization (including openness to international influences, cosmopolitan values, and global concerns). Both groups were also less concerned with community.

Thus, the two wings of the college educated segment united on cultural issues, especially those that challenged and attempted to alter ignorance and intolerance of individuals and communities. The emphasis on cultural issues was rooted in these groups’ belief that cultural change would enable a better, fairer, and more tolerant society to be built. Yet there was more to this postindustrial agreement than might first meet the eye. An even more powerful constituency would sign on and shape the agenda of postindustrial liberalism: the tech sector.

The tech sector was influential in both Democratic and Republican politics from the get-go. The Watergate babies—the young Democrats aspiring to transform their party in a more market-friendly direction, discussed previously—soon came to be referred to as “Atari Democrats” because of their emphasis on high tech as the engine of the economy (and their deprioritization of working-class concerns). The group included several rising stars, like Gary Hart and Al Gore. Simultaneously, right-leaning technology enthusiasts, such as George Gilder, and tech-infused libertarian ideas became popular in Republican politics.




Tech- Sector Values


The tech sector holds a unique place in the postindustrial era. It is the designer and producer of the technologies that have created the postindustrial economy, and it has itself been the main beneficiary of the new economics that these technologies created. For instance, the share of the computer and information technology industry (excluding telecoms) in national income doubled from about 3.2 percent in the early 1970s to 6.4 percent in 2023. The tech industry is also the employer of a significant fraction of elite graduates. Today, almost 30 percent of innovators (defined as those receiving or contributing to an innovation that is granted a patent) are in the information and communication technology sector, and another 23 percent are employed by its sister industry, electronics and electrical equipment. Information and communication technology also employs 33 percent of all engineers in the United States, while electronics and electrical equipment employs another 8 percent.

The tech sector had distinct values from the beginning. Libertarian ideas, which mix liberal notions with a strong free-market ideology, were always popular among tech enthusiasts and innovators, even if some tech leaders leaned center Left on issues such as redistribution and education. Culturally, there was much more in common between right- and left-leaning technologists.

The elite graduates of the tech sector were quite self-aware and proud that their preoccupations and expertise were not shared with the rest of society. By its nature, the sector also strongly valued expertise and technocracy. After all, you were either a good engineer or you were not. Either you could program or design new products well, or you were of no use to the start-ups and the tech behemoths.

It wasn’t just the important role of technical knowledge that drove attitudes in the tech sector, however. The tech field was convinced of its own significance and also became enthralled by an extreme version of meritocracy—even as many elite graduates in the sector held some liberal views and supported the Democratic Party. Almost 80 percent of Silicon Valley workers with a college degree agreed with the statement that “the success of Silicon Valley’s tech companies benefits everyone in the region,” compared to less than 36 percent of nontech workers. They also came to believe that those who were talented deserved the just deserts they would often get because of their innovativeness. Statements such as “Very few are contributing enormous amounts to the greater good, be it by starting important companies or leading important causes” (as uttered by a start-up founder) capture what many in the industry believe. It would be unfair and against the ethos of capitalism, many elite graduates surmised, if the very few making such enormous contributions—themselves—weren’t handsomely compensated. It thus came to be viewed as both ethical and good economics that there should emerge a new hierarchy based on meritocracy, or their version of meritocracy.

It was only a small step from these ideas to the next set: The opinions and expertise of elite graduates (or the elite of the elite graduates) mattered a lot, and the rest shouldn’t interfere. If there was a conflict between these ideas and the views of the less educated, it was only just and fair that the former set of ideas should prevail. A popular line of reasoning drew parallels between companies and countries. According to this perspective, companies flourished under powerful, visionary founders, with Apple under Steve Jobs often given as an example. Countries should move toward the “founder mode” as well, the argument proceeded, which meant a powerful, visionary leader or a cadre of talented experts should have more say in politics. Ideally, they should not be swayed by too many voices or too many cooks spoiling the broth. Either democracy had nothing to do with it—after all, the United States was a republic, and elite graduates becoming more influential within the republic was just natural—or if democracy got in the way, it was fine to sacrifice a little popular voice at the altar of better, more expert decisions.

This hierarchical mindset also made the tech sector dismiss community and community-based ways of creating solidarity. Self-government certainly did not come up as relevant in most discussions in Silicon Valley.

The tech sector had strong incentives for favoring certain economic and cultural policies. Anything that got in the way of tech innovators and entrepreneurs reaping the rewards of their success was a no-no. But it also had a very strong global outlook. Their market was often not the United States but the entire world economy, and the companies had an insatiable appetite for more engineers, who could only come from abroad, unless the United States were to completely revamp its education system. While this demand for necessary skills made the tech companies favor free immigration of skilled workers, for instance via the H-1B visa program, many in the tech sector also relied on and supported lower-skilled immigrants for personal services—as nannies, house help, gardeners, and service workers.

Hence, the economic interests and overall values of the tech sector shared the common cultural denominator between elite graduates and the mass college educated. Even though there were major differences on other issues between these groups, cultural priorities were a powerful unifying factor. The tech sector’s prestige and social power also mattered. The sector added a strongly technocratic stance to the coalition, making it more likely and more acceptable that any opposition to this agenda would be labeled intolerant and ignorant. The college educated had already diverged from the less educated in terms of where they lived, how they organized their lives, their social networks, and their cultural values, making it less likely that they would notice or care how this coalition left noncollege, working-class Americans behind. It soon started focusing more powerfully on cultural issues and took fateful steps toward social engineering. This meant abandoning key precepts of the liberalism that worked (chapter 4): Shared prosperity was forgotten, and variation in values and attitudes that undergirded experimentation and local governance started being viewed as a problem to be tackled.







Chapter 8 Social Engineering



It is harder to grasp why so many well-intended schemes to improve the human condition have gone so tragically awry.

—James C. Scott

If liberty of speech is to be untrammeled from the grosser forms of constraint, then uniformity of opinion will be secured by a moral terrorism to which the respectability of society will give its thorough approval.

—Charles Sanders Peirce



Human history is laced with repression, fear, and violence—dark currents that erupt with grim predictability. But even in the pantheon of brutal experiences spanning millennia, Mao Tse-tung’s Cultural Revolution, launched in 1966, occupies a singular place. Its savagery was largely self-inflicted. More than two million Chinese were beaten and tortured to death, not by soldiers and police but by Red Guards drawn from their friends, neighbors, and fellow classmates. One survivor captures this era’s lasting scar by saying, “Our society is ethically hollow. . . . If we trace these problems to their roots, we are likely to find them in the Cultural Revolution.”

This mind-boggling violence wasn’t initiated to quell a rebellion or unrest. It was a campaign to control how people thought. Mao was the architect, encouraging ordinary people to police the thoughts and behavior of their friends and acquaintances. If anyone was observed to harbor counter-revolutionary tendencies, deviate from the strictest version of Mao’s communist thought, or attempt to express their opinions, their community was free to exact uninhibited violence as punishment. Mao encouraged the first group of Red Guards to “be brutal” and “trample” his enemies. After witnessing one atrocity, he enthusiastically told one of the Red Guards responsible for killing her school headmistress: “Be violent!” For Mao, people were blank slates, and with the right amount of brutal control, they could be shaped to do anything.

A former Red Guard remembered, “The control was as strict as if people were living inside an iron bucket,” and offered some justification for her reluctance to speak out even after she realized the extreme violence against body and soul: “If you dared, you would be labelled as a counter-revolutionary and locked up or sent away to labour camps. Nobody dared to think, and nobody dared to speak.” This was the intention of it all. It was the reason why Red Guards targeted symbols and mere thoughts: “Wherever we saw anything—like Buddhas, or good-luck couplets at the doors—we ordered store owners to take them down.”

The Cultural Revolution went after education in order to shape minds and habits. The focus was not new: Its forerunner, the Socialist Education Movement, had likewise put classrooms and intellectuals in the crosshairs. After 1949, communist policies greatly expanded formal schooling, and education naturally encouraged more independent thought. Better to control that, concluded Mao.

As one of his followers put it, people should “read Chairman Mao’s books, listen to Chairman Mao’s words and follow Chairman Mao’s instructions!” This was about controlling people’s thoughts and behaviors. It started in schools, but it continued throughout one’s life and via reeducation in labor camps if necessary. Mao was also very clear that art and culture had to be tools for thought policing and imposing social order, claiming: “There is in fact no such thing as art for art’s sake, art that stands above classes, art that is detached from or independent of politics.”

One of the Cultural Revolution’s sinister successes was persuading children to denounce their own parents as counterrevolutionaries. A boy who did so later explained, bluntly, that relentless propaganda in school had propelled him into this act: “Why I could send my mother to be shot—why I did such things—was because of the education I got.”

It is tempting to assume such indoctrination would fail—yet, for a while, it spread with frightening ease. The boy who condemned his parents was no anomaly. As another participant later confessed: “It turned people into beings without thoughts or feelings. You didn’t think anything. You did what you were told.”



Despite its extreme, absurd violence, the Cultural Revolution is an example of a much more common phenomenon: social engineering, or efforts to impose uniform values and practices on people. A more benign but also backlash-prone type of social engineering emerged in the context of post-industrial politics, and I draw from other historical examples to distill the dynamics of this social engineering and the reactions to it.

It is important to emphasize that the type of social engineering that took root among postindustrial liberals was an effort to grapple with real problems related to ignorance, intolerance, and the protection of disempowered groups (see chapter 5). It was neither violent nor totalitarian and left room for contrary views—and thus backlash. But it exhibited commonalities in its intentions and origins with less benign forms of social engineering. By tarnishing the commitment of liberalism to freedom of expression, it also opened the way to more baleful restrictions on freedoms from antiliberal circles.



A Softer Straitjacket


By the twenty-first century, many left-leaning liberals had intensified their focus on cultural politics and become convinced that protecting minorities and vulnerable groups and building a fairer economy required silencing those with opposite viewpoints. Social transformation, they believed, could be brought about by imposing a set of common values on people. Achieving greater freedoms for everybody required changing hearts and minds through education, social sanctions, and institutionalization of rules of speech and conduct in education and in corporations.

None of this was violent, and some of it was in reaction to provocation by right-wing politicians and media personalities. Nevertheless, with the most egregious cases being aggressively advertised by right-wing media, many Americans perceived it as the forceful imposition of values by liberal elites on them and their children.

Telling examples come from universities. Before 2012, freedom of expression was under threat from antiliberal and some conservative groups on U.S. campuses, especially in religious universities, attempting to silence and deplatform leftist speech. However, from 2012 on, a left-progressive campaign to deplatform conservatives gained steam. From 2016 to 2023, progressive deplatforming efforts far exceeded similar attempts from the Right. In a 2025 survey, one in three university students reported that resorting to violence could be acceptable to stop undesirable speech on campus.

The progressive argument against the primacy of freedom of expression is centered around how certain forms of speech can constitute microaggressions and cause harm to various groups. Even though this movement sharply deviated from liberalism’s core precepts, self-described left liberals were often at its forefront and it came to be identified with liberalism.

At my own university, MIT, freedom of expression has never been as curtailed as on many other American campuses. Nonetheless, MIT publicly revoked an invitation to Dorian Abbot, professor of geophysics at the University of Chicago, to give the John Carlson Lecture, a prestigious talk aimed at public science outreach. The reason: Abbot’s views on diversity efforts on college campuses. In a Newsweek magazine editorial, written with a Stanford colleague, Abbot had criticized diversity, equity, and inclusion (DEI) policies of leading universities as treating “people as members of a group rather than as individuals, repeating the mistake that made possible the atrocities of the 20th century.” Abbot went further, comparing the DEI initiative to the racial ideology of Nazi Germany, which “drove many of the best scholars out [of universities].” Although these statements were provocative and arguably insensitive, freedom of speech never belonged only to the people with whom we agree, as George Orwell pithily observed: “If liberty means anything at all, it means the right to tell people what they do not want to hear.”

Whether Abbot’s comparison was sound or misguided is irrelevant to its protection under free speech. Yet MIT still withdrew his Carlson Lecture invitation—for the simple reason that his views were unpopular.

By this point, DEI programs, which had started with laudable aims and some success in reducing discrimination against women and racial and sexual minorities, had already morphed into restrictions on the speech of people who had different opinions from what the standard DEI programs maintained. Led by human resource departments, compulsory trainings sought to impose uniform interpretations and practices. In surveys in the early 2020s, a majority of Americans reported that their employer had compulsory DEI training, and many students, academics, and corporate employees reported that these programs limited their freedom of expression and that they felt compelled to say things that they did not really believe. According to a University of Michigan professor, “You cannot question DEI, cannot reason against DEI, or speak about anything related to DEI (unless you constantly virtue signal and support it unquestionably).”

The apogee came with new hiring practices among several leading academic institutions. In 2018, the University of California, Berkeley, birthplace of the free speech movement, introduced a specific rubric for assessing faculty candidates’ commitment to DEI. In essence, one couldn’t get a job at Berkeley without favorably repeating the standard DEI lines. In one life sciences faculty search process, 679 out of the 893 candidates who had the basic qualifications were eliminated because they did not meet the required criteria for “contributions to diversity, equity and inclusion.” This conclusion was reached on the basis of their deidentified diversity statements. The bottom line: The next Charles Darwin or Ronald Fisher wouldn’t be able to get a faculty position at Berkeley life sciences unless they unconditionally agreed with all of the official DEI statements.

DEI emphasis also became common in secondary education. Several schools took it to the next level, using books by authors such as Ibram X. Kendi that emphasize the systemic and widespread nature of racism in the United States—which many white, middle-class parents perceived as a charge of racism leveled against them. In 2021, California passed the controversial Assembly Bill 101, mandating that all high school students complete a semester-long ethnic studies course to graduate. Although a statewide curriculum has not been adopted as of 2025, two dozen school districts have opted for a curriculum that heavily emphasizes issues of ongoing repression of ethnic minorities, racism, and white supremacy.

Books such as Howard Zinn’s A People’s History of the United States, which provides an “anti-history,” interpreting the American past as an uninterrupted process of exploitation and suppression of marginalized groups, were adopted as history textbooks across the U.S. Among other things, the book challenges all of the common narratives of the American past. It argues that the origin story of the United States is genocidal, and rather than standard histories that praise figures like Abraham Lincoln for ending slavery, it emphasizes Lincoln’s racism and inadequacies on issues of race. The American Textbook Council called the book’s influence in secondary education “possibly unparalleled,” and over 170,000 teachers now subscribe to the newsletter of the Zinn Education Project, which prepares teaching materials based on the book. While presenting different viewpoints to students is an important part of teaching critical thinking, many parents came to view this turn in American education as an imposition on their children of a uniform set of values, often opposed to their own.

Restrictions on freedom of expression can be seen beyond educational institutions. The New York Times is the standard-bearer of left-leaning liberal ideas in the United States, with influence extending not just nationally but globally. In a number of cases, New York Times journalists and editors were dismissed because they used the wrong words (sometimes when quoting sources); because they allowed op-eds by conservatives with controversial views (in particular, U.S. Senator Tom Cotton) to be published; or because they themselves held conservative opinions.

Extreme interpretations of gender and transgender issues also took root, forcing out individuals who questioned them, even when they were themselves from the LGBT community or were established feminist scholars (for example, Kathleen Stock in the U.K. or Kathleen Lowrey in Canada). Debate on even ostensibly scientific issues, such as the origins of COVID and the usefulness of school closures to slow down the virus, became impossible because of mounting intolerance on both the Left and the Right.

Monitoring of thought and speech intensified with social media, as I discuss in the next chapter. Attacks on those straying from accepted speech, language, and views became commonplace with a movement that some started calling “cancel culture.” Those deviating from the progressive script could be shunned, be verbally attacked, and sometimes lose friends and jobs. This dynamic was much exacerbated by right-wing provocateurs and the emergence of a hard-right subculture online. While the Left used “canceling” and other forms of ostracism, hard-right activists resorted to online threats of violence, which sometimes turned into actual violence.

The social engineering of educated elites, often rooted in ideals of creating a better, fairer, and more tolerant society, is light-years away from the violent stamping out of all independent thought during the Cultural Revolution. It was nevertheless the imposition of one set of values and viewpoints on the rest of society without deliberation or attempts to activate self-government—a hallmark of social engineering. How did this type of social engineering emerge in the U.S. and Western Europe?




“A New Cultural Unity”


“Social engineering” refers to efforts to shape the beliefs, values, and priorities of society. One important leg of social engineering is indoctrination, which takes place in the formative years of individuals and in the education system, as well as in families. Indoctrination strives to inculcate certain values in people—without critical thinking or questioning. It isn’t a coincidence that the first focus of the Cultural Revolution was schools and teachers.

The other major leg of social engineering is thought policing. I use this term to refer to efforts to ensure that people do not depart from accepted speech, expression of thoughts, ideas, allegiances, and other forms of symbolic behavior. While indoctrination takes place mostly during schooling, thought policing takes place when individuals, including adults, are engaged in their daily lives. The objective isn’t to hide certain types of unaccepted speech and behavior patterns. As with indoctrination, the fundamental aim of thought policing is to instill values by ensuring that people become accustomed to publicly, and then privately, proclaiming things that they did not believe in previously. Both indoctrination and thought policing eschew any kind of critical thinking (where people would have to weigh the pros and cons of what is presented to them) and deliberation (where, in line with the ideas of self-government, individuals and communities would have a say on the values imposed on them). This is what distinguishes social engineering from other methods of education and debate aimed at convincing people of ideas or viewpoints.

Every society, not just communist China, relies on social engineering to some extent. To live in any society means communicating and cooperating with others. In almost all societies, it also means adherence to norms and institutions. Regimes throughout the ages have worried that without inculcation of a shared language and value system, society will break down, institutions will atrophy, and those holding power will be dethroned. Social engineering is often the path of least resistance in achieving these objectives.

It is only natural that a liberal society should also strive to inculcate its values in students and citizens. In contrast to autocratic regimes, liberal society can attempt to do this in a way that is consistent with critical thinking and deliberation. Yet the urge for social engineering often creeps in among liberal elites as well, and it becomes stronger because of the dilemmas of liberalism we encountered in chapter 5. Certain social currents can turbocharge the impulse to engineer minds, especially when powered by a Rousseau-style belief in the supremacy of a general will that needs to be imposed on society so that true social freedom can be realized. The postindustrial political settlement has increasingly buckled under that pressure. As the divide between the college educated and the rest widened, and as cultural issues became more important, the desire of the ascendant college educated to impose their values and push for the kind of cultural change that they thought beneficial intensified.

These social engineering efforts also boosted regulations in order to achieve the same objectives. Procedures to ensure that corporations, communities, and individuals abided by the priorities of the college educated, ranging from antidiscrimination rules protecting various groups to environmental standards, multiplied.

There was a top-down element in these efforts, as indoctrination, thought policing, and regulations were imposed on individuals and communities without deliberation. But it wasn’t typically state led. Often, nongovernmental organizations, teachers, intellectuals, and activists were leading the charge, lending a more diffuse character to postindustrial social engineering.



I next present a general discussion of social engineering. I start with the “demand” for these efforts stemming from the wishes of regimes and political elites to bolster their rule, and the corresponding “supply” of social engineering, provided by individuals who possess the right qualifications and ideology to serve in such roles. My purpose is to document notable commonalities that hold across diverse social engineering efforts. Many such efforts start with a top-down demand, which leads to the recruitment of relatively skilled functionaries who are or become committed to the cause. This then paves the way to the supply-driven phase of social engineering, led by these functionaries, who are motivated by both ideology and a desire to maintain or boost their own social power.

Postindustrial social engineering was led by a well-educated and committed cadre, recruited over time to administrative, managerial, and teaching positions. With the rising importance of cultural issues, it was only natural that this cadre would wish to pursue its convictions on how to improve society’s values and attempt to increase its own social power in the process.

I additionally explore how social engineering tries to create greater uniformity and what the influential political scientist James C. Scott called “legibility” as part of its efforts to control thoughts and values. Uniformity and legibility are thus almost necessary conditions for control from above—whether it comes from the state or segments of civil society. Scott describes this in the context of French efforts to impose administrative uniformity: “Establishing uniform standards of weight and measurement across the kingdom had a greater purpose than just making trade easier; the new standards were intended both to express and to promote a new cultural unity.” This demand for uniformity also generates an affinity between social engineering and regulations. Setting rules and procedures helps ensure uniformity, and the greater the uniformity social engineering can impose, the more effective these rules will be. Hence, the quest for uniformity is synergistic with regulation.

I conclude with a discussion of how, despite all of its capable tools, social engineering often generates backlash, because communities are not as malleable and powerless as they are sometimes presumed to be by social engineers.




“War Is Peace”


Many rulers and statespeople have strived to indoctrinate “the most savage creature on earth,” as Plato called the uneducated. They also would have agreed with Thomas Jefferson, who advised: “Educate and inform the whole mass of the people, enable them to see that it is their interest to preserve peace and order, and they will preserve it.” However, they differed from Jefferson in one crucial respect: They cared less about peace and order and more about preserving their regime. That impulse is why every government practices some degree of social engineering—and why present-day institutions and those still to come will be no exception.

If you can inculcate certain values in students in schools, you will gain adherence for life to a regime—or at least so goes the thinking. In most cases, there is no alternative to indoctrination. If you want the youth to believe that the emperor is ruling with the mandate of heaven, as Chinese emperors claimed to have done, then what’s the use of critical thinking and questioning of proffered narratives? Students exposed to critical-thinking skills might start asking whether the killing of innocent civilians is something that heaven would condone, or how the Manchus, who used to be viewed as barbarians, suddenly received the mandate of heaven as they became the Qing dynasty’s ruling elite. Better not to go there.

For liberalism, the situation is more nuanced. Since liberalism generates better ideas, critical thinking and debate can help its ideas become accepted. Since much of liberalism is about freethinking, questioning dogmas should be celebrated, not discouraged. Nevertheless, as we saw in chapter 5, even liberal and democratic regimes have at times turned to the tools of indoctrination.

Indoctrination is complemented by thought policing. Thought policing works by ruling out certain forms of speech, thought, and symbolic behavior. In their place, people are induced to use other words or express other views. The idea is that, although the policy begins as an external imposition, people will gradually internalize the prescribed beliefs. The policing can take the form of heavy-handed tactics—those who use the wrong language can be banished or imprisoned, or even worse, as in the Cultural Revolution. Tactics like peer pressure, ostracism, and disapproval are softer but still effective.

Both forms of social engineering strive to do what George Orwell identified in Nineteen Eighty- Four, his dystopian novel inspired by Soviet totalitarianism. Orwell wrote: “Power is in tearing human minds to pieces and putting them together again in new shapes of your own choosing.” Orwell coined the term “thought policing,” as well as “thought crime” and “doublethink.” The last concept captures the idea that individuals can (and are expected to) believe two contradictory things at the same time, as illustrated by the regime’s slogan “War Is Peace, Freedom Is Slavery, Ignorance Is Strength.” This is a first step toward thought policing becoming effective, since people will start professing and believing the opposite of their private truths in their public statements. Franz Kafka recognized the same dynamic in The Trial when he wrote: “The right understanding of any matter and a misunderstanding of the same matter do not wholly exclude each other.” This is a process that can make people ultimately accept that “2 + 2 = 5,” as they did in Orwell’s novel.

In Nineteen Eighty- Four’s harrowing world, it is ultimately repression that maintains the system. But Orwell also recognized the role of peer pressure and other, less violent forms of thought policing.

The Soviet Union deployed these tactics, although perhaps in slightly less absurd form than in Nineteen Eighty- Four and Mao’s Cultural Revolution. This is how heroes of the revolution and former allies of Stalin were turned into enemies, and everybody had to accept it, hook, line, and sinker. For example, Lev Kamenev and Grigory Zinovyev, who formed the ruling troika with Stalin and engineered the marginalization of his main rival, Leon Trotsky, were later expelled from the party and ultimately executed as enemies of the regime. Of the forty-two members of the Politburo appointed between 1919 and 1952, only eleven survived to 1952. The overwhelming majority were executed, were assassinated, died in prison, or committed suicide. All party members and in fact all citizens had to hold the view that these, just like Kamenev and Zinovyev, were enemies of the regime. This is the reason why the opposition to Soviet rule came to refer to life under the regime as “living a lie.” For a while, it was effective.




Supply and Demand for Social Engineering


The demand for social engineering has a clear logic. Rulers and elites need it to bolster the regime and their special status within it. This is the reason education systems in the nineteenth century were introduced by authoritarian, and sometimes even democratic, governments to ensure that the masses remained loyal to the regime and to the hierarchy that it entailed. The Soviet system’s need for thought policing, both in reality and in Orwell’s fiction, had the same objectives.

For traditional regimes in the nineteenth century, there was a powerful reason for worrying about these issues: the specter of socialism. This, too, is a more general phenomenon. Demand for social engineering is boosted when there are powerful threats to a regime—or dilemmas that it must grapple with.

Social engineering is a labor-intensive activity. It needs a supply of functionaries who will devote their labor and ideally also their enthusiasm to this task. Schools need teachers. The Catholic Church needs priests. Thought policing requires credulous converts as well as snitches, as the East German secret police, the Stasi, made abundantly clear. When the files of the Stasi were made public, it was revealed that the organization employed upward of 270,000 people and spied on an estimated 6 million Germans, making it one of the most extensive surveillance networks in history.

The Stasi’s tactics give a glimpse of another conduit of social engineering: the community. Once efforts at thought policing leverage people’s neighbors and acquaintances and form a powerful cage of norms, they become much more stultifying. The community is the chief avenue through which norms imposed by thought policing are propagated outward. This is what the Stasi achieved by recruiting so many regular people into its network of informants.

A convincing ideology for the functionaries to rally around—religion, improving the human lot, or creating a utopian society—is also key to the success of social engineering. In most cases, functionaries are genuinely motivated by a desire to do good for society. Enthusiasm may appear to be optional in social engineering, but in reality, beliefs espoused by consummate cynics are unlikely to be as effective. This, too, was understood by Orwell, who wrote: “If you want to keep a secret, you must also hide it from yourself.” But it’s more than that. Social engineering is greatly facilitated and intensified when those engaged in it believe that they are enlightened and it is incumbent upon them to act according to that enlightenment—as can be seen in examples of religious social engineering but also, to some extent, in postindustrial social engineering.

Most functionaries also need to be skilled. Teaching, other forms of indoctrination, and thought policing require education and the ability to convince others. Snitching, which could be done by anybody, may be the exception that proves the rule here. These considerations suggest that social engineering is most likely to be carried out by those who are well educated (at least relative to the standards of the society in which they live); have good communication skills; and strongly believe in their agenda.

When mass schooling began in Europe, there were few teachers around. But the supply quickly followed the demand. This is an instance of the demand for social engineering creating its supply over time. In Britain, for example, the number of teachers went from fewer than 10,000 in 1800 to over 135,000 in 1900. The increase in France was even more pronounced, from also fewer than 10,000 to over 150,000 during the same period.

Once demand creates a supply of functionaries, supply can drive a more bottom-up version of social engineering, going well beyond the initial demand. When there are enthusiastic people with the requisite knowledge, communication skills, and dedication, they may come to relish their role. This is not just because functionaries come to believe in their cause. It is also because the ability to impose values, beliefs, and practices on the population confers on them significant status and power. It can even be a source of income and livelihood. Hence, across a number of religions and other ideological projects, once priests, preachers, clerics, teachers, and intellectuals are recruited and empowered to engage in social engineering, they tend to want more of it. Throughout the ages, supply-driven social engineering has been as common as the demand-driven sort.

This supply-driven dynamic is perhaps best illustrated by the status of the priestly Brahman class in the Indian caste system. The roots of this caste structure are still disputed, but there is little doubt that they go back at least 2,500 years. In the book Arthashastra, Kautilya, a leading adviser to the Mauryan emperor of the subcontinent in the fourth century BC, describes the caste system in a way that is still visible in India. Indians are divided into four varnas, Brahman, Kshatriya, Vaishya, and Shudra, and then there are the Dalit, or the “untouchables,” considered so inferior that they are left out of the caste system altogether. Each varna is further subdivided into jatis that determine the exact occupations and social roles of their members.

You may have thought that the highest status and power would be conferred on the warriors making up the Kshatriya, especially during the tumultuous times when many different powers were fighting for control of the Indian subcontinent. Yet the greatest power is in the hands of those who are engaged in the caste system’s version of social engineering: the priestly Brahman, whose role is described by Kautilya as “study, teaching, performance of sacrifice, officiating in others’ sacrificial performance, and the giving and receiving of gifts.”

Indoctrination and thought policing are powerful tools, even more so in contemporary industrialized nations with no clear warrior elite. In modern society, social engineering could just be the ticket to power.




“Reconstruct Society on an Imaginary Plan”


In his seminal analysis of state-led schemes, James Scott emphasized how such top-down efforts first have to make society legible. “Legibility” means making local, complex practices more comprehensible to state functionaries and enabling their regulation. In the context of the introduction of tax records, cadastral surveys, and registers, Scott describes this as follows:


In each case, officials took exceptionally complex, illegible, and local social practices, such as land tenure customs or naming customs, and created a standard grid whereby it could be centrally recorded and monitored.



For social engineering, imposing uniformity and legibility plays another important role: It enables the state and its functionaries to levy procedures as a way of regulating behavior. When local customs and practices vary (as they tend to do because of the acquisition and sharing of useful local knowledge), regulating them is challenging—every rule will create different reactions when pressed on communities with distinct customs. Uniformity could homogenize these reactions and make regulations feasible. In turn, effective regulations cement homogeneity (as people follow regulations and act more similarly), and this contributes to legibility and further control. Thus, uniformity, legibility, and regulations are generally symbiotic.

One place where this can be seen clearly is, again, in the Soviet Union, where, once local customs and practices were partially erased and communities were made legible to Soviet authorities—sometimes by great violence and force, as in Ukraine—most things started being done via top-down directives and detailed five-year plans, called pyatiletka, drafted by the Soviet planning committee. Five-year plans were so central to the system that an asteroid discovered by the Soviet astronomer Tamara Mikhailovna Smirnova in 1971 was named Pyatiletka in honor of the five-year plan.

Scott clearly understood the potential costs of such procedures, quoting Pierre-Joseph Proudhon’s comment on utopian socialists: “They would reconstruct society on an imaginary plan, much like the astronomers for their own calculation make over the system of the universe.”




Catholic Engineering


Beginning in 1231, Master Konrad von Marburg, empowered by Pope Innocent III’s decision to punish heresy and Pope Gregory IX’s subsequent authorization to actively seek heretics, started roaming the German countryside. Traveling from village to village, he interrogated people on their beliefs. Combining the church’s desire to ensure true uniformity of beliefs with the medieval conviction that fire could smoke out satanic ideas and evil, he burned those who gave the wrong answers. In the words of a contemporary, “So many heretics were burned throughout Germany that their number could not be comprehended.”

There isn’t a straight line from the origins of Christianity to an extreme form of social engineering where people are burned for heretical answers. To understand this journey, it is vital to recognize that, after a while, Catholic social engineering became supply driven, propelled by the church and the clergy, who firmly believed in their cause and wished to maintain and expand their power.

Christianity was at first many things. It was a millenarian religion, heralding the coming fundamental transformation of society, for which Jesus Christ was the Messiah. It was a powerfully egalitarian set of beliefs, as illustrated by Christ’s response to the question from a young man about how he could be saved. Christ answered, “If you want to be perfect, go, sell your possessions and give to the poor and you will have treasure in heaven. Then come, follow me,” adding: “It is easier for a camel to go through the eye of a needle than for someone who is rich to enter the kingdom of God.” It was this egalitarianism that made Christianity spread rapidly among urban poor populations. Equally, it was a religion of tolerance, as captured by Christ’s well-known statements such as “Love your enemies” and “Turn the other cheek.” Under Saint Paul’s leadership, early Christianity began to draw in merchants. With Emperor Constantine’s conversion, Christianity embarked on a path toward becoming a state religion. It turned into an arm of the Roman state, which gradually but fundamentally altered its character.

Importantly, all of these aspects of Christianity coexisted, and so did many different local interpretations and fusions with other spiritual and religious traditions, well into the Middle Ages. The multitude of languages spoken across Christian communities only added to this rich variation.

This diverse tapestry constrained the use of Christianity as a source of political and social power. Local practices were often not even comprehensible, and thus were by definition illegible, to church leaders. It should then be no surprise that there soon began efforts to impose uniformity over Christian beliefs and practices. This initial phase of social engineering was primarily driven by the demand for social control from Roman rulers. But church leaders and the clergy were indispensable, auguring the more supply-driven later phase.

A first step in these efforts toward uniformity was the first (ecumenical) council of the entire Christian world, convened by Emperor Constantine’s order in 325. Bishops from all Christian lands, but predominantly from the eastern Mediterranean, met at Nicaea, which is today the town of Iznik, Turkey. The main issue of the council was the “Arian controversy” initiated by a charismatic priest, Arius. Arius had challenged the Trinity, which maintains the unity between God the Father, God the Son, and God the Holy Spirit. He argued, instead, that because Jesus Christ, the Son, had been created at some point by God the Father, the two were not eternally coexistent and thus not at the same level. The bishop of Alexandria condemned Arius in 320 but was not able to subdue him. Arius continued to preach his message and mobilized supporters throughout the eastern Mediterranean to propagate his rival interpretation. Arius’s flouting of the ecclesiastic hierarchy made the status quo ante, where there was toleration of different interpretations and no universally recognized canon (accepted sacred text), no longer tenable.

The outcome at the council, which received almost unanimous support from the bishops (except two Libyan participants) was the Nicene Creed. The creed stated: “We believe . . . in one Lord, Jesus Christ, the Son of God, begotten from the Father . . . of one substance with the Father . . .” In short, the Trinity was now church doctrine.

At Nicaea, twenty church canons were also recognized, and this was followed by the declaration of the four Gospels of the New Testament as the official version of Christian teaching, whereas previously there were scores of different Gospel narratives. Further uniformity was later brought by agreeing on the official date for Easter, which was another controversial issue at the time.

Still, the church did not have enough power to fully enforce homogeneous practices or ensure legibility against the background of widely varying local conditions and practices. At this point, only half of the Roman Empire’s cities had a bishop at all, and even those that had a bishop were not under the control of the church hierarchy.

Indeed, the Nicene Creed did not stop the Arian controversy. Many populations and even some subsequent emperors did not sign up to the Trinity and continued to flirt with Arian or other heretical beliefs.

Nevertheless, it is telling that this agenda at Nicaea was initiated by Emperor Constantine in order to make Christianity part of the Roman state apparatus.

These efforts continued after the fall of the Roman Empire, especially with the conversion of Clovis, the king of the Germanic tribe the Franks, to Christianity, together with all of his army. Clovis’s move was as much strategic as religious. He wanted to combine the ecclesiastical hierarchy with his powerful Frankish army in his attempt to take control of much of the lands of the former Roman Empire. Attempts to impose uniformity were intensified under Clovis. His main rival for control over Roman lands, King Huneric of the Vandals and the Alans, had already taken control of much of North Africa, including Carthage. Huneric distinguished himself by departing from the Nicene Creed. He enthusiastically sent bishops advocating for it into exile, torture, or worse.

What started with Clovis continued with another powerful Frankish leader, Charlemagne, who crowned himself emperor in Rome on Christmas Day 800. Charlemagne came to be known as the “sword and shield of the church.” Charlemagne’s forced conversions of defeated populations and efforts to establish an accepted canon for the church were also ways of projecting his own power over much of Europe. This is the reason Charlemagne cared as much about church building and religious standardization as he did about military campaigns. What started with Charlemagne continued with the Crusades and the Teutonic wars, where mass conversions were intensified, including the forced conversion of the entire population of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania.

Throughout this period, together with church expansion, there was a concomitant increase in the number of priests. The reason Charlemagne was so concerned about uniformity of worship practices in new churches was that many of the new priests were local men, mixing their pagan beliefs and local customs with the church’s teachings. Charlemagne feared that without tight control over priests’ teachings, all this church expansion would weaken the link between Christianity and empire. Another round of imposition of legibility and uniformity was needed.

Saint Augustine, who made several efforts to introduce uniform interpretations in church doctrine, suggested in the fifth century that the Roman state and the church were distinct entities but could sometimes work together. In his celebrated work City of God, he argued that the Christian church and belief were predestined to conquer the “City of Man.” Although the reality at this point was that the Roman state was the dominant partner, Augustine would prove to be right. The City of God became more independent and the main seat of Catholic social engineering after the early Middle Ages.

Several of the controversies that required homogenization and regulation were internal to the church, including the issue of simony (the sale of sacraments and ecclesiastical offices), celibacy of priests (whether or not it was optional), the acceptance of the standard canon, and, most importantly, papal authority. Four hundred years later, Pope Innocent III would mention in his invitation to a new council that its aim was to “eradicate vices and to plant virtues, to correct faults and to reform morals, to remove heresies and to strengthen faith, to settle discords and to establish peace.” This was followed by other popes who continued with attempts to strengthen the church’s authority relative to the City of Man.

At a time when most people had no formal schooling, Catholic social engineering delegated indoctrination and thought policing to clerics. People’s beliefs were formed in the church, and the local priest was also in charge of ensuring that they did not deviate from the prescribed modes of thought and behavior later in their lives. The institution of confession was one aspect of this control. The 1215 decree by Pope Innocent III and the Fourth Lateran Council demanded annual confession from all Christians and enabled priests to impose penance and other punishments for transgressions, deepening the control that the priests exercised over people’s daily lives. It wasn’t just confession. Many other formal rules and regulations, and all the rituals that went with them, were also introduced and imposed as far as the church’s power extended.

The history of early Christianity is one where top-down demand created its own supply and then social engineering became supply driven. All of this teaching and imposition of uniform standards required functionaries. Over time, the total number of church members increased severalfold. Priests, especially those from various orders such as the Dominicans, Franciscans, and Jesuits, were sincere believers in their own enlightenment and became enthusiastic enforcers of standard practices. They were joined by other monks, friars, and nuns. Many local priests were at first trying to deal with complex problems in terms of ensuring cooperation and cohesion in their communities, and did so by building on local norms. But with intensifying social engineering, priests got into the business of imposing uniform norms and beliefs on their flocks. They did, of course, firmly believe in Christianity’s message and its ability to save people’s souls—but social engineering had also become a major source of power for them.

The nadir of social engineering was the Inquisition, as exemplified by Master Konrad’s burning of heretics. This was part of a much larger effort driven by church functionaries—not by rulers trying to defend their regimes. In the centuries after the Reformation, following Martin Luther’s influential Ninety-Five Theses that launched Protestantism, the Catholic Church doubled down on indoctrination and thought policing. Beginning with the Council of Trent (1545–63), the church tried to stop the spread of Protestantism by more closely policing religious practice and thought. Recent scholarship suggests that these efforts did more than slow down the advance of the dangerous ideas of Protestantism; they stopped scientific inquiry and even the sharing of scientific findings.




The Ulema Forbid the Wrong


After assuming power in the early eighteenth century, the founder of the Saudi state, Muhammad ibn Saud, formed a fateful alliance with the conservative cleric Muhammad ibn Abd al-Wahhab. Abd al-Wahhab maintained a rigid interpretation of Islam, viewing all sorts of activities as sinful. He advocated holy war against Muslims who had strayed from the teachings of the prophet. This made him a useful partner in ibn Saud’s efforts to establish his dominance over the entire Arabian Peninsula. The Saudi-Wahhabi alliance was successful not just militarily but also for social control. Throughout the following two centuries, Wahhabis collaborated with Saud’s troops to conquer new lands and subdue populations. They advocated tight controls over these populations to ensure prayer, traditional interpretations of Islamic beliefs and norms, pilgrimage, general piety, and, most importantly, obedience to the Saudi-Wahhabi authority. They also imposed a particularly suffocating cage of norms, with everyone policing everyone else’s behavior to avoid any deviation from their ultraconservative brand of Islam. There are passages in the Quran that support community-level efforts to curb vice and encourage virtue, for example, “Let there be one community of you, calling to good, and commanding right and forbidding wrong.” Wahhabis took this to the next level, with patrols roaming the streets during prayer times to enforce participation.

Over time, Wahhabi influence extended from thought policing to indoctrination as conservative clerics started taking over schools as well as the teaching of religion to boys. (Until 1955, there was no public education for girls.) Education, such as it was under the Wahhabi influence, focused on rote learning and memorization of the Quran. Wahhabis were also the driving force behind the Committee for the Promotion of Virtue and Prevention of Vice, which is the religious police force of modern Saudi Arabia in charge of ensuring that people follow the regime’s brand of Islam to the letter, with a strict dress code for all women. These were the police who forced fourteen middle school girls to burn to death inside a Mecca school in 2002 because the girls were not sufficiently well covered while trying to escape the fire.

Wahhabi social engineering in the service of Saud rule is the peak of an even more striking example of supply-driven social control than the Catholic version: the strict imposition of a rigid, traditionalist interpretation of Islam on Muslim populations by the ulema (literally, the “learned men”) starting in the eleventh century. As in the Saudi-Wahhabi example, it enabled an alliance between the ulema and state institutions, beginning with the Abbasid caliphate and then with subsequent dynasties, including the Turkic-Islamic empires of Seljuks and Ottomans, all the way to the Sauds.

During the first three centuries of Islam, scholars played an important role in interpreting the teachings of the Quran and the pronouncements of the Prophet Mohammed, the hadith. But they generally stayed separate from the secular authority, including that of the ruler of the Islamic world, the caliph. During this period, Islam expanded rapidly and showed some openness to science and new knowledge—certainly compared to medieval Europe, which was often deeply suspicious of any idea that could threaten church dogma.

In the ninth century, during the Abbasid caliphate, cracks began opening. A major debate broke out between scholars, centering on the question of whether the Quran was created by God or is coeternal with God (not unlike the debates on the Trinity in Christianity). One school, which came to be known as the “rationalists,” took the former position, while another school, the “traditionalists,” adopted the latter and maintained that only the most traditional, unquestionable version was allowed. No openness to new ideas would be permitted, according to the traditionalist interpretation.

Abbasid caliphs inserted themselves into the divide between the traditionalists and rationalists, oscillating between the two across different reigns. But the critical change came as the Abbasids were losing their grip on the large Islamic Empire in the early eleventh century. Anything to increase their control would be welcome at this point, and social engineering to impose greater uniformity on religious beliefs and transform them into a method of control was an obvious step. Caliph al-Qadir issued the Qadiri Creed in 1017, siding with the traditionalists. The creed condemned and all but eliminated the rationalist school. From now on, the traditionalist interpretation, offered by the ulema, was essentially state religion.

The triumph of the traditionalists increased the power of the ulema and ushered in a stricter regime of indoctrinating children in a rigid interpretation of Islam and, more crucially, a zealous atmosphere of thought policing. In this environment, intellectual openness—whether in the form of new ideas, scientific inquiry, or interpretive flexibility—came to be seen as sinful.

The traditionalists did much more than temporarily solidify Abbasid rule. They established the ulema as the sole authority with the power to interpret religious texts and precedents. Before the eleventh century, although no controversy was resolved democratically, there was a process called ijma, through which the ulema could debate and reach a sort of consensus. The traditionalists stifled ijma, claiming that consensus had already been reached on most issues. The immutability of Islamic teachings and the learned men’s monopoly over interpreting them also implied that the ulema and the rulers they supported would be much harder to challenge.

When the Seljuks conquered much of the Middle East, including the critical cities of Baghdad and Damascus and large parts of Anatolia, and set up their own Islamic Empire, one might have expected the traditionalist influences to subside. After all, Seljuk practices were as far from the rigid traditionalist interpretations as one could have imagined. On earlier ceramics, Seljuk women are shown with uncovered hair and playing musical instruments. But Seljuks, as non-Arab outsiders, sorely needed legitimacy, which the ulema could confer. Thus, the power of the ulema was amplified as it helped stabilize the social order. In this shift, social engineering grew harsher: The Seljuks expanded the ulema’s role beyond theology to policing public order and enforcing strict conformity with Islamic practice. The Seljuk-ulema alliance also took thought policing a step further by launching severe persecutions of sects that deviated from the traditionalist interpretation. The Ottomans, who, like the Seljuks, wished to brandish their Islamic credentials, continued and in some ways even intensified the same practices.

Throughout these centuries, the ulema were the main driver of indoctrination and thought policing and derived considerable social power from this. Several scholars interpret the alliance between the ulema and the rulers as the critical factor in the rise of enduring authoritarianism in Islamic lands—no opposition to the rulers could form in the cage of norms bolstered by the powerful ulema.

Overall, the purification of Islam was a supply-driven social engineering effort, led by a group with relatively good education and specialized skills. Like the social engineers of the Catholic Church and the postindustrial era, these intellectuals had a coherent set of values and believed firmly that they were the enlightened ones. They were devoted to their cause, even if they also sought to increase their own social power and control over society.

The strictures they imposed endured for the next nine centuries. At the beginning of the twentieth century, the power of the ulema was still palpable, not just in Arabian deserts but throughout the vast territories of the Ottoman Empire.




The Power of the Exam


The mandarin, bureaucrats selected via the imperial examination system called the keju, commanded considerable status and power in Imperial China. They were at the forefront of designing and implementing regulations and policing the population’s values and practices, especially with the advent of neo-Confucianism, which became state philosophy starting in the tenth and eleventh centuries.

The keju was first introduced in 604 during the Sui dynasty. It had an overtly political aim: The noble clans wielded considerable power against the emperor, both administratively and militarily, and frequently intervened in state affairs, sometimes violently deposing emperors. During the Northern Wei dynasty, 76 percent of ministers were from the great clan families. In case of a disagreement between these families and the emperor, these ministers would side with the former.

The keju altered this equilibrium in two ways. First, it created a ready supply of bureaucrats, so that the emperor did not have to rely on members of the noble clans for administrative tasks. Second, the exam system, especially during the Tang dynasty, built up an excess supply of potential functionaries for bureaucratic appointments, strengthening the hand of the imperial court, which could replace any threatening or disloyal bureaucrats immediately. These features are also responsible for introducing the meritocratic character of the exam system—potential functionaries had to be well trained and correctly selected.

Tang Emperor Taizong understood the power thus conferred on him when he stated: “The world’s men of unusual ambitions have thus been trapped in my bag.” The power of the mandarin class as an autonomous force was subsequently amplified during the violent Tang-Song transition.

The more recognizable form of the keju took shape during the Northern Song dynasty, with three rounds of exams, major preparations for each round, and a generally meritocratic emphasis. It was also after this stage that it became essentially the only way of entering the imperial bureaucracy.

Over time, the subject of the exams became narrower, focusing almost entirely on rote memorization of Confucian texts and teachings. This did not undo the meritocratic character of the exam but limited the skill set that successful exam takers needed to master. They did not acquire other skills that could turn them into businesspeople or independent power holders. In the neo-Confucian synthesis that emerged, bureaucrats were completely dependent on imperial power and the emperor could fire or even execute them at will. But increasingly, imperial power also depended on the bureaucrats, who became indispensable in setting rules and policing society and more committed to playing this role. Hence, even in one of the most top-down social engineering schemes in history, the functionaries responsible for these engineering efforts became its main engine.

Exam passers, especially ones appointed in various branches of the bureaucracy, acquired a huge amount of influence. They regulated and monitored behavior across the vast empire. In the words of a nineteenth-century observer, a bureaucrat “may not be capable of assisting the emperor, but he is more than resourceful in oppressing the commoners.” This oppression took the classic social engineering form, with indoctrination (the top-down character of the whole system decreed what children anywhere could learn) and thought and behavior policing (not just words but deeds, dress codes, and hairstyles were all imposed from the top). Imperial bureaucrats also introduced myriad regulations for everything. Imperial China was far ahead of contemporary civilizations in its recordkeeping, and a lot of these records were about detailed laws, procedures, and regulations.

Over time, the keju became not just a channel of upward mobility but the channel, which people of all backgrounds coveted. Preparing boys for the exam starting from an early age became a booming business. Merchant families, rather than grooming their sons to take over the business, began educating them for the exam. A contemporary summed up the keju’s effects as follows:


Since the introduction of the examination system . . . scholars have forsaken their studies, peasants the ploughs, artisans their crafts, and merchants their trades; all have turned their attention to but one thing—government office.



As a result, efforts to pass the exam became a lifelong affair. We have information about twelve thousand keju takers during the Ming dynasty. The average age of passing the final stage of the exam was thirty-two, because many took the exam multiple times, undeterred by early failures. Some were able to pass the final stage of the exam only in their late fifties.

When the keju was abolished in 1905, it triggered a massive revolt that played an important role in bringing down the entire Chinese Empire. Before this abolition, the number of people who would pass the exam from different prefectures was determined by a quota system. Some prefectures had a much larger quota relative to their population, and their exam takers were thus more hopeful about eventual success. After the abolition, prefectures with a generous quota, where there were more would-be elite bureaucrats frustrated about losing their potential social power, generated more intense revolutionary activity against the state during the 1911 uprisings. The rebellion was led by candidates who would have previously enjoyed all the social status and economic benefits of imperial appointments.

Even in this setting, where the origins of social engineering are most clearly top-down and demand driven, we see how the functionaries themselves became its drivers and the main force propagating the system.




Social Engineering Zeal


James Scott highlights four elements that combine to make top-down schemes most intense. The first is the presence of modern statecraft and administrative tools. Before the presence of such tools, the ability of state institutions to penetrate society and forcefully reorder it was limited. Hence, czarist Russia’s ability to extract grain and wreak havoc in its hinterland was more circumscribed than that of Soviet Russia under Stalin.

The second element Scott calls “high-modernist ideology,” which he identifies as a firm belief in scientific and technical progress and its application to influence (and improve) all human affairs. Scott points out that


the troubling features of high modernism derive, for the most part, from its claim to speak about the improvement of human condition with the authority of scientific knowledge and its tendency to disallow other competing sources of judgment.



In fact, there are two aspects packed in Scott’s high modernism: a conviction on the part of social engineers in their own enlightenment, so that their way will improve the human condition, and a belief in their ability to use technology and scientific knowledge in this project.

The third element is the presence of an authoritarian state that can use coercion to effectuate this high-modernist agenda without significant institutional checks.

The fourth is the weakness of civil society, making it unable to resist such impositions.

Scott summarizes these four elements as follows:


In sum, the legibility of a society provides the capacity for large-scale social engineering, high-modernist ideology provides the desire, the authoritarian state provides the determination to act on that desire, and an incapacitated civil society provides the leveled social terrain on which to build.



To Scott’s list we should add a fifth element: the presence of a genuine set of problems and dilemmas. Scott himself anticipates this in the quotation I started this chapter with—many social engineering efforts have well-intentioned roots. The dynamics of social engineering, especially the zeal to impose science, technology, and better practices on an otherwise less enlightened or stubbornly traditional population, can open the door to intense indoctrination and thought policing.

You can see all five of these elements in some of the more intense examples of social engineering, such as the Soviet attempts to reshape society. The Soviets leveraged a highly authoritarian institutional structure and a weak civil society. They were dealing with complex problems associated with establishing central planning and extracting enough output to fuel industrialization and the war effort during World War II. They had their own high-modernist ideology, with a fierce belief in their enlightened communism and their way of using science and technology.

The Chinese Cultural Revolution was equally zealous in believing in its own enlightenment but lacked the scientific aspect of high modernism, highlighting that all five elements are not strictly necessary for disastrous social engineering.

Several of the elements, including a conviction in their own enlightenment but not the tools of modern statecraft and the technological aspects of high modernism, are also present in the example of Catholic social engineering and the purification of Islam under the leadership of the ulema.

And a number of these elements apply to our own postindustrial society.




Postindustrial Social Engineering


We are very far from the violence of the Inquisition, the cruel absurdity of the Cultural Revolution, and the frightening thought policing of the Wahhabi.

Nevertheless, the United States and several other industrialized countries have experienced their own version of social engineering that regulates language, speech, and thought. The college graduates entering various administrative, information technology, human resource, teaching, and thought-leadership roles were the functionaries responding to growing demand for this type of work from governments and corporations during the digital age. Once they started occupying these positions, the college educated became the supply that drove social engineering, not unlike the historical examples we have seen. As in several of the other examples, the college educated were also convinced of their own enlightenment—in this case, based on their superior values and skills. The fact that the college educated were mostly right in their concerns about the social costs of ignorance and intolerance didn’t make their social engineering efforts any less intrusive.

The new element here is that this college-educated group is heterogeneous, and the deep divide within it shaped the nature of the social engineering effort.

The majority of those who obtained college education—the mass college educated—did not have the stratospheric incomes we see in the tech sector or on Wall Street. Nor did they enjoy the same social status or veneer of meritocratic success. Partly as a result of these differences, they also developed distinct values and emphases. Elite graduates—the small group within the college educated that enjoyed the biggest economic rewards and the most visible social status—favored free markets and entrepreneurship. The more numerous mass college educated were more likely to lean toward redistribution and state intervention.

This unstable state of affairs could be rectified if there was a common denominator around which the majority of the college educated could rally. It would be a big bonus if this agenda could boost the social power and status of parts of the mass-college-educated group. Cultural issues provided this common denominator, and the fact that the dilemmas of liberalism were there and becoming more important in a globalizing, rapidly changing society made them true problems that needed tackling. This, I argue, is the origin of postindustrial social engineering.

That this is an example of supply-driven social engineering can be seen from the fact that its impetus didn’t come from a ruler or a regime that needed legitimization. The efforts were driven by a group with a coherent set of values, the right kind of education, and strong communication skills—and a desire to increase its status and social power. The coherent set of values was rooted in the educational experience of many of the college graduates, which emphasized the primacy of science, basic freedoms, certain universal values, and the elevation of cosmopolitan values and global cultures relative to local ones.

The first of Scott’s five elements—the ability of the state and its employees to use administrative tools—is clearly present in postindustrial social engineering. The reach of the administrative state and, together with it, the involvement of the college educated in public administration, had significantly expanded across all industrialized nations over the twentieth century. The college educated were also already penetrating every aspect of nongovernmental organizations and corporate hierarchies, especially for managerial and administrative tasks. Hence, they were already at home in using state (and corporate) power for data collection and processing, control, and regulation.

The fifth element is very strong. The dilemmas of liberalism are real, and the solution that the liberal college-educated groups came up with was not a chimera: Many philosophers had advocated a zero-tolerance strategy toward intolerance and tackling ignorance via education (including indoctrination).

The second element—a type of highmodernist ideology—is also clear and significant. The dilemmas of liberalism had turned thornier as society became more diverse and thoroughly globalized. Issues of tolerance now cut close to the bone, and college graduates had developed an affinity for cosmopolitan values and global problems, which they had been exposed to thanks to their university training, business experiences, entertainment diets, and travels. These dilemmas could no longer be relegated to the back burner, as they had been during the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. In the eyes of the educated group, their solution was to apply science, technology, and their own enlightened, universal values. The tip of the spear would be those with the requisite education and enthusiasm for these values—that is, themselves.

This high-modernist instinct became amplified once the cultural agenda started being shared with the tech sector, which was viewed as the apex of the application of science and technology. Thus, in one corner were the college educated and the tech sector, with enlightenment, expertise, science, and ingenuity on their side. The other corner was made up of those still clinging to ignorance and intolerance (or so thought many of the college educated). The geographic, economic, and social separation of these two groups over the last several decades widened the gulf—and reduced communication and empathy—between them. Viewed in this light, Hillary Clinton’s infamous comment calling Trump supporters “deplorables” doesn’t seem so out of whack with the culture of the times.

The third element of Scott’s list—an authoritarian state—is missing from postindustrial social engineering. This is why efforts in advanced economies have focused on persuasion and argumentation, relying on appeals to scientific ideas, peer pressure, and sometimes ostracism, rather than coercive tools. This does not necessarily render them less potent, as Charles Sanders Peirce’s quotation at the beginning of this chapter anticipated. This is also what made postindustrial social engineering nonviolent and potentially more prone to backlash.

The fourth element is more complex. Civil society in the United States and Europe has been strong and active by historical standards. But then, civil society was the main driver of postindustrial social engineering. The more intense aspects of social engineering, as the above examples illustrate, came from teacher unions, universities, philanthropic foundations, nongovernmental organizations, and the media. This implied that, rather than being a check on social engineering, civil society may have created a novel cage of norms imposing thought policing on the population and sowing the seeds of new indoctrination in the schooling system. And this became amplified by social media, as we will see in the next chapter.

This combination shaped the nature of postindustrial social engineering. It focused on education, beginning in elementary and middle school and continuing all the way to university. Social engineering had to start early and crescendo into a new set of values in higher education, preferably not just in a top-down manner but via the effects of peers and the general environment, which was becoming more open to liberal values. The emphasis on education would also produce more social power for those engaged in teaching, which included many college educated.

But education, or indoctrination, is never enough for social engineering. Hence, the hope that more tolerance could be achieved and ignorance could be defeated via the right kind of instruction and encouragement in schooling made way for various forms of thought policing. Academics, university administrators, student bodies, respectable media outlets, and sometimes corporate leaders would decide what language and ideas were permissible, and which ones were signs of bigotry or microaggressions and should thus be disallowed.

This type of thought policing would also boost the social power of those who were at the forefront of defining values and imposing them on society. It was a bonus that this group would largely be drawn from the mass college educated, who were dissatisfied with their income and social status (especially as compared to elite graduates).

The same considerations also increased the perceived usefulness of regulations. If only the right set of regulations could be imposed on society, this would ensure fair and just outcomes and society would be well ordered, even if some intolerance and ignorance remained. The proliferation of regulations, just as in other instances of social engineering, was highly synergistic with the agenda of making complex practices legible. In many cases, regulations also appeared to be an expedient solution to the difficulty of building a democratic coalition for passing legislation. So instead of a carbon tax and more robust subsidies for clean innovations, college-educated elites and activists could resort to complex environmental regulations. Rather than dealing with root causes of economic disadvantage among minorities or social problems in poor neighborhoods, imposing more procedures and antidiscrimination regulations on companies and federal contractors appeared to be the path of least resistance, congruent with social engineering.

This equilibrium had the virtue of not using any coercion. However, this also made the whole postindustrial social engineering agenda much more vulnerable to backlash, particularly once right-wing political entrepreneurs, media personalities, and social media influencers started exploiting the discontent it was creating.




Backlash


Even when social engineering is most intense, and even when it has state institutions to back it up, there is no guarantee of success, because those with different values will resist indoctrination and especially thought policing. This resistance might take many different forms.

Citizens of the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe did not have the luxury of openly espousing anticommunist ideas. But they could privately believe different things from what the public discourse maintained. This is the reason why when the Berlin Wall and then later the Soviet Union fell, there was a very rapid—arguably discontinuous—change in public statements and visible enthusiasm for democracy and the market system.

A common form of social engineering, especially in the context of building allegiance to a nation-state, centers on language policies. This, too, was anticipated by George Orwell in Nineteen Eighty- Four, where the regime had its own language, Newspeak.

Many new nations, as they were being concocted by fusing together previously disparate communities, used language as a tool for ensuring uniformity. In France, the imposition of a common language on regions that spoke not just different dialects but entirely different tongues was a crucial step in successful nation building. When associated with coercion or during periods of war, such as the Napoleonic Wars in France, this worked. As a common saying in the field holds, “A language is a dialect with an army and a navy.”

But there are many examples in which the backlash has been palpable. The English were never able to erase the Scottish, Welsh, or Irish languages or cultures—and they did try. The Turkish state founded after the fall of the Ottoman Empire created its own language and imposed it throughout its territories, and yet Kurdish survived and remained the locals’ main language in the least economically developed part of the new country.

The American experience also illustrates the backlash. During World War I, anti-German feelings flared. Already during the war, German speakers were treated with suspicion. Many were harassed, and some were arrested as spies. There was a campaign to remove German words from daily usage, and hamburgers became “liberty steaks.”

After the war, several states took the next step. Before the U.S. entry into the war in 1917, German bilingual education had been common, as Germans were the largest group of immigrants at the time. After the war ended, several states outright banned German as a language of instruction, declaring that “all private and parochial schools . . . shall be taught in the English language.” This social engineering was meant to reshape the culture and allegiance of German Americans and accelerate their assimilation into American society.

In the event, the opposite happened. There was a powerful counterreaction. German immigrants started choosing more distinctive German names for their offspring, and their rate of intermarriage with natives declined significantly. Two decades later, the rate of volunteering for the U.S. Army in World War II was lower in the affected German communities as a result of the backlash.

We know this counterreaction was aimed specifically at the social engineering efforts—and was not merely a by-product of broader social trends—because two “control groups” showed no comparable shift: people who completed their education before the bans took effect and those who grew up in states that never imposed such restrictions. Moreover, Germans who were already in mixed marriages didn’t exhibit the same reaction, either.

An important element in such backlash is, again, the community. An individual in isolation is much less likely to exhibit a powerful backlash than a community of like-minded people who can leverage solidarity among themselves in order to withstand social engineering.



This account holds clues about why the postindustrial social engineering efforts, which went against communities that were deemed to be ignorant or intolerant, were likely to generate a powerful counterreaction.

Backlash created a vicious circle for postindustrial social engineering. The urge for social engineering increased as the problems became increasingly complicated. Issues around cultural change and immigration, rather than being quickly resolved via a consensus around the values of liberalism, drew heightened controversy. They turned much more confrontational and emotive among both the social engineers and their targets, with provocation from right-wing media and leaders. In response, doubling down on social engineering seemed natural to many college-educated liberals. But this only deepened the backlash.

Other factors exacerbated the problem. Most notably, social media intensified incentives for supply-driven social engineering by bringing together people intent on thought policing and expanding the possibilities for highly visible forms of norm enforcement, as I discuss in the next chapter. Social media also provided a vehicle for amplifying and organizing grievances against social engineering, aggravating the vicious circle.

The backlash and the grievances set the scene for a more ominous set of attacks on all sorts of freedoms from antiliberal quarters.

Today, we are witnessing renewed restrictions on freedom of expression and even research in universities in the United States. State legislatures in Florida, Texas, and elsewhere have passed laws that ban teachers from discussing “divisive concepts” related to race or gender, and have threatened educators with dismissal for exploring uncomfortable history. The federal government is following suit. Talk radio and some TV networks have purged hosts who express doubt about the claims that Joe Biden’s victory in the 2020 presidential election was fraudulent. The antiliberal social engineering may yet become more coercive. Social engineering begets social engineering.







Chapter 9 Liberalism in the Age of Algorithms



Social media is biased, not to the Left or the Right, but downward.

—Jaron Lanier

The hope is that, in not too many years, human brains and computing machines will be coupled together very tightly, and that the resulting partnership will think as no human brain has ever thought and process data in a way not approached by the information-handling machines we know today.

—J. C. R. Licklider



On a December evening in 2013, Justine Sacco, then the director of corporate communications for the New York–based media firm IAC, boarded a flight from Heathrow to Cape Town. Before takeoff, she sent a deadpan joke to her 170 followers on Twitter: “Going to Africa. Hope I don’t get AIDS. Just kidding. I’m white!” Phone off.

While she slept on the plane, the tweet began rocketing across the globe. In just eleven hours, Sacco shot up to the number one trending topic on Twitter. Bloggers, celebrities, and strangers she would never meet denounced her as an incorrigible racist. The hashtag #HasJustineLandedYet circulated widely as tens of thousands of people waited online in anticipation of her reckoning. One Twitter user gloated: “We are about to watch this Justine Sacco bitch get fired, in real time, before she even knows she’s being fired.” Colleagues joined in, too. One tweeted: “I’m an IAC employee and I don’t want @JustineSacco doing any communication on our behalf ever again. Ever.”

By the time Sacco set foot in Cape Town, she had been crowned the internet villain of the week—and was now unemployed to boot. Her employer, bowing to the wishes of the online community, had swiftly fired her in absentia.

Later, she would explain that her intention was to “mimic and mock what an actual racist, ignorant person would say.” But the internet spared no time for explanations. What began with a handful of people noticing and commenting on the tweet soon snowballed when Twitter’s algorithms amplified it into a trending topic.

When journalist Jon Ronson wrote about Sacco in The New York Times, highlighting the absurdity of the public campaign against her and the damage that it had done to her mental health and reputation, he himself became the subject of social media attacks.

Call it a tone-deaf satire, call it flatly offensive—either way, Sacco fired off one tweet to her 170 followers. The internet fired back an artillery barrage. By the time her plane landed, she had been shamed before a global audience and lost her job. Platforms that connect us also amplify outrage; in this new ecosystem, crowds can mete out punishment faster than any court. Sacco’s ordeal was an early warning of how high the dial on social enforcement could now go.

Sacco’s case is not an isolated incident. Democratic pollsters, Silicon Valley engineers, teachers, authors, and academics have suffered similar attacks and ostracism, and have sometimes been fired or forced out of their jobs, because of social media storms.

This is just one facet of our age of algorithms. Social media algorithms that boost the circulation of certain online content complicate free speech and create new cages of norms—with sometimes fiercer effects on freedom than the traditional communities and likely none of the potential benefits.



Algorithms do much more than build a new social media cage of norms. They reshape the production process and our social lives; they alter the distribution of income and economic opportunities; they transmute communication more broadly, beyond social media; and they impact how information is collected, processed, and aggregated. They can suppress or boost liberty. And they can potentially transform the benefits and dilemmas of liberalism.

This chapter focuses on two aspects of the age of algorithms: first, the impacts of social media on communities and communication, and second, the promise of artificial intelligence to revolutionize every aspect of our lives, including which jobs are left for human workers and how we acquire and use knowledge.

My bottom line is that algorithms do not change the social value of liberalism or the kind of liberal democracy we need. But they complicate the freedom of speech and intensify threats to it. We cannot do without them, either. Algorithms are interwoven with the future of work and wages, and thus with shared prosperity.

Algorithms can serve as crucial engines for job creation, but currently, they are more likely to destroy jobs on a whim and deepen existing inequalities. They could facilitate the process of acquiring and disseminating collective knowledge—but not easily, and not on their current path. For all of these reasons, any attempt to rebuild liberalism and strengthen liberal democracy must grapple with shaping the direction of technology to be consistent with liberty and shared prosperity.



“Puppets Controlled by the Strings of Society”


Community norms play a useful role in the sharing of information, in self-government, and in harnessing a sense of belonging and solidarity. The same norms can also restrict what community members may do, abridging freedoms. Different communities impose different cages, and some are much worse than others. Some communities may also impose cages with little benefit.

While communities’ power of policing is sometimes rooted in their ability to threaten violence, it works more often through peer pressure, the threat of ostracism, and suasion coming from those with social status and authority.

Take one of the most famous experiments in social psychology, conducted by Stanley Milgram in 1961. This was the year in which Adolf Eichmann, the Nazi officer and bureaucrat in charge of the logistics of the Holocaust, stood trial in Jerusalem. The question on many people’s minds was whether, if we found ourselves in similar circumstances, most of us would act in that barbaric fashion.

Milgram designed a clever, if dubiously ethical, experiment. (Male) volunteers were recruited to play the role of a teacher or a subject, purportedly for an experiment on the effects of punishment on memory. In addition to a teacher and a subject, each group had an experimenter in a gray technician’s coat, who would be running the experiment. Volunteers were told that they would be randomly assigned to the role of teacher or subject. Unbeknownst to them, they would always be assigned to be the teacher, and the person playing the subject was a confederate of Milgram’s. The experiment wasn’t about punishment and memory but about the willingness of ordinary people to follow authority, even when it was questionable and cruel.

The teacher read pairs of words from a card the experimenter supplied. He then quizzed the subject, mentioning one of the words and asking him to supply the other. The teacher was also told that he should administer electric shocks of increasing voltage whenever the subject gave incorrect answers. The teacher himself was given an electric shock to show the effect (painful, but not too bad, since it was low voltage). He was also told that electric shocks would be painful to the subject, but there would be no permanent tissue or other damage. The subject was strapped to an electric chair and the experiment got underway.

The subject, Milgram’s confederate, would get the answers wrong, and the teacher would administer the electric shock. Cries followed. Many of the volunteers playing the role of the teacher wanted to stop at this point, but they were encouraged to go on by the experimenter. This is where authority came in: A technician in a gray coat, with knowledge and command of the situation, encouraged them to administer higher and higher voltage electric shocks, even as the subject was crying and begging the teacher to stop. Shockingly, about 65 percent of the teachers went up all the way to 450 volts, which, had it actually been administered, would have been almost deadly.

The experiment is sometimes interpreted as showing that people can behave in awful ways once they have power over somebody else—like the power that the teacher held over the subjects or Nazi officers had over Jews, homosexuals, and leftists in concentration camps. Yet this wasn’t Milgram’s interpretation. In fact, most teachers did not want to go on after the first few electric shocks. They had to be coaxed or even pushed to do so. Several were so uncomfortable that they started sweating, twitching, and showing other signs of extreme discomfort. But a great majority still followed authority. It is striking how many people were willing to do this, even when the authority was asking them to do something patently wrong, cruel, and dangerous. Milgram himself concluded, “It may be that we are puppets—puppets controlled by the strings of society.”

Authority does not always come from people in technicians’ coats or positions of power. The cage of norms is often enforced by the authority of the community—sometimes the elders, sometimes those with charisma, and more frequently, just the consensus of all the people who form the trusted group of an individual. Many people internalize the norms of the communities in which they live, because they want to fit in. They may also find it compelling or even exhilarating to impose the same norms on those who stray too far. This type of norm enforcement is one of the reasons why peer pressure and moral suasion are so effective.




The Algorithmic Cage


Many communities in Africa have strong norms for sharing food and even money with both extended family and members of the community more broadly. People are not rich. It would make sense to save some of the excess food or income, as many in the West would do. So why do they act so generously? Part of it is that norms of sharing have been internalized. But equally important is peer pressure and a fear of ostracism. A housewife from southern Zambia explains:


It is not safe to deny them. You saw me give grain to that woman who came the other day. How could I refuse when she asked me for grain? Perhaps she would do nothing, but I could not tell. The only thing to do is to give.



She was afraid that if she didn’t give the grain, there would be rumors spread about her. Perhaps she would be subject to sorcery or even worse.

The social networks that instill such fear are exactly the same ones that are sometimes helpful. The same housewife is likely to need food at some future date, and when that happens, the process will work in reverse: Somebody else’s fear of being ostracized will convince them to give her food, thus acting as an insurance mechanism. The glue that holds the community together will also help her get valuable information and share her concerns with others.

In the age of algorithms, we have new online communities. It would be natural to expect them to play similar roles as those of working-class or ethnic communities in modern Western societies or the communities mandating tight-knit behaviors and sharing in many premodern societies. Perhaps they add another useful layer to the networks that each of us belongs to, enabling better sharing of information or valuable insurance?

Reality is more complex, however. The data suggest that online communities do not complement or add to but replace real-world social networks. Today, Americans have many fewer friends than they did just a few decades ago. In 1990, 33 percent of those surveyed said they had ten or more friends. In the 2020s, this number is down to just 13 percent. Many more Americans today have fewer than three friends. Time spent in realworld social interactions has also declined sharply, especially for younger people, who tend to be more active online. Over the last twenty years, in-person social engagement with friends has decreased from about 60 minutes to about 20 minutes per day. For people between ages fifteen and twenty-four, the situation is truly dire: In-person engagement has declined from about 150 minutes to 40 minutes per day over the same period. Online communities, it seems, destroy real-world ones.

There is a lot of information shared across any social media platform, and people undoubtedly learn from their online communities. However, much online information may be unreliable. The tweets about Justine Sacco spread not because of their information value but because they were sensational and entertaining. They also triggered many users to play the role of norm enforcers and thought police. This is the general pattern of communication on social media. Unreliable, sensational, and often downright incorrect information can be very entertaining. Pope Francis expressing disapproval of Donald Trump’s callous comments toward women, immigrants, and the poor is what most people would have expected. A social media post claiming that Pope Francis agrees with Donald Trump is more interesting, because either it’s an edgy joke or it’s an unexpected piece of news, and it’s more likely to go viral. Accurate informational videos may get some views, but those from influencers who make people envious of a different lifestyle are more likely to spread rapidly.

But there is a more fundamental reason why learning from an online community is no substitute for real-life interactions. Useful knowledge, as I have repeatedly emphasized, isn’t just scientific, fact-based information but experiential and social knowledge that helps us adapt to our environment and acquire psychological and social tools for dealing with new challenges. We learn to tolerate those who have different opinions from ours or who may argue against us. We learn to build bridges with different people with distinct interests, viewpoints, idiosyncrasies, and sometimes faults. This is why being part of different social networks, belonging to churches, chess clubs, sports teams, associations, and civil society organizations is so useful for building cohesion. This type of social knowledge acquisition and adaptation happens much less over social media, where people can seek out those who are like-minded—in the extreme case, leading to the formation of echo chambers. The problem isn’t just that misinformation can get amplified in echo chambers. It is also that people can avoid the initially uncomfortable process of engaging with different views. Moreover, even if social media could build functioning online communities, the segregated structure of algorithmic echo chambers would make it very difficult for these to build higher-level shared identities that bring diverse communities and ideologies together—which is sorely needed for a new liberal social compact.

Social media doesn’t just weaken the benefits of community-based interactions; it also exacerbates the cage of norms. Indeed, the algorithmic cage may be worse than its real-world counterpart. There are at least five reasons for this. The first is that liberal societies have already weakened some of the most stifling real-world cages of norms, like the ones we encountered in the context of the medieval Catholic Church or the purification of Islam. Second, as the Justine Sacco episode illustrates, the online cage consists not just of one’s trusted group but of outsiders who may come with force to police one’s thoughts or speech. The online cage may be bigger and scarier. Third, the authority of the powerful members of the community, against whom you are sometimes able to argue your case, is replaced by the more overwhelming authority of an amorphous mob formed over social media for the very purpose of thought policing and norm enforcement. Fourth, as already noted, social media interactions are likely to create more division than unity, and thus online communities are less likely to coalesce into high-level shared identities. Finally, algorithms are powerful for aggregating information and reactions. This is part of their utility. But it also means that they can be used to build much more potent peer pressure and more threatening prospects of ostracism, again, as Sacco experienced. The business models of social media companies also exacerbate this cage, as we’ll see.

Together, these forces tend to suppress liberty and make the task of rebuilding liberalism more challenging.




The Business of Thought Policing


Our world changed forever with the development of the internet and the World Wide Web. “The internet” refers to the network of interlinked computer clusters communicating using a common protocol for exchanging bits of information, based on ideas suggested by the computer scientist J. C. R. Licklider. The World Wide Web provided a way to access the vast information housed in this network. The British and Belgian computer scientists Tim Berners-Lee and Robert Cailliau introduced hyperlinks to allow information on one site to be linked to other sites on the internet.

But how would end users find this information on the vast Web? This was the gap that search engines started to fill. But early search engines left much to be desired. They crawled the internet and located web pages where the search query appeared, but this was hardly the best method to find the most relevant sites for users.

Two Stanford computer science students, Larry Page and Sergey Brin, took the next step. Their idea was to exploit the fact that human users tend to show with their browsing behavior which sites are more relevant for a given query. Say a person searched for “Dominican Republic.” Their algorithm started with all the pages that could be relevant, including any that mentioned the Dominican Republic. Among those, it prioritized the ones that received more links. But not all links are created equal. Page and Brin’s idea was to give more weight to links from websites that themselves had more links. The algorithm that achieves this is “recursive,” meaning that each page is ranked based on how many other highly ranked pages link to it, and other pages that receive links from highly ranked pages themselves become higher ranked.

Page and Brin founded the company Google and offered their services to Yahoo!, which fatefully turned them down. With their initial plans rebuffed and with help from a venture capitalist, they stumbled on the idea of making money from digital ads. In the digital ad-based business model, a service such as the output of a search engine is offered without a fee to users, whose data is collected and who are in return shown digital ads from merchants who pay the platform to display their ads.

Google built this business model, and an important step was its AdWords platform, introduced in 2000 to sell advertising to other companies using special ad auctions. Ads that were displayed more prominently (meaning they were featured higher up on a page following the search queries) and those that generated more clicks (meaning they sent more people to the advertised websites) commanded higher prices. This business model thus depended on how much users would pay attention to the ads that were being displayed. The more engagement and more attention from users, the more valuable the digital ads, and the more money the platform could make.

Where Google led, social media platforms followed. There is only so much intense engagement possible when people are searching for pants or plungers. But sharing their social information with people whose opinion they care about or whose opprobrium they fear is a completely different affair. When people are engaged in impassioned social interactions, including those that generate envy, jealousy, insecurities, anger, and disgust or those that straddle thought policing and norm enforcement, engagement and attention can go through the roof. This is what many social media platforms, most notably Facebook, understood and monetized.

From its inception, Facebook was about powerful emotions. In 2003, when Mark Zuckerberg and his friends at Harvard built Facemash, an early prototype, it was to rank how “hot” different students were based on their photos. Intense social interactions, rankings, emotions, and outrage have remained a constant on Facebook and other social media sites. The principle was always the same: The more intense and addictive the engagement, the more profit the platform makes. The business model got a boost from the use of artificial intelligence technologies, enabling platforms to build custom audiences for different products.

What is most relevant to this book is not how much money these platforms make or how effective these advertisements are but the implications for thought policing and thus for liberalism and liberal democracy. Social media companies have an incentive to build an algorithmic cage in which intense activity emerges from controversial statements. But how to do this most effectively? If Justine Sacco’s tweet had remained confined to her 170 followers on Twitter, the number of ads the company could sell would have been minuscule. The potential is much bigger if the platform algorithmically boosts (or promotes) attention-grabbing material. This is exactly what Twitter did, making Sacco, to her great dismay, the number one trending topic on the platform. Algorithmic boosting is the secret sauce that supercharges thought policing on social media.

The flip side of thought policing is that once people stay away from controversial statements because of fear of thought policing, the social media environment can become stale. But this is partially countered by platforms further boosting content that gets agreement from others. This particular aspect was exacerbated by another algorithmic invention: the Like button, which was introduced by Facebook in 2009 and soon became a standard feature on almost all social media platforms. Now emotions could be triggered in other ways—by some posts getting more likes or by their failure to do so. The button supplied another potent tool for the cage of norms: Those who posted content in line with the precepts of their cage would get more likes, and this would further increase their circulation, leading to even more likes. All of this generated another powerful force for norm enforcement and thought policing.

Even more ominously, the social dynamic created by new social media tools doesn’t simply contribute to the circulation of certain content. It also leads to the escalation of meaning and feeling: Once a group agrees on a given stance, the content that will circulate most widely will be the most extreme articulation of that stance. When a group of progressives concur that there is discrimination against Black Americans, just stating that fact is not especially notable. But claiming that all white people are incorrigible racists would be. This escalation is helped, once again, by algorithmic boosting.

The algorithmic cage that results from these dynamics goes beyond anything that a real-world community can achieve. Its effects on freedom of thought and expression—and on the prospects for liberalism—are correspondingly chilling.




The Circle Tightens


We saw in the previous chapter that postindustrial social engineering created a vicious circle. When left-leaning college graduates sought to police thought and root out intolerance, the Right responded with exaggeration and provocation. And the provocations fueled new waves of social engineering.

Social media accelerated and intensified this dynamic. Through social media, the most extreme examples of social engineering could be advertised to millions via online tools within right-leaning echo chambers. As in Sacco’s case, algorithmic feedback propelled the most incendiary content: The more outrageous the post, the more attention it drew—and the more revenue it generated for the platforms. Outrage fueled outrage, with the most extreme responses winning the most likes and circulating even more widely. As these reactions from the Right were posted to left-wing echo chambers, these echo chambers generated their own strong reactions, often in the form of calls for further social engineering. The circle then repeats itself, like a hamster wheel of polarization, with social media companies making more money.

Take the controversial ad campaign of the clothing company American Eagle, which featured the Hollywood star Sydney Sweeney. The ad, running with the slogan “Sydney Sweeney has great jeans,” had a double entendre—made very clear when the ad also stated, “Genes are passed down from parent to offspring. . . . My jeans are blue.” A few progressive accounts argued that this was a coded white supremacist message. Rightwing influencers and broadcasters presented these posts to their followers as sanctimonious censorship from the Left. Vice President J. D. Vance joined the fray, asking Democrats: “Did you learn nothing from the November 2024 election?” in a podcast. So did President Trump and Republican senators. As the reaction from the Right spurred further progressive focus on the ad campaign, the circle tightened.

In the age of algorithms, the dilemmas of liberalism thus become fodder for increasing polarization online. They not only intensify social engineering but also drastically amplify the extent to which instances of overreach are seen as draconian impositions on people and communities, tarnishing liberalism.




Algorithms and Artificial Intelligence


The word “algorithm” derives from Arabic, from the name of the brilliant Islamic scholar Muhammad ibn Musa al-Khwarizmi. The kind of scientist who used to thrive in Islamic lands before the purification of Islam, alKhwarizmi made major break-throughs in algebra and offered systematic solutions to quadratic equations. When his books were translated, his name was latinized and led to the introduction of the word “algorithm.” Today, by “algorithm” we refer to any (finite) sequence of instructions that produces a computation or output. Classic computer programs are algorithms: You enter an input, a predictable set of steps are taken, and a specific output is supposed to be delivered every time, unless there is a malfunction or some random elements are built explicitly into the algorithm. This is what made algorithms, incorporated into numerically controlled machinery and other digital equipment, so good at automating routine tasks performed in stable environments.

Early artificial intelligence (AI) was based on algorithms as well. Large language and diffusion models that have lately become popular are not, strictly speaking, algorithmic, because their output is complexly random, though they are the next step in the age of algorithms.

Today, AI is poised to reshape many aspects of our lives. The aspiration of artificial intelligence, from its inception at a conference at Dartmouth College in 1956, was for machines to reach humanlike capabilities. Participants later boasted that “machines will be capable, within twenty years, of doing any work a man can do” and “we will [soon] have a machine with the general intelligence of an average human being.” Put differently, the idea was to have networks of computers that could act just like humans and perform most or all human tasks. Even if early AI enthusiasm proved too optimistic, the field is now undergoing a major transformation, with rapid progress in many domains. These advances are fueled by general declines in the cost of computing, powerful chips such as graphics processing units that enable rapid parallel computations, huge amounts of data to input into large models, and technical improvements based on neural networks, deep learning methods, and other sophisticated statistical techniques.

Central to the current transformation—and some of the concerns and possibilities I discuss below—is “generative AI,” or AI that can generate new content (written text, images, music, or other output) on the basis of a pretrained model and specific prompts. Generative AI, including the prototypical large language models that have become popular, such as ChatGPT, vastly expands on what algorithms can do, because input is no longer mapped onto a predictable output. Rather, there is a process of “creation”—or at the very least a process of random generation—as new output is produced, which sometimes goes beyond what humans may have expected or known how to do.

AI matters for the topics of this book for many reasons. First, social media platforms all rely on AI to decide which content to promote, and AI has become a tool for increasing the addictiveness of online content—for example, platforms engage in various kinds of tests (e.g., “A/B tests”) to find out which content is more conducive to intense engagement or long hours spent on the platform. AI is further used to target digital ads more profitably and for content moderation.

Second, AI is interwoven with large-scale data collection and processing. Information centralization has direct implications for freedom of expression. Some may also wonder whether, in an age when algorithms and AI models excel at information collection, processing, and aggregation, we still need individual- and community-level experimentation and community-based information sharing—bedrocks of liberalism, as I have defined and defended in chapter 2. This is the topic I discuss next.

Third, although it is unclear what future work will look like under the shadow of AI, emerging signs are not encouraging. I will therefore argue that liberalism must confront this problem head-on and target reshaping the direction of AI.




Information Centralization


Information centralization is foundational to generative AI, which aims to collect and use most of the information available to humankind. Is this desirable or even feasible?

Friedrich Hayek is most famous in economics not for the ideas I discussed in chapter 2 but for his criticism of central planning. In a short 1945 article titled “The Use of Knowledge in Society,” he argued that central planning could never work because a centralized authority cannot collect and process “the dispersed bits of incomplete and frequently contradictory knowledge which all the separate individuals possess.” Hayek concluded that without knowledge of how consumers value millions of products and how people cultivate their own vocations, skills, and creativity, the economic system is destined to collapse.

Here, Hayek was contrasting central planning to a market economy in which dispersed information is aggregated via the price system. Or as he put it, “All that the users of tin need to know is that some of the tin they used to consume is now more profitably employed elsewhere, and that in consequence they must economize tin.”

A naive reading of Hayek’s criticism of central planning would imply that once we have powerful enough computers to encode and process the vast amount of dispersed information, central planning could perform better. Perhaps we don’t need a central planner and five-year plans, as in the Soviet Union; perhaps this can be done by AI models (or the companies that control AI models). After all, social media platforms have already been collecting, processing, and aggregating tons of information to boost popular content and target ads. New AI tools are getting better at both collecting more data and processing it effectively. Many experts think that the scientific process will be fundamentally revolutionized by artificial intelligence—with AI models discovering hitherto unknown materials, designing new drugs, or combining dispersed information and expertise in a way that humans cannot.

If this were true, our reliance on human ways of aggregating information in society would be lessened. Ultimately, perhaps we won’t need experimentation to produce knowledge, nor to diffuse it within society. AI might do all of the discovery and dissemination of useful information. By spearheading new discoveries and automating labor-intensive processes, AI could also boost productivity, creating abundance and much higher welfare.

These hopes may be premature. In fact, benefits from information centralization and AI may be much exaggerated. My pessimism is threepronged. First, supplanting human experimentation is much harder than might first meet the eye. Second, the possibility that AI could take over most scientific and creative tasks from humans is built on the prospect of artificial general intelligence (AGI). AGI doesn’t have a single, clear definition, but it typically refers to artificial intelligence reaching a set of capabilities comparable to the best humans in all cognitive tasks—a single model that can play chess or Go better than all humans, while also arguing legal cases, diagnosing cancer, and writing books on economics or political topics better than experts. The problem is that reaching AGI may prove to be more elusive than some experts are hoping for. Third, huge productivity benefits from AI may not materialize anytime soon, either. And even if they did materialize, there is the question of how they will be distributed. Now I take each one of these concerns in turn.

The first problem with centralization of information was also recognized by Hayek. What collective knowledge building needs isn’t computation or aggregation based on existing data but to produce new data. This is what human experimentation is all about. Hayek puts this as follows: “The ‘data’ from which the economic calculus starts are never for the whole society ‘given’ to a single mind which could work out the implications, and can never be so given.” Hence, without human experimentation, there may not be the right kind of useful information for AI to aggregate.

Even more important, as I argued in chapter 2, much of what we need to know is about social adaptation, which cannot be neatly quantified and aggregated by existing algorithms and AI models. Understanding and excelling at codified knowledge relevant for well-structured cognitive tasks isn’t the same as taking over the experiential adaptations of human communities. Even huge advances in AI may be unable to successfully centralize tacit, social, and variegated data that come from human actions and interactions in constantly evolving social situations. This Hayek also understood when he wrote:


If we can agree that the economic problem of society is mainly one of rapid adaptation to changes . . . , [then] the ultimate decisions must be left to the people who are familiar with these circumstances. . . . We must solve it by some form of decentralization.



Therefore, even if AGI were to arrive, it is not clear whether that would be sufficient to generate useful social knowledge.

This line of argument thus implies that information centralization, even with rapid AI advances, will not easily obviate the need for human experimentation and social learning via community.

None of this is to belittle the potential contributions of AI to science. Artificial intelligence can still be useful to scientists by automating certain laborious tasks and synthesizing useful information, even if it doesn’t completely supplant human creativity and judgment. This requires the right way of combining human experimentation and cognition with AI—which I discuss in the next section.

Second, consider AGI. While recent advances in AI are undeniable and impressive, there are deep disagreements about whether AGI will happen in the near future. A quick transition to AGI seems unlikely in part because existing models still do not show evidence of true comprehension or deep understanding, even in simple contexts. For example, large language models can give you information about how to repair a broken garage door. But they typically have no recognition of the social context of this problem or how this problem is situated within a broader range of other phenomena. As far as they are concerned, there is no difference between repairing a garage door, summarizing an ancient text, and diagnosing cancer. But context matters when it comes to combining knowledge from different domains and coming up with new, untried solutions, which is the essence of experimentation.

Dreams of AGI are further complicated by the fact that human intelligence is multifaceted (drawing on many modes of thinking and exploring alternatives), social (building on insights and knowledge from others in a seamless manner), experiential (generalizing quickly from experiences, like children learning a language, rather than learning from large data sets, as AI models do), and biologically embedded (gathering and processing information with all our senses). As a result, replicating and exceeding human intelligence may turn out to be more challenging than imagined.

Third, let us next turn to the prospect of productivity improvements and broad welfare gains from AI. Indeed, a less spectacular but still ambitious benefit from advances in AI, bolstered by information centralization, would be a massive increase in economic output—but without actual AGI. For example, there could be a big productivity boost if a large range of tasks were automated in a cost-effective manner. This productivity dividend might ultimately lead to much greater abundance of resources, which could be used to deliver high levels of consumption and welfare to people in the industrialized world (and even to those in the developing world).

Is this a realistic prospect? I believe not in the near future. My reading of the evidence is that the benefits from AI-based automation in the medium term, though nontrivial, are not huge. The rollout of AI will be slow, as is the rollout of any technology that requires major organizational changes.

Even if such benefits were realized, how would they be distributed? The most natural path to broad-based benefits from productivity improvements would be via shared prosperity, working through higher wages for all sorts of work and skills. This is what the industrial compact achieved until its unraveling in the early 1980s. But if all the gains are from automation (without the pro-worker AI possibilities I discuss below), then wage increases will not follow, and in fact, mass-scale automation could lead to significant joblessness. Optimists argue that the benefits of growth can be spread in other ways—by ensuring broad ownership of AI tools or by creating new transfer systems such as universal basic income. However, major political economy problems stand in the way of such schemes. Large tech companies would not be enthusiastic about redistributing all of their profits to the broader population. And the recent history of attempting to regulate or impose antitrust statutes against these companies is not encouraging.

Political economy problems aren’t the only ones. Such programs are unlikely to get us to a desirable social system anyway. A society in which a large fraction of the population does not contribute to production or other beneficial activities would create huge social-status gaps between the “makers” and the “takers.” This concern intersects with community. Communities are most vibrant when their members feel they are contributing to society at large. Communities of people without jobs, living off transfers or off the shares of profits from tech companies handed to them, would likely lead to exacerbated forms of the negative social dynamics discussed in chapter 6.




Can AI Help Human Learning?


The next question, then, is whether AI could be a complement to human experimentation and social learning. I believe the answer is yes, but not when information is massively centralized. Scientific endeavors and social adaptation both require a combination of codified, quantitative data and tacit and experiential information. Human communication is sometimes not sufficiently fine-grained for transmitting quantitative data, except via scientific publications and other expert outlets. But as we have seen in the debates on vaccination and climate change, science requires trust to gain acceptance.

There may be ways to use AI for transmitting reliable scientific and quantitative information, embedded in the trust that communities build and nourish. There may also be symbiotic ways to combine AI-generated information with the more tacit aspects of knowledge possessed by individuals and communities. Exactly how to achieve this is not clear, but it should be obvious that information centralization—especially in the hands of huge companies that monetize the data in socially questionable ways like digital advertisements—isn’t the recipe. (Exploring these issues requires a separate book, but that is for the future.)

What’s more, information centralization may be detrimental to human experimentation. There is evidence that large language models, such as ChatGPT, are already discouraging certain types of human experimentation and knowledge creation. People become less engaged in posting questions and answers on discussion forums because they can get (some) answers from ChatGPT. Views and new content on Wikipedia also appear to have declined for topics for which ChatGPT provides similar content to Wikipedia.

Information centralization can discourage human experimentation even more fundamentally when that experimentation generates multiple benefits simultaneously—producing both learning about codified, quantitative facts and tacit, contextual knowledge. This type of “economies of scope” is quite common in human learning, since efforts to understand something also produce ideas about how best to use it in a given context. More generally, various benefits humans gain from experimentation will be lost when information is simply presented to us. Children may cease to learn how to learn, because they can get summaries of books and first drafts of essays from generative AI tools. The education system as we know it could be disrupted, shaken, or made prostrate. The cumulative process of human social learning could be greatly damaged if we do not develop AI in a socially useful way.




Pro- Worker AI


During the last four decades, digital automation damaged the industrial compact that had bolstered shared prosperity. When jobs are automated and there aren’t enough new tasks and services that require diverse human skills, it becomes difficult to produce good jobs and robust wage growth—the pillars on which shared prosperity has typically stood. Twentieth-century industrial automation relied on numerically controlled machinery, computer control, and industrial robotics. Office automation has been fueled by software systems and other digital tools for automating routine clerical tasks. But most of what white-collar workers do—which requires language, writing, nonroutine problem-solving, social skills, judgment and creativity—remained beyond the capabilities of the software systems that existed up to the mid-2010s. This is why much of what workers do in health care and education has not yet been automated. Many jobs on factory floors also go beyond repetitive tasks such as assembly, welding, painting, drilling, and other simple physical functions that were easy pickings for robotics technology.

AI dreams are tightly interwoven with the possibility of combining advances in robotics and AI to go beyond industrial automation, including further automation in services. Even though I have just argued that such automation will not happen very rapidly, we may ultimately head toward such an outcome.

Generative AI certainly expands the range of cognitive tasks that can be automated. The hope of some (and fear of others) is that, with further advances, generative AI can learn how all sorts of human activities can be performed better and take over cognitive functions from humans across all sectors. It can also supercharge robots to do the nonroutine tasks that skilled blue-collar and craft workers are currently performing. If that happens, and if, in a repeat of the pattern of the last forty years, technological change fails to create new tasks and jobs for workers, there wouldn’t be much hope of shared prosperity coming back. Rather, in this scenario, we would see myriad jobs disappearing and many workers suffering joblessness. Even if workers could be reallocated to some of the remaining tasks in the economy, they would experience significant wage losses.

A lot of evidence suggests that this is the direction in which tech companies are traveling. The majority of current AI investment targets automation, while much of the rest is intertwined with the AGI agenda more broadly (which, if it were to bear fruit, would automate many more tasks). Another motivator of AI investments is to produce novel tools for effective and profitable digital advertisements. These are unlikely to create many new tasks for workers.

But there is a direction for AI that is much more favorable to workers, even if it is not currently receiving sufficient attention from the media or from tech companies. This is what I refer to as “pro-worker AI.” Pro-worker AI explicitly aims to expand worker productivity and capabilities. This means empowering workers to perform more sophisticated tasks than they can now; enabling them to perform completely new tasks; and helping firms introduce new goods and services that will entail novel activities and responsibilities for workers.

As a result of these changes, pro-worker AI can increase worker wages and employment. Via the same set of forces, it can increase the labor share of value added, as opposed to automation, which reduces it. Pro-worker AI could thus be a major contributor to shared prosperity.

In an iconic 1960 paper that is quoted at the beginning of this chapter, J. C. R. Licklider argued that “human brains and computing machines will be coupled together very tightly,” meaning that brains would rely on information processed and provided by computers. This would all be in service of boosting human capabilities.

Licklider’s prediction was ahead of his time. The computers available in 1960 and the six decades thereafter were not up to this task. The internet was a breakthrough in collecting and storing such information, but retrieving it in an effective, rapid, and context-specific manner was not feasible with any of the search engines. It also couldn’t happen with the knowledge embedded in the computers available then and certainly not in real time, as search outcomes would have to be sequentially processed by human decision-makers.

Generative AI changes the equation. It can answer questions about specific tasks performed in diverse contexts. On the basis of its pretraining, it can potentially find the most relevant answers and summarize them in an easily digestible form in real time. It can do so based on information provided by human users, but also based on its own recognition of the problems or the challenges of a specific task. This is the kind of information retrieval and provision that can form the basis of pro-worker AI, because it naturally lends itself to supporting and expanding the skills and knowledge of the humans using it.

Pro-worker AI isn’t relevant just for creative occupations and office employees. It can be a game changer for noncollege workers, many of whom are engaged in decision-making and problem-solving tasks embedded in the physical world. Put differently, pro-worker AI can be pro–manual worker, too. In addition to helping noncollege workers through new or more sophisticated tasks, this type of AI could also push back against the main effects of Baumol’s cost disease by improving productivity in health care, education, and other services with the help of these new tasks.

Let us consider some specific pro-worker technologies to illustrate these points. High-quality electrician services—currently a bottleneck for many industries—provides an excellent starting point. This bottleneck is likely to become more acute as yet more sophisticated electrical equipment is introduced and new electricity grids require novel designs and structures. It is currently feasible to construct an AI tool that draws on a database of relevant knowledge of electrical engineering, technical specifications of different equipment, and past use cases where expert electricians dealt with different problems and equipment types. This tool could identify problems with electrical machinery or circuitry, relying on both visual characterizations (using sensors and photographs) and manually entered inputs. This step could be followed by an iterative process of human experimentation with AI guidance to discover the underlying problem. Such a tool could also enable remote access to expert electricians for additional help.

While this exact version of the pro-worker electrical tool does not exist, a global company is developing several related products for engineers and field technicians. This proof of concept is easily applicable to electricians (not just engineers) and could be extended to maintenance specialists, plumbers, and other craft workers. In fact, these types of tools have been feasible for a while and deserve much more attention and investment than they are currently receiving.

There are even more possibilities for pro-worker AI in education and health care. Imagine an AI tool, trained on relevant curricular material and past classroom experiences, that receives as input the outcomes of short quizzes students take periodically. Based on these inputs, the AI tool as-sesses what types of difficulties students are having with the material and makes real-time recommendations, such as splitting the classroom into smaller groups. It proposes teaching strategies and new material to teachers, who can use or modify these proposals in conjunction with their lesson plans. Ultimately, such a tool could completely reorganize the classroom, so that education becomes much more personalized in a cost-effective manner. (This tool doesn’t exist at the moment either, but a prototype is being developed.)

What makes this technology pro-worker or pro-teacher is clear: While automated tests and other current instructional offerings attempt to reduce the need for teachers, a successful rollout of an AI tool of this sort would increase the demand for teachers—for helping with smaller groups after AI-generated group assignments and lesson plans are drawn. The tasks that teachers would perform would also be more sophisticated and potentially novel. Like the electrician AI tool, the big promise of pro-worker AI in general is not just creating new tasks for workers but also boosting productivity. Reaching low-performing pupils has remained the holy grail of modern education. A reorganization of the classroom, enabled by pro-teacher AI, could enable big advances in this area.

Similar ideas could be developed for health care. AI tools could increase the ability of nurses, physician assistants, technicians, and even custodial staff and doctors to perform more sophisticated and new tasks. For example, they could enable nurses to be more actively engaged in diagnosis and care decisions and allow them to check for drug side effects and interactions. They could also provide real-time guidance on when to involve physicians or emergency services in the care process.

So why don’t we see more pro-worker AI? There are two fundamental reasons for this, one economic and the other ideological.

The economic reason is simple: The business models for generating revenues from digital ads and other types of information provision online and for automating work by selling software services to companies are well established and congruent with the past practices of leading tech firms. Neither of these two business models will naturally lead to a concerted effort to develop pro-worker AI. There is less of a track record in digital technology of monetizing new tasks. Many new tasks are associated with reorganizing production and creating novel services and goods. In most cases, these activities have unpredictable development paths, which complicates matters further. The companies that initiate such changes are often not the ones that monetize them, and early designs may be a stepping stone on the way to more marketable but quite different techniques—which would be socially useful but not necessarily profitable for the initial investor.

Moreover, incentives to monetize data using digital ads and automation are likely excessive relative to the social value of these activities. Because digital ads exploit strong emotions and proclivities toward intense norm enforcement and thought policing, tech platforms that promote such activities make money—but at a detriment to society, especially once we factor in the implications for freedom of expression and mental health.

The same is true for automation. Managers may want to automate because they would like to reduce what they pay workers or limit their dependence on organized labor. Managers and shareholders may therefore benefit much more from this type of automation than society as a whole. Automation that leads to joblessness creates other social problems, which are not factored into the calculations of technology companies or the bosses who adopt the automation technology. Furthermore, the tax codes of many industrialized countries subsidize capital expenditures relative to labor outlays, so there is a distortionary incentive to introduce more automation rather than hiring and training workers (as I explain in greater detail in chapter 10). All of this suggests that, economically, there are forces that push against investing sufficiently in new worker tasks and pro-worker AI.

Ideological forces may be even more potent. Dreams of AI have long been entangled with superintelligent machines and AGI—not least in science fiction. This is visible in the industry’s metrics of success, which often center on “reaching human parity” across a range of tasks. The highest accolades go to programmers and companies that produce AI models that act and sound human. We are seeing this dynamic very clearly in the context of large language models today. This approach produces excessive focus on AGI and automation and may even put blinders on technologists, making them miss out on feasible and profitable pro-worker AI opportunities.

Belief in AGI can also be self-fulfilling: Even if AGI remained infeasible in the near to medium term, its relentless pursuit could continue as more and more sophisticated-looking models are marketed and adopted for automation (even when they are not ready for prime time), with alternative technological directions remaining unexplored. The quasi-millenarian prospect that AGI will come soon and revolutionize everything may endure, even if true AGI is nowhere to be found.

The economic and ideological factors distorting the direction of technology could have been weaker in a more competitive environment. When hungry start-ups can hold their own against incumbents, they can experiment with things beyond the focus of established companies. They might break away from the ideological chains that impose blinders. Yet the tech sector has become increasingly concentrated, with huge companies not just dominating their segment of the market but also acquiring or crushing rivals. In such an environment, start-ups naturally gravitate toward the same business model as the incumbents, since the implicit choice is between being crushed or being lucratively acquired by these incumbents. Thus, the forces of competition that could create diversity of experimentation and innovation are dulled.

Other factors exacerbate these biases. Pro-worker AI will require domain-specific models with particular expertise building on high-quality data relevant to the domain. You do not need a large language model that can write Shakespearean sonnets or wax lyrical about ancient Greek philosophy to be able to troubleshoot electrical equipment, but you do need high-quality data on past use cases where such trouble-shooting was successfully performed. In contrast, the focus on AGI pushes investment toward large “foundation models” (the general-purpose pretrained models) that aim to be jacks-of-alltrades.

Belief in AGI can also be self-fulfilling because it changes global dynamics. If we are close to achieving AGI and the country that gets there first will have a huge strategic advantage, U.S.-China relations inevitably become more conflictual. Each country is encouraged to invest more in AGI, even if there are other priorities they might have otherwise had, and even if pursuing these priorities could have led to more global cooperation (for example, AI that can improve productivity or enable better control of the electricity grid).

Choices about the future of AI are foundational to liberalism. Global peace and cooperation are important for the fruits of liberalism to be realized. Even more fundamentally, liberalism’s claim is to deliver shared prosperity, and shared prosperity requires job opportunities and wage growth for workers of different skills and backgrounds. This is what the postwar industrial compact achieved by linking the expansion of businesses and markets to jobs and wage growth, and this is what the digital age lost. If AI accelerates what started in the 1980s by further sidelining workers, eliminating more jobs and tasks, and eschewing the creation of new capabilities for workers without college degrees, building shared prosperity will be no more than a dream. That would remain true even if liberal democratic institutions managed to support the creation and sharing of knowledge. Hence, remaking liberalism requires AI to move in a more pro-worker direction.

The bottom line: AI, like other transformative technologies, enables multiple feasible paths, each with its own social consequences and winners and losers. We should not presume that when it comes to such transformative technologies, the “market”—or, in practice, a handful of tech companies—will make the right choices. And those choices matter greatly, both for the future of shared prosperity and for the promise of liberalism.




Redirecting Technology


Imagine an effort to remake liberalism that starts from the ground up and achieves some initial success in demonstrating how liberal ideas and policies can be combined with community priorities. The hope would then be that this success emboldens others to follow suit and, in some cases, experiment with their own ways of blending the same principles in different contexts. At the very least, politicians who lead such an effort should be rewarded at the ballot box, and businesses that build on this agenda by creating new socially useful products should be able to reach a larger market. Yet imagine that these successes trigger a social media campaign denying and misrepresenting the successes. Or suppose the algorithmic cage of norms is activated, so that saying anything positive about this experiment—or, even worse, failing to say a series of escalating negative things about it—becomes contagious.

What hope does the agenda of remaking liberalism have in such a situation?

The reality may not be so dire. But social media certainly complicates how accurate information can be shared. Had communication technologies and social media been developed differently, they would not have presented the same complications. For example, if social media platforms did not algorithmically boost the most sensationalist and emotion-triggering content and were organized more like neutral repositories, accurate information could be obtained and civilized discussions and information exchange could be achieved.

Imagine, similarly, that although promising pro-worker technologies were available, companies prioritized AGI and automation—and, as I suggested previously, these choices became self-fulfilling, in the process making shared prosperity much more difficult or even impossible.

Both of these cases reiterate an oft-stated “law” in technology circles, sometimes referred to as Kranzberg’s first law: “Technology is neither good nor bad; nor is it neutral.” Reality goes beyond this law. Technology can be developed in very different directions, some good, some bad. If the market is pushing us toward pernicious paradigms—as I have argued to be the case for both automation and communication technologies—then there is a strong argument for redirecting efforts in more socially beneficial directions.

Creating new aspirations for technology and enacting appropriate policies and regulations could ensure that the market process still functions but prioritizes technological developments that differ from our current path. This calls for new regulations as well. I argue in the next chapter that we should reduce many regulatory procedures that are stifling economic vibrancy. But the aim should not be to create a completely deregulated economy, which has never existed and would not be able to deliver on the promises of liberal democracy. The point is to focus on the more important regulations—and in the age of algorithms, the regulation of social media and AI should be at the top of the list.







Chapter 10 WorkingClass Liberalism



I didn’t want to be in the teeming mass of the working class. . . . I didn’t want to live and die in the same place with only a week at the seaside in between. I dreamed of escape. . . . In a system that generates masses, individualism is the only way out. But then what happens to community—to society?

—Jeanette Winterson

If Christians would teach infidels to be just to Christianity, they should themselves be just to infidelity.

—John Stuart Mill



Donald J. Trump’s antics weren’t working. The crowd was getting bored. On the stage of the New Hampshire Freedom Summit in 2014, Trump had already lambasted Obama and touted his own business acumen and educational pedigree. Trump, the famous property developer, reality TV personality, and unlikely Republican presidential candidate, continued to wander, looking for a topic to incite the crowd. Then, an attack against immigrants, and the mood suddenly changed. He ventured further: “You either have a country or you don’t have a country” and “We have to get them [immigrants] the hell out.” Applause erupted. Sensing a winner in his hands, Trump leaned in and turned up the dial. “I would build a border like you’ve never seen before,” he declared. “Nobody’s climbing up. Nobody.” And so the idea of a border wall was born.

Trump made scapegoating immigrants his signature campaign speech because it worked. It worked because anti-immigrant sentiments were building among many white voters, often with working-class backgrounds, even in places like New Hampshire that are very far from the southern border. Although some pundits, such as Patrick Buchanan, had already exploited these feelings in the past, many voters still felt that their views were unheard. Trump’s harsh anti-immigrant rhetoric tapped into this discontent.

Immigration is one of several topics on which there is a growing divide between liberal narratives and many (white) working-class communities. By “working-class,” recall that I mean people without college degrees in bluecollar or service-sector jobs—a group that includes much of the native-born white population—who have increasingly turned away from liberal policies. Some of the rift has been manufactured—sparked by political entrepreneurs like Buchanan and amplified by talk show hosts and social media feeds. But some aspects of the divide are real.



If liberalism is to remain a governing ideology—not cast aside as a relic of the past or diminished to the role of opposition amid the rising tide of antiliberal ideas from both Right and Left—it must achieve five challenging feats at the same time. These challenges are at the heart of working-class liberalism: the practical implementation of the kind of liberalism I advocated for in chapter 2.

The first is a renewed understanding of the value of community as the nexus of self-government, experimentation, and sharing of information. Community is woven into our nature. When some communities hold values that diverge from liberalism, we shouldn’t treat that as an insurmountable barrier or as an excuse to ignore the essential role community plays.

The second is a return to liberalism’s founding ideas: freedom of expression and choice, freedom of religion, freedom of association, equality before the law, opposition to abusive and absolute power, a firm commitment to helping the disadvantaged and to limiting oppressive inequalities, and a general celebration of progress (meaning a belief in the feasibility and desirability of the human condition improving both materially and socially).

The third is to craft a unifying narrative that highlights the common ground among diverse communities, so that liberal values can spread from the bottom up via deliberation—as the Irish referendum example in chapter 3 demonstrates. Traditionally, notions of citizenship have been the most common way of achieving such identities, and liberalism has to strive to build similar shared identities today.

The fourth is to produce an agenda for regenerating shared prosperity by building better institutions and technologies that can manufacture plentiful good jobs for workers of diverse skills.

The fifth is a commitment to providing broadly available, effective public services.

Throughout, liberalism in both the United States and Europe must strive to use its (hopeful) success on these challenges as a bridge to the concerns of the working class. Shared prosperity, better public services, and shared perspectives on the common good will go far in reintegrating working-class communities back into liberalism’s fold. But liberal democracy will also have to grapple with striking the right balance between embracing community and protecting individual freedoms from the pressures of some antiliberal communities (and the right of individuals to exit such communities).

This chapter addresses these challenges in turn. It also grapples with how immigration, a particularly thorny issue, intersects with them all. Additionally, I discuss how a number of important trends, such as social media, the growing role of money in politics, the aging of the populations of industrialized societies, climate change, and globalization, impact liberalism’s agenda. I conclude by articulating the hope that working-class liberalism provides for our future.



Challenge 1: Community Values


Community has long fallen off the list of the pillars of liberalism. We have seen in chapter 2 that communities—groups of people who build trust and mutual respect on the basis of certain common characteristics, sometimes historical, religious, or ethnic and sometimes based on work, leisure, and other social interactions—are essential for sharing information and generating useful collective knowledge. Additionally, community cultivates solidarity and is thus a natural nexus of self-government, enabling people to make decisions about their lives and activating group-level experimentation, which is vital for social adaptation. Labor unions, for example, wouldn’t be possible without solidarity rooted in community relations, and local governance wouldn’t function without solidarity.

Community’s role goes beyond producing and sharing knowledge and enabling self-government. It also shapes people—their wellbeing, priorities, values, and norms. One place we can get some clues about this is from how community relations trigger the release of endorphins—chemicals produced by the brain that generate a sense of well-being, block pain, and relieve stress. Socializing with groups of friends, pursuing common endeavors, and engaging in various rituals, which are an integral part of both religious and other communal activities, all boost the body’s production of endorphins.

A thought experiment proposed by the philosopher Michael Walzer helps us think further about the relationship between community and people’s identities. Walzer asks us to imagine a revolution in a country, say Algeria, that leads to a brutal dictatorship suppressing people’s most basic freedoms, unleashing a campaign of fear, and forcing women into the worst kind of subjugation. Walzer asks us to imagine a magical chemical produced in Sweden that could be introduced into the Algerian water supply and would turn Algerians into people with values identical to those of Sweden. This could then lead to the building of a social democratic system in Algeria that defends liberties, personal autonomy, and political participation. With their minds remade, Algerians would feel no sense of loss for the culture they once knew as they eagerly build a Swedish-style social democracy. Walzer asks us to judge whether it would be a good idea to introduce this chemical. He concludes, ultimately, that it would not be, because the “historical religion and politics of the Algerian people are values for the Algerian people.”

Though extreme, the thought experiment does clarify a few things. It is norms—together with their historical evolution and mythologies—that form the essence of communities, whether they are national or local. Denying and forcefully transforming those norms, even if it were feasible, comes with downsides. The costs of sidelining community are greater in practice (where wiping out their existing identity without a sense of loss is, of course, infeasible).

This is what novelist Jeanette Winterson’s quote at the start of this chapter captures: Attempts to escape community, especially in the direction of individualism, often create their own dilemmas.

Community’s role is even more important today—as our lives are being remade by new communication and online tools; our work is being reshaped by artificial intelligence; a new global order is emerging; and new ideas and ideologies are once again locked in an existential struggle.

Yet just as community gives shape to identity, it also suppresses freedoms through the cage of norms. Working-class liberalism’s approach to community must balance its foundational benefits and its formidable threats to liberty.




Challenge 2: Freedom Versus Community


Freedom of expression will always have to be a redline for liberalism—it cannot be crossed, as liberalism’s defining characteristic and as the bedrock of the experimentation-based justification for liberalism I provided in chapter 2.

In its heyday, advocates of liberalism, such as the American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU), fought hard for freedom of expression. When thirteen-year-old Mary Beth Tinker slipped a black armband over her sleeve to mourn the war in Vietnam and was suspended from school, the ACLU fought for her. The U.S. Supreme Court sided with Tinker and the ACLU. Justice Abe Fortas wrote: “Students . . . [do not] . . . shed their constitutional rights . . . at the schoolhouse gate.”

Liberals also understood that freedom of expression meant defending voices far harder to love. In 1977, the ACLU went to court so that a neo-Nazi group could march through Skokie, Illinois, home to hundreds of Holocaust survivors. The hurt was real, the swastikas obscene, and yet the Illinois Supreme Court agreed with the ACLU and ruled that the march could go on. Liberty, if it is to survive, must protect the voices of even those who would abuse it. This was the bold wager of liberalism: Ideas, however ugly, must be met first with other ideas, not with a muzzle.

Liberalism today must similarly celebrate freedom of expression, even for those with intolerant or ignorant views. This is both because of the central role that basic freedoms play in liberalism and because liberalism ought to have the confidence that its arguments are better and will ultimately win out over alternatives, without any indoctrination or thought policing. This was the uplifting message that Frederick Douglass’s epigraph at the beginning of this book captured.

There are difficulties, to be sure. Because certain native-born and immigrant communities in the United States and Europe routinely violate freedom of expression, liberalism’s attitudes toward community/freedom dynamics will always have to be a balancing act: pushing back against the cage of norms communities can impose while preserving the belonging and benefits they provide.

A conceit shared by libertarianism and Rousseau-style progressivism is that there are no fundamental trade-offs when it comes to community, liberty, and intervention. In libertarianism, allowing maximum economic freedom with no government intervention is the solution to all problems. Extreme progressivism, on the other hand, celebrates a general will—as understood by a leading cadre of intellectuals or activists—and advocates its imposition on the rest of society (see chapter 3). The trade-offs are real, however, and liberalism must have the humility to recognize that societies themselves should determine how they can be resolved.

Liberal democracy must strive for maximum tolerance but should never accept community traditions and practices that suppress basic individual freedoms, including freedom of expression; freedom to acquire education; equality before the law; and the right to exit the community. The right to exit is particularly important, since it is an essential recourse for escaping, if one wishes, from peer pressure and other norm-based impositions on individual choices.

Throughout the ages, communities have been known to suppress basic freedoms and have at times refused their members’ right to exit. An extreme case is sati, the historical custom of Hindu widows to burn alive with their deceased husband’s funeral pyre. A more horrific violation of individual freedom is hard to imagine, even if the practice was sometimes “voluntary” (in essence meaning that there was enough inducement and coercion for women to be compelled to take this step). No liberal society could condone such a practice in good conscience, even if it were an essential part of a culture. In reality, sati was not a defining aspect of Hindu culture, though it was practiced occasionally throughout the Mughal Empire’s three-hundred-plus-year existence, starting in the early sixteenth century. Mughal authorities themselves passed bans of the practice. So did the British, for example in 1829 and thereafter. But the practice still lingered into the late twentieth century, prompting the Indian government to pass the Commission of Sati (Prevention) Act in 1987.

Sati may strike us as a distant and terrible custom that society has progressed from. But many communities around the world, concentrated mostly in Africa and Asia, still force girls to undergo female genital mutilation, and this awful practice exists in several immigrant communities across Europe. Brutal impositions such as sati or female genital mutilation, which clearly violate the most basic rights and autonomy of individuals, can have no place in liberal societies.

Less extreme but equally troubling examples have led to more mixed reactions from liberal democracies. The religious sects of the Amish in the United States and the Hutterites in Canada have appealed to their culture in order to curtail children’s schooling and place other restrictions to prevent them from exiting the group. Certain Muslim communities in Britain have invoked their religion and traditions to impose sharia law and other practices that violate people’s basic freedoms or right to exit. The American, British, and Canadian governments have acquiesced to such abridgment of individual liberties, even though it is impossible to justify these practices in a liberal society.

Closer to the American context is the issue of “states’ rights,” which were used as an excuse for Southern states to heavily discriminate against their Black populations. It should be clear that these notions are completely inconsistent with liberalism, even if communities and states defended them with appeals to tradition and history.

Other cases may help clarify how liberalism should be more permissive of different norms and even intolerance than current social engineering efforts are. Consider a situation in which a local (or ethnic or religious) community harbors antigay views. If these remain in the realm of pure speech (without turning into incitement of violence or an abridgment of other people’s basic freedoms), the principle should be the same one that the ACLU applied in defending the neo-Nazis’ freedom of expression.

Even when such views may discourage some individuals from exercising certain freedoms, so long as they do not directly prevent the freedoms and life choices of gay people inside or adjacent to that community, I believe that liberal democracies should still err on the side of allowing the expression of disagreeable viewpoints. It should be actions and real restrictions that matter, not intolerant words and thoughts.

Viewed in this way, the dividing line should be drawn at protecting freedoms. What is problematic about the Amish or the Hutterites, or Muslim communities imposing sharia law, is their explicit abridging of basic freedoms, including the freedom of religion and the right to exit. Beyond those, however, communities should be able to have their own values and practices and to disagree with prevailing national norms.

Even the right to exit could be a gray area. While individuals should always have the right to exit their community when its norms prevent the exercise of their basic freedoms, this doesn’t imply that billionaires could invoke the right to move out of a country in order to avoid paying taxes. The right to exit should be there to protect individuals against the cage of norms, not for financial arbitrage.

Within these parameters, diverse communities should also be given the ability to choose their own organizations, practice their own norms, and realize their own governance objectives—once again, provided that others’ basic freedoms are not violated.

In this endeavor, working-class liberalism can build on foundations that were laid to address multiculturalism in the past. Multiculturalism came out of liberal aspirations to accommodate the diverse norms and values of ethnic groups in multiethnic states and in countries that had attracted a significant number of immigrants, such as Germany or the United States. The same type of accommodation needs to be given to all communities, including religious communities, majority and minority groups, and the (native-born) working class. Providing self-government capabilities and respect is particularly important when dealing with communities that feel disempowered. These considerations were among the driving forces for the multiculturalism philosophy, which targeted disempowered ethnic minorities and immigrant communities. While the majority of working-class communities may fall into a very different bucket, postindustrial politics and the divides it created between the meritorious college educated and the rest have built a sense of disempowerment among these groups.

Liberal democracy should thus strive to build respect for liberal values, but without wavering in its own respect for different community values that do not abridge basic freedoms. This is a difficult balance, to be sure, and when attempting multiculturalism, several liberal democracies in Europe erred on the side of permitting highly antiliberal community practices, such as the imposition of sharia law. The multicultural liberalism I am proposing here is therefore very different from what came to be practiced in much of Europe under this banner. Multiculturalism consistent with liberalism is about elevating self-government for communities, so long as they are consistent with basic liberal principles.

There is another reason why imposing top-down values on communities is a bad idea for liberalism. Community-level experimentation is vital for social adaptation in a changing world (see chapter 2). Experimentation is powered by variation. If all communities had the same values, true experimentation would not materialize. Differences across communities in norms, priorities, and practices, realized via freedom of expression and choice, can produce an environment in which community-level experimentation can flourish. Intense social engineering would, in contrast, extinguish the potential for such experimentation and the building of collective social knowledge.

Refraining from social engineering does not mean that liberal society ought to shy away from advocating its values. The principle should be the one I proposed in chapter 5: Everyone has the right to their own opinion, but liberal society can debate and argue for its own values, with an eye to making them more widely held—but without indoctrination, imposition, and denigration.

What aligns this approach to community with working-class priorities is that it eschews top-down imposition of values and prioritizes respect for different views, including those of many low-education communities in the United States and Europe, which have felt their views to have been denigrated and suppressed over the last several decades.




Challenge 3: Building Voice and Citizenship


Liberal democracy must strive to build shared identities that transcend local and particular communities. These higher-level identities are critical for cultivating moral principles upon which the entire society can forge pathways for compromise and cooperation. I suggested in chapter 3 that bolstering a shared sense of citizenship in a nation or republic (especially one built around sufficiently inclusive notions and ideals, one that emphasizes inclusion rather than exclusion) may be the most natural way of achieving this.

Citizenship and common moral principles are important in part because effective democratic governance needs voice to culminate in collective action at the regional and national level. Liberalism also needs to receive broad buy-in through a process of deliberation, which requires some shared understanding and moral principles among people.

Shared understanding and a sense of citizenship can be built by leveraging a common narrative as the starting point. This common narrative is sometimes provided by patriotism and sometimes by a particular interpretation of the history of a nation or political unit. Like all narratives, it simplifies the truth to some degree. For the United States, for example, the sentiments summarized in Abraham Lincoln’s Gettysburg Address capture some of these ideas, especially when Lincoln stated:


Four score and seven years ago our fathers brought forth on this continent a new nation, conceived in Liberty, and dedicated to the proposition that all men are created equal. . . . It is rather for us to be here dedicated to the great task remaining before us, that from these honored dead we take increased devotion to that cause for which they gave the last full measure of devotion, that we here highly resolve that these dead shall not have died in vain, that this nation, under God, shall have a new birth of freedom, and that government of the people, by the people, for the people, shall not perish from the earth.



One could question parts of this speech—for example, whether the early United States was truly committed to the principle that “all men are created equal,” whether “government by the people” was really ever practiced, or whether this could really be “a new birth of freedom.” But Lincoln offered Americans a cohesive narrative to rally around, one that gave them pride in their citizenship. Acceptance and propagation of such narratives—whether it is the Gettysburg Address or some alternative—is important for working-class liberalism, as a pathway to creating a common identity that transcends local, specific identities and communities.

Conversely, advocating attitudes that are uncompromisingly hostile to such common narratives may be a mistake for liberalism. For example, fashioning middle school and high school curricula on interpretations that emphasize the irreconcilable differences between different groups and identities (such as in the perspective on American history presented in Howard Zinn’s A People’s History of the United States, discussed in chapter 8) may have the unintended consequence of narrowing the space where a common notion of citizenship can be built. While recognizing past wrongs is important and we must be aware of the major injustices of history, liberal democracy and especially working-class liberalism also need narratives that bring people together rather than further polarizing them.

Some may alternatively hope for a supranational identity instead of citizenship at the level of a republic or a nation. Although many of the most vexing problems facing humanity today (artificial intelligence, climate change, nuclear peace, pandemics, and the rising power of multinational corporations) are global, politics remains local and national, and thus liberal democracy must start from shared moral principles at these levels.

Beyond attempts to build a common identity and a notion of citizenship, liberalism must also further empower noncollege citizens. This has two interlocked dimensions: political power and social status. Both of these dimensions follow economic success, which I discuss next. But they also go beyond income and jobs.

The political power of the less educated and the working class has been damaged by the transformation of the center Left that I described in chapter 7. Thus, one aspect of rebuilding this political power must start with center-left parties. At a minimum, these parties have to become much more attuned to the plight of the working class. They need to take steps to reintegrate the working class into both the rank and file and leadership positions. One way of achieving this is to reserve a fraction of candidacies and leadership positions in center-left parties for individuals without a college degree. Similar strategies have been successfully used by Swedish Social Democrats and Indian local governments for women, and the evidence is that such policies have worked: They have enabled qualified women to rise to leadership positions that they would not otherwise have been able to achieve. Nevertheless, introducing quotas has several downsides, so it should be a last, rather than a first, resort.

Heightening social status for manual laborers may be an equally important step. Social status can be boosted by better recognition of the contribution of manual work in sectors such as production, construction, transport, and craftwork. Greater emphasis on the role of such work in media and entertainment could be helpful for elevating its status. Yet social status cannot be built with talk alone: Manual work needs to be better remunerated. This is possible because there are already shortages of certain skilled trades, including electrical and plumbing services, and better-paying craftwork may become more feasible if we successfully implement pro-worker AI.

Training and investment in the skills of noncollege workers are also important ways of boosting their earning capacity and social status. Community colleges used to do this in the United States. Polytechnics played the same role in the United Kingdom, and what happened to them is a cautionary tale. In the 1990s, polytechnics were transformed into universities and their curricula became much more in line with those of standard bachelor’s degrees, though many of them do not provide as prestigious degrees as established universities. This contrasts with the German system, where there is greater emphasis on noncollege skills acquired both in vocational courses and in apprenticeship programs. While the recent track record of German manufacturing is mixed, the evidence suggests that it has been more successful in creating good jobs for noncollege workers (see chapter 6).

We must not double down on the conceit that everybody should strive for the standard four-year liberal arts education, leaving behind those who do not. Four-year colleges are not the pinnacle of a skill or merit hierarchy. Nor are they the right vehicle to impart practical skills for the changing world of work or for occupations that entail a high degree of interaction with the physical world.

Empowering the noncollege population and increasing the social status of the occupations that they perform, therefore, requires liberal democracies to build high-quality institutions of learning that teach diverse skills.

Political voice and social status are also linked to the networks that individuals form. As Alexis de Tocqueville described, the social vibrancy of nineteenth-century America depended on people belonging to numerous active, well-organized associations, which formed new communities and built bridges between existing ones. These are no longer central to American life. Many of the associations that remain do not involve much face-to-face interaction. Contrast the experience of coaching Little League baseball or attending church with membership in international organizations such as GiveWell or Oxfam. Supporting associational life is another important step for liberalism. This issue intersects with the question of social media discussed below, since, as I documented in the previous chapter, social media activity has often come at the expense of real-world social interactions and complicates the agenda of building associations and bridges between communities and individuals.




Challenge 4: Shared Prosperity in Postindustrial Society


Cultural issues, self-government, respect, and voice are critical elements for working-class liberalism. Even more important are jobs and shared prosperity. Many of the woes of working-class communities started with the disappearance of well-paying, stable, and respected jobs. This is what makes a renewed focus on economic growth, shared prosperity, and good jobs so central for working-class liberalism.

But how can we rebuild shared prosperity? Rapid automation of jobs typically performed by lower-education workers—without the counterbalancing creation of new jobs and tasks for them—has been the main driver of the decline of working-class communities and their economic prospects. If this trend continues with AI and other technological advances, shared prosperity will remain a dream. Many already take it for granted that this is exactly what AI will do.

Against this backdrop, a defining commitment of working-class liberalism must be to develop pro-worker AI. By “pro-worker AI” I do not mean the disingenuous line that has become a mantra in Silicon Valley that everybody, including workers, will benefit if we “let AI do the work for you.” Nor do I refer to the hope that because AI will replace higher-paid white-collar work, it will automatically be a force toward greater equality. Rather, I mean AI that expands worker capabilities and becomes a handmaiden for creating new tasks and jobs for workers of all skills, as I described in chapter 9. Pro-worker AI (and pro-worker technologies more generally) can help reconcile economic growth with good jobs for workers with diverse skills, including those from noncollege backgrounds. Pro-worker AI has the capacity to boost productivity, rebuilding the link between productivity growth and good jobs that was so central to the industrial compact.

Pro-worker AI can also play an important role in alleviating Baumol’s cost disease. The Baumol effect has driven a wedge through the labor market: High-end service industries, stocked with college graduates, keep ballooning, while factories—even as they become more productive—keep shedding blue-collar jobs. Creating good jobs for noncollege workers will be impossible without generating new tasks and activities for them in the service industry. If this can be achieved, then Baumol’s cost disease will work for shared prosperity rather than against it.

The major roadblock to creating good service jobs for noncollege workers and those with manual skills is lack of demand for this type of labor in sectors such as education and health care. Pro-worker AI could change that. First, a broader educational mandate focusing on a diverse set of skills will require workers with craft skills and real-world experience in teaching positions. Second, many health care tasks, ranging from elderly and disabled care to much of nursing and medical technician work, require physical exertion and social interaction. Workers with manual skills augmented by pro-worker AI can start performing a broader range of tasks in health care. Similarly, the right AI tools can boost the capabilities of nurses, as I argued in chapter 9, and nurses can additionally benefit from more specialized education targeting their profession, mediated by AI. Other service sectors can also be reorganized with the help of AI in order to increase the contribution of workers. Finally, if AI were to increase productivity in services more broadly, it would also dull the impact of Baumol’s cost disease—since there would no longer be a productivity growth asymmetry between manufacturing and services activating this effect.

Pro-worker AI is feasible. Yet it will not happen by itself. A key pillar of working-class liberalism, therefore, is practical policies to encourage it.

The heart of such an approach would be to redirect technological change away from a focus on AGI and toward pro-worker AI—more emphasis on domain-specific applications aimed at providing greater capabilities and better information to workers and less emphasis on mimicking human cognition. There is no silver-bullet policy that can achieve such an outcome, but policy options are available.

Even before policies come aspirations. Any governing ideology, including liberalism in its heyday, works by inspiring people. Working-class liberalism must likewise change the narrative away from the desirability or inevitability of an elite-driven future in which workers are sidelined, toward one in which AI and digital technology empower workers to play an essential role in production and in society.

Several policy levers can play complementary roles in achieving this objective. First, the most effective policies are likely to be those that provide direct incentives for creating pro-worker technologies. We need new AI agencies (instituted, for example, at the U.S. federal and European levels) tasked with disseminating information throughout society and supporting a socially beneficial direction for AI. Incentives for new pro-worker technologies to be developed and commercialized could be established through subsidy programs or competitions that reward the best solutions to well-posed problems, overseen by these agencies.

We must also get better at identifying pro-worker technologies. Some of the characteristics of these technologies were outlined in the previous chapter, but a more systematic measurement framework is needed. Such a framework would help policymakers decide which innovations to support. Inevitably, it will be imperfect—sometimes labeling a labor-saving tool as worker-friendly. That is not a showstopper. The goal is not to block automation but to ensure that worker-enhancing technologies advance alongside it. If some subsidies meant for pro-worker AI end up supporting automation, that is a tolerable slippage.

A second policy lever relates to the tax code. Tax laws in many industrialized economies encourage automation. In the United States, for example, labor income is taxed more heavily than capital income—with a wedge of about 25 percent. This means that paying workers $100 generates tax and spending obligations of about $30 for businesses, while paying $100 for automation equipment leads to a tax burden of less than $5. Consequently, even if automation is considerably less productive than labor, companies may make money by automating. What’s worse, the additional automation that this tax asymmetry induces tends to be so-so—not that productive or revolutionary, but just enough to displace workers from their jobs. This is because the asymmetry of the tax code triggers the kind of automation that companies would not have found profitable without the tax inducement. Some of this 25 percent wedge is because employers have to pay payroll taxes and contribute to health insurance and other fringe benefits for workers. But much of it has arisen over the last three and a half decades, thanks to accelerated depreciation allowances and special provisions that allow companies to write off spending on computer and digital equipment from their tax obligations. Removing these distortions in the tax system—for example, by returning to the tax laws of 1990—would create a more level playing field for pro-worker technologies. It would encourage employers to hire human workers when they can do the same jobs as productively as machines and algorithms. The greater demand for labor generated by the removal of these distortions would also encourage the development of more pro-worker technologies.

A third and related policy goes back to worker skills. New tasks most often require new skills. Hence, worker training is again critical. By “training” here, I’m not referring to the unrealistic aim of turning coal miners into computer programmers. Rather, training should aim to allow workers, including manual and craft workers, to boost their skills and expertise using new technologies, so that society can produce better electricians, plumbers, nurses, and educators.

Some of this training can be achieved through new institutions of higher learning, as I have already discussed. Often, though, the most direct way to build worker skills is with on-the-job training programs. Yet employers in the United States and many European nations underinvest in worker training, focusing instead on reducing labor costs through automation. (Germany is a partial exception, as mentioned above.) Employers also do not believe they can fully capture the productivity gains that such investments generate. The aforementioned distortions further contribute to the lack of adequate incentives to invest in workers. Encouraging worker training programs would be one way of redressing these distortions in the tax code, though there are dangers in adding too many exemptions from tax obligations. For example, allowing tax deductions for both capital and training expenditures might be worse than removing all such deductions.

Redirecting technological change toward pro-worker digital tools and AI must be at the heart of a working-class liberal policy agenda. But there are other secondary objectives that are both valuable in and of themselves and complementary to the objective of redirecting technological change. Chief among them is reducing the dominance of technology monopolies. Tech behemoths have an outsize effect on the current direction of technology, and their influence is pushing AI toward faster automation, AGI, surveillance, and monetization of people’s data via digital ads. Creating a more competitive environment would be synergistic with achieving pro-worker AI. This is because monopoly in the tech sector discourages new directions of innovation. A more competitive landscape would create more opportunities for new companies to experiment with pro-worker approaches. These monopolies have also created another dimension of inequality between college and noncollege workers (especially favoring elite graduates, as we saw in chapter 6). Overall, reducing these monopolies’ hold on the future of technology could produce a more level playing field in the labor market and the economy.

Working-class liberalism should additionally give support to the labor movement, so that unions can protect workers against abuses by powerful employers and rise to the challenge of promoting a pro-worker AI agenda. But the labor movement itself must change in the process as well. In an age defined by AI, algorithms, and robotics, bargaining just for higher wages and hoping automation will be slow is not a realistic strategy. In fact, when there are plenty of automation technologies on offer, most companies would meet higher wage demands by choosing more automation. This is the reason why the labor movement has to adopt a different stance and strive to work with management in order to encourage a pro-worker direction for technology and work organization. This means, in particular, union leaders themselves becoming sufficiently well-versed in AI and digital technologies to be effective in these negotiations. In this task, unions can leverage the fact that the workers themselves best understand their work—certainly better than tech companies do, and often better than their management does.




Challenge 5: Drains for the Twenty-First Century


The success of liberalism was intertwined with better public services—roads, infrastructure, social safety net, health care, education. Today, the crisis of liberal democracy is also a crisis of drains and dole. Working-class liberalism must make a renewed commitment to the social safety net and the public services that many working-class communities so badly need.

The emphasis on pro-worker AI and good jobs doesn’t obviate the need for a strong social safety net and redistribution. My emphasis on pro-worker AI is rooted in the belief that a better social safety net and more redistribution, though critical, will not be sufficient by themselves.

All the same, a robust safety net is core to the working-class liberal agenda. Everyone should have reliable access to health care; workers who lose their jobs should receive swift assistance that helps them retrain and reenter the labor market; and people facing lasting disadvantages or disabilities should be guaranteed stable, long-term support. In short, no one—whether contending with a temporary setback or a permanent limitation—should be left to fall through the cracks.

Because all arbitrary hierarchies are inimical to experimentation and thus to liberalism, redistribution and the right kind of regulations aimed at creating a level playing field are vital for the liberal agenda. To the extent possible, working-class liberalism should dismantle any artificial sources of inequity of opportunity and inequality of outcome. These include monopolies as well as distortions in current laws, for example the asymmetry of the tax code between capital and labor discussed previously.

However, the exact extent of redistribution should be determined by weighing the main trade-offs, for example between the disincentive and inequality-reducing effects of redistribution. It would be wrong to declare that liberalism, per se, favors the amount of progressive taxation and redistribution in the Nordic countries more than that in the United States, or vice versa. Each liberal democracy has to work out these trade-offs itself, according to the dynamics of self-government. But some general principles should be clear: In a highly unequal society, liberalism cannot shy away from redistribution and the provision of a public safety net. Conversely, tax rates on entrepreneurs and businesses that are so high as to prevent investment and innovation would betray liberalism’s commitment to experimentation and collective knowledge building. And redistribution should be appropriately targeted. For example, it should never bypass the needy in order to curry favor with the middle class, as some redistributive efforts in the United States and Europe currently do.

When it comes to providing high-quality services, there are several distinct issues to consider. The first is that education and health care have become more challenging since the low-hanging fruit of expanding coverage was already picked in the early postwar decades. This problem is complicated by the fact that many of the relevant services, especially in education, are provided by local governments, and coordinating between federal and local governments is not always easy.

Second, the speed and effectiveness of public service provision have diminished while the cost of these services has ballooned thanks to heavy regulation, especially rules that increase the number of stakeholders that need to be convinced and the procedural steps that need to be taken ex ante— meaning that these are steps that need to be cleared before a project can be initiated. Many liberal democracies opted for such ex ante steps because of a desire to ensure equal access and equality before the law and because, all else equal, it is beneficial and more democratic to convince stakeholders that they will suffer no harm before a project is initiated. But this potentially introduces too many “veto players” who can block or significantly slow down public and private projects, especially those that impact members of various communities (such as urban redesign, road-building, or new housing construction). I have also suggested that some of these procedures are a consequence of the social engineering agenda—since procedures and regulations are intertwined with efforts to control and change society from the top down.

Cost-effective public service provision necessitates removing many of these procedures. Critically, this should not be a full-throated deregulation agenda. Deregulating nonessential aspects of local and federal government functions must go hand in hand with government intervention in vital areas such as the direction of AI and social media. Put differently, we need a sharper focus on truly critical regulations and fewer hurdles in nonessential areas—for example, eliminating licensing requirements for hairdressers and massage therapists, reducing rules that pursue broad social objectives such as diversity quotas, and trimming redundant environmental reviews and other procedural steps. This is both to unleash liberalism’s much-needed potential to deliver public services and because regulations are often an ineffective way of achieving broad social objectives. For example, it would be much more impactful to combat climate change via carbon taxes and encouragements for green technologies than through endless procedures to evaluate environmental impact.

We also need a regulatory approach based on a different conceptualization of public accountability. The alternative to ex ante regulations is ex post accountability, which I believe needs to be more widely used—though, for AI, social media, and certain issues relating to health and safety, ex ante regulations would also be necessary.

An example of ex post accountability is the mandate given to the Federal Reserve. The Fed is not beyond reproach, and one could agree or disagree with its policies during the financial crisis of 2008. But the system works, by and large. The Fed chairman and the Fed board make decisions without interference and the need to satisfy outside stakeholders but can then be questioned by the legislature, oversight agencies, and civil society about the appropriateness of their responses. In cases of gross abuse (such as corruption), an ex post accountability regime can impose heavy penalties and even jail time on transgressors. Clarifying what will be considered transgressions and how they will be dealt with is a necessary step for a more systematic ex post accountability regime. The advantage of such a system is ensuring that ex ante requirements will not paralyze initiative and slow down the provision of public services.

Third, it is also possible that a socially beneficial direction of development for AI would be synergistic with the agenda of providing better public services and a more effective social safety net. AI can help identify how to best distribute public services. Much more important is the possibility that pro-worker AI could boost productivity in health care and education, the areas with the greatest need for cost-effective, high-quality public services.

Fourth, public service provision has to be married with the community-level self-government agenda. Federalism is a useful tool in this regard. “Federalism” refers to an institutional structure where powers and responsibilities are allocated between different levels of government—federal, regional, and local. The United States, Australia, India, and Brazil are examples of federal structures.

Federalism is closely intertwined with local self-government, since when powers are highly centralized in the national government, local self-government becomes impossible. Federalism also allows different local units to pursue their own policy preferences, which supports community-level experimentation.

It is essential that federalism be combined with the other priorities I have described in this chapter. Otherwise, a separation of responsibilities and powers between federal, regional, and local governments might pile up more procedures and ex ante steps, further complicating the provision of cost-effective, high-quality public services.

Finally, liberal values and aspirations for self-government also need to be leveraged in order to bring more people into public office who are committed to serving their communities. This objective is complementary to building a higher-level shared identity and agreement on general moral principles that can organize and mobilize the population at large.

At its peak, liberalism lit a moral fire—rallying ordinary citizens to defend freedom and stand up for one another. Working-class liberalism must rekindle that spark, urging people who share these values to enter public life. When government is left to power-hungry opportunists and zealots, true self-government withers. Liberal democracy needs men and women inspired by its values to step forward.




Immigrant Battles


Arguably, no other topic has been as polarizing as immigration in both the United States and Europe. As Trump’s experience in New Hampshire illustrates, in many instances voters have demanded anti-immigrant rhetoric. Here, as in other issues involving communities and their values, there are no hard-and-fast truths. Liberalism has to deal with gray areas.

Given its importance, the issue of immigration provides a test case for evaluating how working-class liberalism can navigate the challenges I have outlined.

First, as already mentioned in chapter 1, economic research suggests that immigration—both skilled and unskilled—does not have major adverse effects on the job prospects or wages of native-born workers. This is not to say that the cultural concerns of many native-born, white, working-class communities are illegitimate. Cultural preferences are no less fundamental than economic ones. Liberalism’s commitment to respecting communities’ preferences must extend to their cultural preferences as well—provided that this does not conflict with its even greater commitment to basic liberties.

Often it is communities with very few immigrants (like those in New Hampshire) that have the strongest anti-immigrant attitudes. One way out of this quagmire is to build local policies—but not necessarily national policies—on local preferences. This principle is also consistent with notions that emphasize that, whenever possible, problems should be dealt with by groups and communities that are closest to them. Hence, communities’ cultural preferences should be important in determining whether immigrants or refugees should be induced to integrate into these communities (for example, whether they should receive housing subsidies to settle in these communities), but not necessarily for national policies.

The government can also use further incentives to influence local communities. National governments receive much of the additional tax revenue that immigrants generate, and part of this can be redistributed to local communities that welcome immigrants.

Second, liberal society owes an implicit debt to immigrant communities that have settled in the country—in the same way that it should recognize the community preferences of native-born ethnic majority and minority groups. Immigrants who have come into a country legally or have been in the country for an extended period of time should be protected, and when they form communities, these communities should enjoy the same rights and respect for their priorities as native communities. But it isn’t just about rights. Responsibilities also matter, and the most important ones in liberal democracy center on a commitment to not violate the freedoms of others. Therefore, immigrant communities should not be allowed to limit the education of their members, take away their right to exit, or inflict violence or threats of violence on women or sexual minorities within them. Neither should native communities, of course.

Third, citizenship matters. Solidarity needs to be cultivated not just for communities but also nationally, and this requires a broader notion of citizenship and belonging at this higher level. Therefore, for shared moral principles to guide national politics and democratic governance, immigrants should be able to become citizens, with all the rights, responsibilities, and solidarity that this confers. Critically, however, this must be accompanied by immigrant communities (at least partially) accepting the common narrative that creates citizenship. In turn, this necessitates that the common narrative be inclusive enough to embrace immigrants, like the message of Lincoln’s Gettysburg Address. In contrast, a racist or supremacist narrative would not allow such a path to citizenship (beyond being generally inconsistent with liberal values). Any immigration policy that eschews the need to build citizenship will ultimately damage democracy and self-government.

Creating a pathway to citizenship may become more difficult for new immigrants coming from a very different culture. There is no perfect recipe in such cases, and the most important elements may be to listen to the democratic process, at the local and national level, and to different viewpoints respectfully and without silencing them.

Fourth, I additionally believe that liberal democracy owes special consideration to the people in the direst need. Hence, refugees fleeing threats against their lives and serious persecution should be given priority. No country can be expected to accept an unlimited number of refugees, but there could be special dispensations for the most vulnerable people seeking true refuge, who are distinct from those trying to immigrate for economic betterment. It is vital, however, to make sure that even on issues involving refugees, there is a broad dialogue and different viewpoints are heard without denigration. If certain local communities wish to express views opposed to permissive refugee policies (without violating anybody’s basic liberties), these should be respected.

When conflicts arise between certain community preferences and liberal priorities on immigration or other issues, deliberation and compromise based on shared moral principles provide the best path forward. Put differently, liberalism must strive to get broad buy-in from society for its policy priorities. In fact, in a liberal democracy, sufficiently broad buy-in, both from citizens and from self-governing communities, is necessary for a stable policy on any topic, and certainly on contentious ones like immigration. But what does “broad buy-in” mean in this context? It would be unrealistic to expect that everybody in society or a majority in almost every community would agree on any given policy. Hence, “broad buy-in” must be interpreted as meaning a sufficient plurality of citizens as a whole and a majority of self-governing communities accepting the relevant policies and institutions. Societies themselves should decide what the exact thresholds should be, once they take into account the interplay between community and freedom.

Finally, shared prosperity, good jobs, and adequate public services would help resolve some of the problems related to immigration. Times of scarcity (of jobs and public services) are likely to make people less generous and less welcoming of others. The core commitment of working-class liberalism to producing good jobs and useful public services for communities can indirectly aid with the difficulties surrounding immigration.

Why is this approach to immigration in line with working-class priorities? After all, some might argue that the principles I have outlined here are “too pro-immigrant” relative to the views of several working-class communities in the U.S. and Europe. Nevertheless, I believe that such an approach would be aligned with working-class liberalism for three reasons. To start with, it completely eschews social engineering efforts and recognizes the validity of the cultural concerns of working-class communities. Additionally, providing voice to local communities—which can influence local and national debates—is critical and can dispel the notion that their concerns and views are being suppressed. It also recognizes that charity and responsibilities start at home. Finally, the emphasis on self-government is important to many communities and is foundational to working-class liberalism.




New Difficulties and Opportunities


I now discuss five areas that create particular challenges and opportunities for working-class liberalism: social media, the role of money in politics, demographic change, climate change, and globalization. I argued that liberalism’s crisis is intimately linked to its failure to adapt to a changing world. So as not to repeat the same mistakes, it is important to start the conversation on how liberalism should deal with major oncoming trends. While there is much to be said on each of them, I will keep my discussion to essentials for the sake of brevity.

Social media: Social media is a vexing test case for liberalism. On the one hand, any restriction on social media can be construed as a limit on freedom of expression. On the other hand, liberalism also has a strong interest in ensuring that people’s perceptions are reasonably well aligned with reality—otherwise effective citizenship, which is essential for self-government, becomes challenging. Social media not only spreads misinformation but also has several negative social consequences, as discussed in the previous chapter. It has created a mental health crisis, especially for the youth. It has diminished real-world social networks and experiences, causing negative impacts on community, solidarity, and democratic politics. And it has helped propagate intense norm enforcement, thought policing, and denigration of alternative views.

On balance, I believe that liberal democracy must regulate social media, but it must do so in a way that does not violate freedom of expression. The sweet spot is to allow all opinions, even unpopular and offensive ones, to be freely expressed on social media, but then regulate how social media platforms promote different content. A lot of the harm of social media comes from the desire of platforms to monetize people’s participation and data by capturing their intense attention and emotions and then sending them digital ads. Given this context, regulation of social media can proceed on three fronts.

First, in the same way that the ACLU fought for the right of neo-Nazis to hold a rally, we should not restrict the right of offensive and even racist ideas to exist on social media. But there can and should be restrictions on the ways platforms algorithmically promote content in order to increase circulation and generate additional digital ad revenue. A simple way of accomplishing this would be to completely stop algorithmic feeds, so that people experience social media content only from their friends and selected sources in chronological order. If eliminating all algorithmic feeds is too radical, another way of achieving this balance would be to hold platforms to the same standards as traditional media outlets for how reliable and truthful the material they promote should be. Put differently, a social media platform, say, Facebook, should be judged legally and by public opinion for the content it promotes in the same way that The New York Times and The Wall Street Journal are judged for their reporting, editorials, and op-ed selections. On the other hand, it should have no such obligations for posted content that is not promoted.

Second, there should be regulation of how and when children can access social media. Many of the negative effects on the formation of real-world social networks and much of the potential mental health damage originate with children and teens. In the same way that children can be given special protection in a liberal society and are not allowed to purchase tobacco or drugs, their ability to use certain social media platforms could be restricted. At a minimum, social media access should be prevented during school hours. There could additionally be limits on the total number of hours children and teenagers can spend on social media. Policy could also legislate that individuals under the age of eighteen can access only versions of social media sites with less addictive content or fewer digital ads.

Third, since monetization via digital ads is intertwined with many of the negative effects of social media, liberal governments could impose digital ad taxes. These taxes would reduce the profitability of the prevailing business model, which is based on capturing attention by presenting ever more emotionally charged and addictive content. In its place, digital ad taxes would encourage alternative business models that may have fewer negative consequences—think of the business models of Wikipedia (based on volunteers and donations) or Netflix (based on subscriptions) versus those of Facebook, Instagram, and TikTok.

Regulating social media isn’t just about curbing abuse; if such regulation nudges us off our screens and back into real-world connection, it fortifies community and solidarity—a win on every front.

Money in politics: The principle I invoked in my discussion of social media is that freedom of expression applies to individuals but not necessarily to platforms and corporations. Platforms are not neutral repositories when they algorithmically boost different content—this is when they should be held responsible for the content they promote. Individuals, regardless of whether they do or do not work for a platform, should have freedom of expression. In the same way, corporations should not have freedom of expression, despite the fateful Citizens United Supreme Court decision, which gave them such a privilege in the United States. Liberal societies must limit the amount of money coming from corporations into politics, which creates a nonlevel playing field and potential abuses of (economic) power. Limiting campaign contributions or lobbying expenditures should be done—and can be done—in a way that does not abridge anybody’s freedom of expression. A billionaire can still express their opinion, even if there are limits to how much money they can put in the pockets of politicians.

Demographic change: An additional factor shaping the world in which liberalism will have to function is demographic change. The world has already started a rapid process of aging, and many countries will soon have declining populations. Economists are worried about the macroeconomic consequences of such demographic change. Shortages of certain types of workers, the presence of fewer young entrepreneurs taking risks, and lower demand for services and goods coming from younger cohorts could create myriad imbalances. While many of these fears are valid, several countries, including Germany, Japan, and South Korea, have already successfully adapted to demographic change. In fact, looking beyond these difficulties, demographic change also creates four potential opportunities for liberal societies.

First, shortage of labor can facilitate the creation of good jobs for workers of diverse skills. Germany, Japan, and South Korea have already lived through the scarcity of younger and middle-aged workers who used to perform heavy, manual tasks, and this enabled them to combine robotics technology with other strategies for increasing labor productivity. Their experiences could act as a template for liberal democracies to build on new technologies, including AI, in order to achieve higher productivity and good jobs for workers.

Second, demographic change generates demand for new goods and services, which could be synergistic with the agenda of redirecting AI away from automation and AGI and toward new human competencies and tasks, because new goods and services are best dreamed of by leveraging human judgment and creativity, and also because they will tend to create novel functions for human workers.

Third, the current demographic change is also leading to longer, healthier lives for most people in the industrialized world. This can facilitate greater investment in training and lifelong learning for all workers, and these additional skills can help the agenda of creating better jobs.

Fourth, population declines can ultimately start changing attitudes toward immigration. To put it simply, many Western countries will need immigrants both to fill jobs for which they do not have enough domestic workers and to create a more balanced age profile in their workforce—which is necessary, among other reasons, for the viability of their social security and other public programs.

Climate change: Heavy industry and coal plants anchor many working-class towns. When policymakers push for a rapid green transition, these communities see the bill landing on their doorstep—while college-educated city dwellers escape most of the cost.

The reality is that climate change will affect people of all backgrounds. There is no reason working-class communities should be opposed to climate change mitigation, especially if such policies are not seen as being imposed on them and are coupled with other provisions so that the costs and benefits are more equally distributed in society. One way of doing this would be to commit to building new clean-energy facilities and other job opportunities related to the energy transition in exactly the same places where industry and fossil fuel jobs will disappear. Increasing trust in experts and improving the role of community as a vehicle for information sharing should also help to remove misinformation targeting climate change issues. One of working-class liberalism’s advantages is in building such trust, owing to its commitment to respecting community values and to self-government.

Policy should also focus on climate adaptation, which will be necessary even if the energy transition takes place. Such adaptation will have to involve new goods and services and urban redesigns, and many of these could be coupled with pro-worker AI and jobs in sectors such as construction.

Tying climate change policy to border tax adjustments (or “carbon tariffs”) would also be useful. A carbon tax imposed, say, in the United States creates a disadvantage for American corporations and workers and an advantage for exporting countries that do not have similar carbon taxes. Carbon tariffs tackle this problem by imposing additional taxes on imports into a country commensurate with the amount of carbon that these imports contain. Such tariffs therefore eliminate one of business owners’ and workers’ most salient concerns about the negative consequences of carbon taxes.

Globalization: Globalization can generate economic benefits by enabling countries to specialize in sectors in which they have an advantage in terms of productivity or the availability of labor. Yet globalization has powerfully contributed to inequalities over the last several decades, as I explained in chapter 6. This was largely because the globalization of the last four decades has favored capital ahead of labor, as companies got access to cheap labor overseas. It also favored multinational corporations relative to domestic economies, because these corporations became the main beneficiaries of cheap foreign labor and new tax-evasion opportunities. Working-class liberalism can aim for a new kind of globalization that is more pro-worker. To start with, it should strive for treaties that prevent tax evasion. Another useful policy would be the analogue of carbon tariffs but applied on goods according to differences in labor standards across countries. Hence, imports from countries that do not respect labor safety or the right of labor to organize could be subject to tariffs.




A Working-Class Liberalism for the Future


Liberalism of the future has to make renewed commitments. These commitments should be to both new ideologies and novel policy agendas. These are not just compromises that liberalism has to make in order to garner more support. They would make liberalism better and stronger—and more in line with the pillars I defended in chapter 2.

History shows that when liberalism falters, its enemies rush in. We are only at the beginning of this unraveling. Across nations, illiberal forces are moving swiftly—silencing speech, twisting the law, and reimposing hierarchies long thought buried. Violence against the vulnerable is no longer a distant fear; it is a shadow on our doorstep.

To expose illiberal hypocrisy is not enough. To wait for antidemocratic movements to exhaust themselves is folly. If liberalism is to endure, it must be rebuilt. That rebirth will not come from elite debates or technocratic fixes. It will definitely not come from social engineering. It can come only from returning liberalism to its foundational values—freedom of expression, community, and a firm commitment to shared prosperity. In short, it must come from working-class liberalism.

This book is not only about why liberal democracy gives us the best institutions for pursuing our social good or understanding liberalism’s successes and failures. It’s also an invitation.

The defense of liberty falls to us, especially those aligned with the basic values of liberalism as I have outlined them in this book. And if we rise to the task—if we build a working-class liberalism strong enough to speak to the many, not just the few—then liberalism can thrive again: not as a relic of the past but as a common inheritance of freedom, equality, and democracy for generations to come. If liberalism is to rise again, it must rise with the working class at its heart.
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The justification for liberalism offered in chapter 2 blends ideas from Peirce (1897 and 1960) and Popper (1934) on the impossibility of knowing anything for certain; from Hayek (1960) on the importance of social knowledge (knowledge useful for adaptation and social life) and economic activities; from modern communitarian philosophers who emphasize the importance of community, in particular MacIntyre (1981), Walzer (1985), Taylor (1992), and Sandel (1996, 1998, 2020); from republican philosophers such as Skinner (1978, 2001, 2008), Pettit (1997, 2014), and Lovett (2010), as well as Anderson (2017), on nondomination and self‑government; and from evolutionary anthropology and social psychology works, such as Boyd and Richerson (1985), Tomasello (1999), and Henrich (2016), that document the role of social learning from others, especially via communities and trusted networks.

The notion of fallibility I use goes beyond Peirce and Popper because of my emphasis on systematic mistakes and the need for collective learning, especially in the context of social adaptation and innovation. The emphasis that technical and social collective knowledge is useful instrumentally for a rich set of objectives, which plays an important role in my analysis, also distinguishes my approach. As a result, the implications I derive as pillars of liberalism are distinct from these accounts.

My conceptualization of the role of community is also very different from those of the communitarian philosophers, since it is centered on the role of information sharing and self‑government. I additionally differ from this literature by simultaneously developing the negative effects of community on liberty, drawing on the idea of the cage of norms from Acemoglu and Robinson (2019). Although the emphasis on nondomination is present in the work of republican philosophers, the justification for the type of nondomination I emphasize comes from my formulation of the role of liberalism in supporting experimentation, innovation, and information sharing. While my and Hayek’s arguments share several common elements, our conclusions differ sharply for a number of reasons, as I explain in chapter 3.

My interpretation in chapter 4 concerning the political economy of the industrial compact, which undergirded the success of liberalism in much of the twentieth century, draws on the role of technological changes that fueled growth in labor demand for workers with different skills, previously studied in Acemoglu and Johnson (2023) and Acemoglu and Restrepo (2018, 2019a, 2019b, 2020c). It also relies on the evolution of the balance between state and society, as outlined in Acemoglu and Robinson (2019). The role of labor unions in bolstering this compact extends the arguments in Acemoglu and Johnson (2023).

The undoing of this industrial compact due to automation, developed in chapter 6, builds on Autor, Levy, and Murnane (2003), Acemoglu and Autor (2011), Acemoglu and Restrepo (2019a, 2019b, 2020a, 2022b), and Acemoglu and Johnson (2023). The role of broader skill-biased technological changes as computers increased the productivity of college-educated workers is discussed in Katz and Murphy (1992), Autor, Katz, and Krueger (1998), and Acemoglu (2001). The role of globalization and imports from China builds on Autor, Dorn, and Hanson (2013) and Acemoglu et al. (2016). I am not aware of other works that emphasize Baumol’s cost disease and its contribution to growing job opportunities for college-educated workers, though Acemoglu and Restrepo (2022b), Duernecker, Herrendorf, and Valentinyl (2023), and Hubmer (2023) discuss related issues.

My account in chapter 7 of the rise of the college-educated elite, with different economic and cultural priorities, is influenced by and builds on several works, most importantly Gethin, Martínez-Toledano, and Piketty (2022), Gethin and Martínez-Toledano (2025), Kuziemko, Longuet-Marx, and Naidu (2023), and Longuet-Marx (2025). My discussion of the role of the tech sector in this transformation draws on Acemoglu and Johnson (2023). The geographic sorting of people with different education and income levels was emphasized in Bishop (2008), and my discussion builds on his work but also highlights new aspects of the separation. My analysis of the decline of community is inspired by and builds on Putnam (2000) and Putnam and Garrett (2020).

My notion of social engineering, mentioned in chapter 1 and developed in chapter 8, builds on and extends Scott’s (1998) seminal analysis of top-down schemes and Kuran’s (1995) concept of “preference falsification” (though I do not use this concept in the text). My account is also heavily influenced by Orwell (1949). While Scott’s notion of social engineering could also include top-down schemes to change economic relations, I narrow the definition of social engineering to focus on efforts to change values, beliefs, and social practices.

In addition, I draw on the following works for critical parts of my argument:


	The emphasis on liberal democracy’s commitment to shared prosperity, public services, and voice draws on Acemoglu (2024b) and Acemoglu, Ajzenman, Aksoy, et al. (2025).

	My discussion of the history of liberalism in chapter 3 is influenced by Rosenblatt (2018), and my discussion of Rawls benefited from Cohen (2002) and Chandler (2023), even though it differs from their interpretations in its critical stance toward social contract justifications for general ethical principles.

	My discussion of inclusion in chapter 5 builds on Acemoglu and Robinson (2000, 2006, 2019).

	My discussion of indoctrination in nineteenth-century education systems in chapter 5 is influenced by Bowles and Gintis (1976) and Paglayan’s recent research and book (2024). In particular, I heavily draw on Paglayan (2024) and her argument that the origins of mass schooling lie in the desires of elites to control the population. Her book is also the source of many of the quotations in the education section of chapter 5.

	My discussion of the purification of Islam builds on Aslan (2005) and especially Kuru (2019).

	My discussion of the Chinese imperial education system and its consequences in chapter 8 borrows heavily from Huang (2023a, 2023b) as well as Jia, Li, and Cousineau (2025).

	My analysis of social media in chapter 9 builds on and extends the arguments in Acemoglu and Johnson (2023), while my analysis of artificial intelligence, including how it can be redirected to be more pro-worker, builds on Acemoglu (2021), Acemoglu and Johnson (2023), Acemoglu and Restrepo (2020b), and Acemoglu, Autor, and Johnson (2023, 2025).

	Some of the policy ideas related to AI in chapter 10 overlap with those in Acemoglu and Johnson (2023) and Acemoglu, Autor, and Johnson (2025). On digital ad taxes, see Romer (2021) and Acemoglu and Johnson (2024b).

	The discussion of respect for community differences in chapter 10 draws partly on Taylor (1992) and Kymlicka (1995).



There are several other recent books that touch on related issues, but in all cases with major differences in argument, diagnosis, and scope. Rajan (2019) and Collier (2024) emphasize the role of community more broadly and the costs of worsening community relations. Fukuyama (2022) and Wolf (2023) focus on the recent problems of liberalism and liberal democracy, in both cases emphasizing problems arising from economic inequality and identity politics. Sunstein (2025) provides a justification and celebration of liberal ideas, echoing similar themes to those I emphasize. However, none of them connects liberalism’s successes and subsequent failures to the same systematic political economy forces I discuss, nor develops the theory of postindustrial politics that forms the centerpiece of this book. Additionally, none of them articulates a theory or a full justification of liberalism similar to the one I propose in chapters 2 and 3.

Rauch (2021) also discusses the importance of fallibility-type ideas in building knowledge but focuses more on scientific rather than social knowledge. He also does not offer a theory of liberalism based on these ideas, nor does he develop the historical arc outlining the successes and later failures of liberalism, as I do here.

Dunkelman (2025) also emphasizes regulatory problems in the U.S., but with a very different theory based on the Hamiltonian and Jeffersonian impulses of liberalism in the United States—whereby Jeffersonian ideas have led to the intensification of restrictive procedures. Relatedly, Klein and Thompson (2025) call for a reorientation of U.S. liberalism toward generating abundance, away from regulations that have deterred private investment and public infrastructure projects. While there is some overlap between their emphasis on regulations and my discussion of how social engineering and regulations have stifled public service provision, the approaches and the underlying theory are very different. Klein and Thompson’s and my analyses of artificial intelligence are also at polar ends, and hence we arrive at very different diagnoses and recommendations.

Several other recent books also develop criticisms of top-down efforts to impose norms and modes of behavior on people, for example Mounk (2023) and Neiman (2023), but without my overall focus on postindustrial politics and the rise of the college educated within it. These books do not deal with the theory of liberalism or attempt to understand its past success and later failures. Nor do these books contain the same theory of postindustrial politics I propose in chapters 7 and 8.

Additionally, al-Gharbi (2024) advances the related hypothesis that today’s cultural and political environment is shaped by the power of “symbolic capitalists” (highly educated individuals working with words, ideas, code, and symbols). He argues that members of this class seek to advance their position by emphasizing antiracist or socially conscious stances (see also S. Khan, 2021). Though somewhat related, al-Gharbi’s thesis differs in many ways from my theory of postindustrial politics and social engineering. First, I do not see a reason to introduce a new concept of symbolic capitalists. Second, I believe the distinction between elite graduates and mass college graduates is important and missing in al-Gharbi’s conceptual structure. Third, in contrast to al-Gharbi, I do not view many of the concerns of this new elite as completely disingenuous; rather, they are trying to deal with genuine problems, but political and social forces have pushed them to use social engineering methods rather than relying on deliberation and critical thinking. Last but not least, like the other works I have described here, al-Gharbi does not offer a systematic political economy theory of the successes, and then failures, of liberalism.



Some Additional Clarifications


Finally, I would like to bring additional clarity to a number of issues I touched upon in chapter 2 but did not want to expand on too much for fear of making the discussion more technical. I will briefly mention these here:

1. In chapter 1 I distinguish between liberalism as a political philosophy; liberalism as a set of institutions (which I identify with liberal democracy); and liberalism as a political movement, practiced by a range of people, including activists, and influenced by voters and thought leaders. The failure of liberalism could be in any or all of these dimensions. In practice, these dimensions are both overlapping and distinct. My description makes it clear that the failure of liberalism was, first and foremost, one of liberalism as a political movement—because of the sins of both omission and commission I describe. But the political movement clearly influences institutions, so there is a sense in which this was also a failure of liberal democracy. Liberalism did not change its institutions and policies to undo the negative effects of postindustrial economics on a large segment of the population—on the contrary, it exacerbated the technological and institutional changes breeding inequality.

One might then claim that none of this touches liberalism as a political philosophy. I believe reality is more complex, since, as I also claim, liberalism as a political philosophy is a big tent, and philosophical interpretations, especially when it comes to liberalism’s dilemmas, depend on how liberalism is conceptualized and practiced by activists. Consequently, liberalism as a philosophy may have moved within the big tent more toward Rousseau-style interpretations during the postindustrial era, tarnishing itself as a philosophy. Parts of liberalism as a political movement may have become illiberal by abandoning freedom of expression or emphasizing identity-based conceptions. One could also debate whether this then pushed some of the liberal political philosophy used to justify such actions outside of the big tent of liberalism. All this is part of why I attempt to formulate my own version of liberalism as a political philosophy.

2. My discussion in chapter 2 of the four premises of my version of liberalism, and how the four pillars follow from them, is informal. It should be noted that much of the work in these four premises is being done by “desirability of collective knowledge,” which is the only one with normative content: It is about what ought to be, while the other premises describe what is—for example, whether commonly held facts can be wrong or how information is shared.

Thus, a natural question is: What is the basis of this “ought to be”? As I mention, one could appeal to deontological principles, to social contracts, or to some basic rights to reach “ought” conclusions. Yet another possibility would be to define what is desirable via a broad notion of “flourishing,” which Humboldt’s quote at the beginning of chapter 2 implicitly does.

My approach is different. I view collective knowledge as instrumental for other aims of society: Knowledge is valuable not in and of itself but as an instrument for achieving other aims. Hence, liberalism is justified by its consequences rather than by some other ethical principles (such as those concerning the importance of rights). In this way, my approach may be closer to another popular alternative—“utilitarianism”—which judges allocations and social situations by the utilities they deliver to individuals. Utilities can be defined from people’s own behavior and judgments. For example, if people prefer more income and greater peace to lower income and instability, then income and peace give them greater utility.

Jeremy Bentham’s utilitarianism involves summing or otherwise aggregating individual utilities, which has introduced various philosophical difficulties (which I will not get into here). A weaker version of utilitarianism follows what is called “Pareto ranking,” which I implicitly invoked in my discussion of the first welfare theorem in chapter 3. According to this principle, an allocation is preferred to another one if all individuals are at least as well-off in the former as in the latter and at least one individual strictly prefers the former to the latter (according to the same notion of utility). The simplest justification for the desirability of collective knowledge would be on the basis of this type of welfare ranking: Collective knowledge is instrumental to society’s aims, whatever they are, and with more collective knowledge, all individuals can be made better off. Of course, as I hint at, reality is more complex, because how collective knowledge is used depends on institutions (with autocracy, more knowledge can be used to make many people’s lives miserable) and there may be irreconcilable disagreements between individuals. In this case, one needs to invoke stronger comparisons than Pareto ranking and take a position on distributional issues. Nevertheless, desirability of collective knowledge might be justified without going to full utilitarianism (for example, by considering potential Pareto improvements, which can be secured if some hypothetical redistribution is implemented).

3. One possible confusion is that many liberal accounts are individualistic in two senses—ontologically (meaning that they take the individual as the basic unit, disconnected from context) and normatively (meaning that they judge the desirability of different situations from the viewpoint of the individual). In emphasizing community and how individual preferences and values are shaped by community, I am departing from ontological individualism. However, as point 2 emphasizes, my approach is still normatively individualist—I am looking at welfare from an individual point of view. Hence, self-governing communities are important to the extent that they matter for the lives and welfare of the individuals within them or because they can undertake group-level experimentation, which generates collective knowledge for society.

4. The previous point also clarifies why, despite my emphasis on community and the socially constructed nature of individual preferences and priorities, my theory fits within the liberal tent, though perhaps it stretches the tent a little. Postliberal, nationalist, or identity-based conceptions of politics that start with groups would fall outside of the tent, whereas, unlike these illiberal theories, I consider individuals to be the basic unit when considering the desirability of a situation—hence the implied normative individualism. However, I may stretch the liberal tent a little by arguing that community norms shape individuals and that communities play a critical role in communication, trust, well-being, and group-level experimentation, and by calling for liberalism to work with communities.

5. As a result of this last point, my version of liberalism also deemphasizes universalism. While lack of coercion and freedoms of expression, religion, association, and choice should always be the bedrocks of liberalism, social context matters. Therefore, communities can prioritize their own members rather than giving equal weight to the welfare of people in other corners of the world. This is why I refer to “charity and responsibilities start at home” in chapter 10. This is also why my version of liberalism does not imply a “right to enter”—the counterpoint of “right to exit” whereby individuals are also free to enter different countries as they wish. Citizens of a country and communities can have a say in the extent to which outsiders are welcome.

6. My criticisms of contractarian arguments in chapter 3 are directed at the use of social contract theories to derive general ethical principles, or “social welfare functions” in the parlance of economics. General ethical principles and social welfare functions deduce—from deontological conceptions, appeals to social contracts and general will, and behind-the-veil-of-ignorance arguments—rules that can be applied to a wide range of policy, institutional, or other collective decisions. I argue that these theories do not justify such strong conclusions. Nor are such conclusions consistent with my emphasis on self-government.

However, in the spirit of John Rawls’s later work, political philosophy arguments—including ideas like the categorical imperative and appeals to thought experiments behind the veil of ignorance—can be used as inputs into deliberations about shared moral principles. For example, in the context of the Irish referendum, it would have been acceptable for one side to deploy arguments that asked people to put themselves in the shoes of a teenage pregnant woman, for instance, and such arguments were probably deployed in practice.

7. It is also useful to clarify the limits of the premise of fallibility. The way I present this premise might suggest that everything we know could be wrong, including basic facts of number theory, such as 2 + 2 = 4 being true in the decimal numeral system. As I briefly mention in the text, certainty of such rules can be allowed within fallibility. Additionally, one could introduce greater certitude about “metafacts” that provide an interpretive framework. Lastly, that I am using fallibility as a premise for my version of liberalism does not mean that a person who does not fully subscribe to fallibility cannot be a liberal. There can be Catholic liberals or Muslim liberals who believe in scriptures but still subscribe to the pillars of liberalism I derive. (But my version of liberalism cannot be derived without some variant of fallibility.)

8. Finally, I offer some clarifications on pro-worker AI. Pro-worker AI should not be conceptualized as a technology that simply increases labor productivity. Automating a subset of the tasks that a worker performs in a given occupation would increase productivity (the worker can work less and produce the same output, because some tasks are automated, or allocate her time to other tasks and produce more). Typically, this type of automation is not sufficient to increase wages, and under fairly general conditions, it reduces labor’s share of value added. It is not a sufficient basis for building shared prosperity. It is therefore critical that pro-worker AI expand the set of tasks that workers perform. This can be achieved by enabling certain groups of workers (nurses, for example) to perform tasks that they previously didn’t have the expertise to do (for nurses, performing diagnosis and care functions that were previously allocated to physicians). This explains my emphasis on workers being able to perform more sophisticated tasks using AI. However, if all that happens is that some group of workers takes away tasks from more highly paid employees (for example, nurses taking tasks away from physicians), this may not be sufficient for shared prosperity, since now there will be fiercer competition for these tasks. Hence, I maintain that new tasks are the bedrock of pro-worker AI—so that the range of tasks allocated to labor, at least in some sectors, is expanded, and this forms the foundation of shared prosperity. More details on this can be found in Acemoglu and Restrepo (2018, 2019b), Acemoglu and Johnson (2023), and Acemoglu, Kong, and Restrepo (2025).

I next provide references to specific sources for all facts and quotations, and I also explain how various numbers are calculated from primary sources.







Sources and References by Chapter


Opening epigraph. Douglass (1860).



Chapter 1: Liberal Democracy in Crisis



	Epigraphs. Fukuyama (1989, 3); Scorpions (1990).

	The contents and symbolism of the coffins in Heroes’ Square in June 1989 are explained in “30 Years of Freedom” (2020). Kenes (2020) further describes the scene in Heroes’ Square and transcribes portions of Orbán’s speech.

	The Meaning of “Liberalism.” Claassen and Magalhães (2023) document declining support for democracy in the U.S., particularly among young people. This is also confirmed in the data in Acemoglu, Ajzenman, Aksoy, et al. (2025). For trust and confidence in American institutions, see Gallup News Service (2023) and Brady and Kent (2022). See Pew Research Center (2023) for polling on one-word descriptions of U.S. politics. Pew Research Center (2014) reports that in 1994, 1999, and 2004, 49 percent of Americans reported being mixed on an ideological scale; in 2014, just 39 percent of Americans reported the same. Pew Research Center (2022) finds that a majority of both Republicans, 62 percent, and Democrats, 54 percent, have a very unfavorable view of the other party. In 1994, only 16 percent of Democrats and 17 percent of Republicans held very unfavorable views of the other party. Pew Research Center (2019) reports that 59 percent of Republicans and 52 percent of Democrats do not think it is very important that elected officials of their party be willing to compromise with the opposing party.

	“Democracy and Proper Drains.” “The question of universal suffrage . . .” is from a speech by Joseph Rayner Stephens (1838) published as a transcript in the Northern Star. Keck (1992, 196) argues that organized labor provided an institutional basis for Brazilians to work through issues of distributive justice and workers’ needs, including wages. “Think of what our Nation . . .” is from Betjeman (1940). Szreter and Mooney (1998) estimate life expectancy at birth to have been twenty-five in Manchester, twenty-six in Liverpool, and twenty-nine in Bristol from 1801 to 1850. Acemoglu and Robinson (2006) discuss how democratization in Britain increased demand for public services.

	The effects of new image-based voting machines on Brazilian political participation and health are established in Fujiwara (2015). In 1980, the Brazilian literacy rate was 75 percent (World Bank, 2025). “The American institutions . . .” is from Tocqueville (1835 [1899], 175). “The worst form of government . . .” is paraphrased by Churchill (1947) in a speech to the House of Commons.

	On the decline in the Black/white male earnings gap between the 1940s and the 1970s, see Bayer and Charles (2018). Goldin and Margo (1992) overview changes in the American wage structure following World War II, and Moene (2003) argues that social democracy played a key role as a development strategy promoting wage compression in the Nordic European countries between 1935 and 1970. Scheidel (2017) overviews the evidence on reductions in inequality and increases in shared prosperity post–World War II.

	All U.S. wage and income numbers throughout the book are based on my own calculations. The numbers on wage growth in the post–World War II era in this chapter are computed from the 1 percent samples of the U.S. census for years prior to 1962 (Ruggles et al., 2025) and from the March Supplements to the Current Population Survey (CPS) (Flood et al., 2025). Median and average wage growth are adjusted for inflation using the Personal Consumption Expenditures Price Index (PCEPI) obtained from Federal Reserve Economic Data (FRED) from the Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis (2025g). The sample includes all civilian salaried and self-employed workers who worked in the calendar year preceding the survey date. All wage growth statistics are computed using labor-supply weights. Further details on the computations are in the replication files, which are available upon request.

	See Eichengreen (1995) for background on Europe’s postwar recovery. In 1950, 46 percent of British households had an indoor bathroom (“More Than Half of British Homes Don’t Have a Bathroom,” 1950). Bowden and Offer (1994) estimate that 1.7 percent of U.K. households and 71.2 percent of U.S. households had a refrigerator in 1947. In 1960, 98 percent of U.S. households and just 18.2 percent of U.K. households had a refrigerator. In 1950, less than one-third of U.S. households lacked complete indoor plumbing (U.S. Census Bureau, 1951). According to U.S. Historical Census of Housing Tables, by 1970, only 6.9 percent of houses in the U.S. lacked complete plumbing facilities. Amery (1972) reports that in the U.K. the number of houses lacking one or more basic amenities (an internal washing closet, fixed bath, hand-wash basin, kitchen sink, and hot water supply) fell from 3.9 to 2.9 million from 1967 to 1971. Bowden and Offer (1994) report that in 1970, 99.8 and 57.6 percent of households in the U.S. and U.K., respectively, had a refrigerator. Young (2015) documents the history of mass transit in urban America.

	The American Hospital Association’s directory (1950) indicates that Boston and San Francisco had 18 non-federal general hospitals, New York had 26, and Chicago had 55. Park Chung et al. (2017) find that the U.S. had 34 percent more hospitals in 1975 than in 1945, which translates into 1,500 more hospitals. Starr (1984) documents the improvement of American health care access.

	Snyder (1993) shares high school graduation rates. Vogt (1973) reports that 4.8 percent of twelve- to seventeen-year-olds were illiterate from 1966 to 1970. Hout and Janus (2008) report that the rate of high school graduation among children of parents without high school diplomas increased significantly from the 1940s to 1970s. The 1901 medical book Medicology; or, Home Encyclopedia of Health by Richardson et al. recommends practical household remedies, including laudanum. Harvey Young (1989) covers in detail the antecedents of the 1906 Food and Drug Act. For details of Sinclair’s life and early work in Chicago, see Coodley (2013). U.S. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (1999) records indicate that 61 deaths per 100,000 workers occurred in 1913, while just 4 deaths occurred per 100,000 workers in 1997. In Who Governs? Dahl (1961, 305–6) documents the role of ordinary citizens in New Haven’s politics. See Reid and Kurth (1992, 427–45) and Boulay and DiGaetano (1985) for an exploration of the rise of active local politics following the decline of machine politics.

	Promises Broken. For general discussions of increasing inequality, see Acemoglu and Autor (2011), Acemoglu and Johnson (2023), and Bivens and Mishel (2015). The latter paper estimates that median U.S. wages grew at above 2.5 percent a year relative to their 1945 levels between 1948 and 1973, which matches my own computations using the procedure described above. The numbers on wage growth from 1980 onward are also computed in the same manner, and they match the numbers reported in Acemoglu and Johnson (2023) as well.

	According to the World Inequality Database (Alvaredo et al., 2024), the share of national income of the richest 1 percent of U.S. households rose from around 10 percent in 1980 to 19 percent in 2019. Kemeny and Storper (2024) find that American spatial income disparities took off in 1980 and were driven by a handful of superstar metropolitan areas. According to the World Inequality Database, the top 1 percent owned 34.8 percent of net personal wealth in the U.S. in 2019.

	Trends in (absolute) income mobility for individuals relative to their parents are reported by Chetty et al. (2017): 90 percent of children born in 1940 earned more than their parents did, compared to roughly 50 percent of children born in 1980. Wilke et al. (2025) document that 74 percent of Americans believe their children will be financially worse off than their own generation.

	Per-pupil spending data is collected by the National Center for Education Statistics (2023). In 2019, 35 percent of fourth graders were at or above proficient in reading assessments. Jack et al. (2023) document that pandemic-era virtual schooling led to significantly larger declines in mathematics and reading scores than fully in-person learning. On parents’ reactions to the perception of instruction on the topics of critical race theory and racism in schools, see L. B. Clark (2023). U.S. per-person health care spending relative to that of France, Germany, and Japan is reported by Gunja et al. (2023). On the decline in British investment in public infrastructure and health in the first half of the twentieth century, see Hood and Himaz (2017). Life expectancy at birth, avoidable mortality, and physician per capita statistics are from the OECD (2025a, 2025b, 2025c). Case and Deaton (2017) document that all-cause mortality for U.S. white non-Hispanics ages fifty through fifty-four rose by an average of half a percent annually between 1999 and 2015, while deaths from drugs, alcohol, or suicide rose by an average of 5.4 percent annually. In contrast, deaths for the same demographic group fell in every other G7 country over the same time period. The U.S. Department of Health and Human Services Office of Disease Prevention and Health Promotion (“Medical Expenditure Panel (MEPS),” 2025) describes health care utilization rates, and Tolbert et al. (2024) report the share of uninsured Americans.

	The U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Railroad Administration (1984) indicates that Amtrak trains averaged a run time of three hours and forty-four minutes between New York and Boston (the primary route servicing Boston–to–New Haven travelers) in 1970. For the same route today, the National Railroad Passenger Corporation (2025) reports that the Acela route takes up to four hours at a maximum speed of 150 miles per hour, although average speeds are much slower if the train is on schedule. By the late 1970s, Italian interstate Rome-Florence-Bologna-Milan rail typically reached a maximum speed of 160 miles per hour (Cervigni, 1985) and continued to increase over time.

	Cost overrun on the Boston “Big Dig” is recorded by Committee for Review of the Project Management Practices Employed on the Boston Central Artery/Tunnel (“Big Dig”) Project (2003) and G. Johnson (2006) and adjusted using the Consumer Price Index (CPI).

	Brooks and Liscow (2023) document the increasing costs of highway construction between 1960 and 1990, and the role of citizen activism and regulations in this cost increase. On regulations and housing costs, see Glaeser, Gyourko, and Saks (2005) and D’Amico et al. (2023).

	Regulatory approvals for the Longfellow Bridge are listed by the American Institute of Steel Construction (n.d.) from the following authorities: the Federal Highway Administration, the U.S. Coast Guard, MassDOT, the Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority, the Massachusetts Department of Conservation and Recreation, the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection, the City of Boston, the City of Cambridge, and the National Historic Preservation Act’s Historic Review Board. Roush (2016) provides a timeline of the Longfellow Bridge construction period, and Harvey and Gammon (2021) do so for the Danyang–Kunshan Grand Bridge.

	The U.S. Census Bureau (2025b, 2025c) reports that the population of San Francisco City and County grew by 102,336, which translates to a 50 percent increase. On the rise in homelessness in San Francisco, see Brown (2000) and City and County of San Francisco (2025)—which give an increase of 49 percent between 2000 and 2019. On the increasing coverage of occupational licensing and its effects, see Kleiner and Krueger (2013). Of the 72,000 Department of Transportation projects announced under the Bipartisan Infrastructure Law through January of 2025, about 22,000 have been completed or were “well on their way” (U.S. Department of Transportation, 2025); the proportion of infrastructure projects begun under the Bipartisan Infrastructure Law is computed by dividing the share of funds allocated as of January 2025 by the total funding appropriated by the legislation (Landrieu, 2022).

	Hatfield (2024) reports the share of Americans who believe elected officials do not care about what people like them think. Bartels (2009) and Gilens (2012) document that U.S. lawmakers vote on bills along the lines of the preferences of their richest constituents. The share of white Americans reporting that the number of immigrants from at least one of the major regions of the world should be reduced and that immigration as a whole should be reduced are from the 2024 General Social Survey (GSS) (Davern et al., 2025). These are computed using sample weights.

	Zeier and Gianna-Carina (2025) report that the far-right AfD party won a simple majority of second-ballot votes in two electoral constituencies for the first time in 2025 and won the highest proportion of second-ballot votes in the majority of former East Germany constituencies. The Economist (“Germany’s Bundestag Bars AfD MPs from Its Football Team,” 2025) reports that MPs from the AfD have been excluded from FC Bundestag since 2024. For evidence on the merits of democracy with respect to voice and economic growth, see chapter 4.

	Has Liberalism Failed Because It Has Succeeded? “Liberalism has failed . . .” is from Deneen (2018, 3–4). The notion of absolute power corrupting absolutely is from a letter by Lord Acton to John Emerich Edward Dalberg (1887). “Ignorance, the root . . .” is attributed to Plato in Monaghan (2023). “Opium of the people” is from Marx et al. (1844 [1970], 131).

	Postindustrial Economics. The term “postindustrial age” is established by Touraine (1969) and D. Bell (1973). Menasce Horowitz et al. (2020) report the share of Americans who say that “there’s too much inequality.” For automation and inequality trends in the postindustrial economy, see chapter 6.

	Postindustrial Politics. The notion of a managerial elite goes back to Burnham (1941). See Lind (2020) for a more recent development of the same thesis. More details on the rise of the college-educated segment of the population are in chapter 7. The proportion of workers twenty-five years and older who have attained a four-year college degree or higher is from the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics (2024). The 1940 proportion of individuals reporting labor-force participation with a college degree is from the 1940 census 1 percent public use sample. Scott (1998) analyzes state intervention in his book Seeing Like a State; see chapter 8 for more details.

	“Walk the Streets as Other Men.” “They who are greatest . . .” is from Milton (1660).







Chapter 2: Why Liberalism?



	Epigraphs. Humboldt (1792 [1854], 65); Hayek (1960 [2011], 80).

	On Lady Montagu’s experiences with smallpox and her observation of inoculation in the Ottoman Empire, see Weightman (2020), Hager (2019), and Lindemann (2010, 48–52). Smallpox’s death toll in the eighteenth century is from Hays (2005, 151); the share of deaths from smallpox in England is from Huth (2006). Adler (2022) reports the death toll of smallpox on Indigenous communities in the seventeenth century. “I am going to tell you . . .” is from Montagu’s letter to a friend in England, available in her collection of letters, published in 1766. “A few ignorant women” is from Constantine (n.d.). On Jenner’s contribution, see Mattera (2020).

	Community and Freedom. “Habits of the heart” is from Tocqueville (1835 [2010], 466) and Bellah et al. (1985). See Cos‚gel et al. (2012, 357) for the suppression of the printing press in the Ottoman Empire.

	See the “Liberal Science” section of chapter 4 for an overview of scientific and technological advances, many of which were spearheaded by European scientists. See Hobbes (1651 [1914], 66–74) for an early articulation of social contract theory; “continual fear, and danger . . .” is also from Hobbes (65). On violence in small-scale societies, see Gat (1999) for an overview and Keeley (1996) and Pinker (2011) for statistics. Keeley (1996), Gat (2015), and Rutar (2023) document anthropological debates about the universality of violence. Fernandes et al. (2021, 3953) report that homicide rates among the Yanomami and Gebusi in the 1950s were 165.9 and 683 per 100,000 per year, respectively. See Acemoglu and Robinson (2019, 18–24) for more on the cage of norms and anthropologists’ encounters with African stateless societies. See Ginsburg (2011) for a legal analysis of the Pashtunwali; “a Pukhtoon believes . . .” is from the translated Pashtunwali at web.archive.org/web/20170720070014/http://khyber.org/culture/a/Codes_of_Pakhtoonwali.shtml.

	On the Indo-Aryan conquest and the caste system, see Keppens (2017), although whether the Aryans conquered or simply migrated to the Indian subcontinent remains debated among scholars (e.g., Bryant, 2001). See R. Collins (1995) for an overview of early Muslim Arab expansion. On Afghan and Pashtun conquests, see Husain (1971). For more on third-party institutions maintaining social order, see North et al. (2009). Acemoglu and Robinson (2019) describe the formation of early modern despotic states.

	Premise I: Fallibility. “Yet it is . . .” is from J. S. Mill (1859 [2011], 35–36). “We cannot in any way . . .” is from Peirce (1897 [1960], 60). See Margolis (1998) for an overview of Peirce’s “fallibilism.” “Who will prove . . .” is from Hayek (1960 [2011], 79). Couprie (2018) documents ancient Greek and Chinese beliefs that the earth was flat. See Lindow (2002) for Norse cosmology and Anchassi (2022) for Islamic conceptualizations of the earth’s shape. Luft (n.d.) documents historical debates over geo- and heliocentrism. See Galilei (n.d.) for more on the banning of Galileo’s Dialogue by the Catholic Church. On Darwin’s delayed publication, see Desmond and Moore (1991, 296), although the actual reason for the delay remains contested among historians (Wyhe, 2024; R. Coffey, 2021). “For as kingly . . .” and “It is unnatural . . .” are from Robert Filmer’s Patriarcha (1680, 25, 81). See Richard Boyd (2023, 73), Franklin (1978, 1), Sabbadini (2016, 164), and J. I. Israel (2006, 326) for the impact of Hobbes, Locke, and the English Civil War on ideas of popular sovereignty. Oreskes (1999, 123) documents the rejection of Wegener’s theory; Conniff (2012) describes how advocating the theory endangered careers until its acceptance. See Stanko (2020, 79) for an account of Hinton’s career and the initial suspicion toward deep learning; and nobelprize.org/prizes/physics/2024/summary for details on his recognition. Bansal (2023) documents Karikó and Weissman’s discovery of mRNA modification and their delayed recognition. See Vider and Byers (2015) for the evolving understandings of homosexuality. “Every change in . . .” is from Hayek (1960 [2011], 79). Braghieri et al. (2022) report the effects of social media on mental health.

	Premise II: Social Learning in Community. Tomasello (1999, 5) documents the importance of shared knowledge in human societies through the lens of cumulative cultural evolution. See North et al. (2009, 16) and Acemoglu and Robinson (2025) for the importance of shared beliefs for the functioning of institutions. Jones (2009) documents the importance of imitation for social learning. The experiment involving children, chimpanzees, and orangutans is from Herrmann et al. (2007).

	Tomasello and Call (1994) provide an overview of social learning among great apes. The experiment about prestige-biased cultural learning among children is from Chudek et al. (2012). Raz (2025) provides empirical evidence on how similar soil conditions affect social learning and the formation of close-knit communities. “The successful combination of . . .” is from Hayek (1960 [2011], 79–80). See Cashell (1971, 1063) for a history of lenses and optical instruments. On cassava and the Yucatán, see Henrich (2016, 97–99). Wynne (1989) reports on sheep farming after Chernobyl. See Miert et al. (2019, 23–41) and Mokyr (2016) for an overview of the Republic of Letters.

	Premise III: Gentle Epistemic Improvement. “Gentle force” is from Hume (1739 [1946], 10). “Truth is rightly . . .” is from Bacon (1620 [1902], 62). For a history of germ theory, see Horgan (2023). Gramling (2021) documents evolving attitudes toward plate tectonics. On scientific revolutions, see Kuhn (1962 [1970], 4–6). “A new scientific . . .” is from Planck (1949, 33). The paraphrase of Planck’s principle “Science progresses one . . .” is quoted in Bernstein (2022).

	On the Levellers’ introduction of notions of popular political participation, see Brailsford (1961). For a narrative history of the Glorious Revolution of 1688, see Pincus (2006); further discussion appears in Acemoglu and Robinson (2012, 102) and Pincus and Robinson (2011).

	Lo et al. (2022) identify the connection between the availability of primary care physicians in local communities and vaccination rates.

	Bloland (1995) documents the pervasiveness of postmodernism in U.S. higher education.

	Premise IV: Desirability of Collective Knowledge. On life expectancy in nineteenth-century Britain, see Razzell and Spence (2005) and Szreter and Mooney (1998), and for industrialized countries, see OECD (2024), and in Africa, see Ehl (2022). “The growth of . . .” is from Hayek (1960 [2011], 77).

	On the polder model, see Prak and van Zanden (2022, 38–39).

	Rhodes (1995) describes the development of nuclear theory and the atomic bomb. Paull (2009) documents the legacy of the Haber–Bosch process.

	On the Industrial Revolution and its relationship with inequality, see Acemoglu and Johnson (2023, 141–212). See Inman and Rubinfeld (1997) for an overview of the political economy of federalism.

	Pillar I: Vitality of Experimentation. “As it is . . .” is from J. S. Mill (1859 [2011], 101). See also E. S. Anderson (1991) for more on Mill and experiments in living. “The best-laid schemes . . .” is from Burns (1785 [1890], 72). See Gopnik et al. (1999) for a detailed overview of children’s experimental and scientific learning strategies. On property rights and classical liberalism, see Freeman (2016). “Upon this first . . .” is from Peirce (1960, 56).

	Pillar II: Nondomination and Self-Government. S. Freeman (2016) defines liberalism and libertarianism. On Roman republicanism and citizenship, see Mitchell (2001, 130). See Lovett and Pettit (2009) for more on neorepublicanism. “At the mercy . . .” is from Pettit (1997 [1999], 4-5). The free horse metaphor is from Pettit (2011, 708). “First, you must . . .” is from Pettit (2014, 77). “Only the sufferer . . .” is from Du Bois (1920, 143–44).

	“Ambition must be made . . .” is from Madison (1788 [1831], 259). On the separation of powers in the U.S., see Strauss (1984). “For as liberty . . .” is from Sidney (1698 [1751], 12). Wickham (2016) details the importance of public assemblies in early medieval politics.

	“The eyeball test . . .” is from Pettit (2014, xxvi). For Hayek’s views on redistribution, see Hayek (1960 [2011], 101– 2).






Chapter 3: Liberalism Without Social Contract



	Epigraphs. Beveridge (1945, 64); Hume (1738 [1911], 255).

	“Exercise in deliberative . . .” is from a video of a speech Justice Mary Laffoy gave at the welcoming of the Citizens’ Assembly posted by The Citizens’ Assembly (2016). See Caldwell (2019) for more details on her experience participating in a citizens’ assembly. McGreevy (2018) reports the share of assembly participants and voters who voted to permit unrestricted abortion for the first twelve weeks of pregnancy: 66 and 64 percent, respectively. Bramhill (2016), Brennan (2016), and Duggan (2016) report on abortion-related public demonstrations in Dublin, Ireland, in 2016. Berlin (1958) coins the term “negative liberty.” Collignon (2018) contrasts the work of Berlin and Rousseau on negative and positive liberty.

	Liberalism and Community. “We ought . . . to contribute . . .” is from Cicero (44 AD [1887]). Thucydides recounts Pericles’s Funeral Oration in the quotation “When you realize her greatness . . .” (n.d.). Pericles’s quotation “We do not . . .” is also described in Thucydides (n.d.). “The true felicity . . .” is from Seneca (62–65 CE [1881]). “Kind, liberal, and civil” is from Locke (1693 [1996], 81). “He is not . . .” is from A. Smith (1853, 339). “Human beings owe . . .” is from J. S. Mill (1859 [2011], 136).

	“Man Loses by Social Contract His Natural Liberty.” “Everyone must admit . . .” and “act as if . . .” are from Kant’s Fundamental Principles of the Metaphysics of Morals (1785 [2002]), “Preface,” “Transition from Popular Moral Philosophy to the Metaphysics of Morals”). “The basis of obligation . . .” is from Kant (1785 [2018], 5). “What man loses . . .” is from Rousseau (1762 [1913], 19).

	The Conceit of Social Contract. “Covenants, without the sword . . .” is from Hobbes (1615 [1914], xix). “A Man, as . . .” and “The Liberty of Man . . .” are from Locke (1689a) chapters XI and IV. “Every man being . . . ,” “As long as . . . ,” and “Whoever refuses to . . .” are from Rousseau (1762 [1913], 93, 90, 18). “The law is . . .” is from the Declaration of the Rights of Man and of the Citizen (1789 [2022]). “The general will . . .” and “Without virtue, would . . .” are from Robespierre (1792). “But don’t wrangle . . .” is from chapter 2 of Marx and Engels (1848 [1969]). John Rawls (2005) theorizes about the veil of ignorance in A Theory of Justice. The later work by John Rawls that I reference is Rawls (1993). Consult Cohen (2002) and Chandler (2023) for a thorough examination of Rawls’s political philosophy.

	No Free Lunch for Liberalism. “The wise and . . .” and “It is not . . .” are from A. Smith (1853, 346, 119). “Allowing every man . . .” is from A. Smith (1776 [1999], 248). Levin (1998) explores the Condition-of-England question through the work of Carlyle, Mill, and Engels. “The bitter discontent . . .” is from Carlyle (1839 [1904], 119).

	Nondomination Versus Noninterference. “Man never mounts . . .” is a quotation Hayek (1960 [2011], 91) attributes to Oliver Cromwell. “When one man’s actions . . .” is from the same source (199). Hayek (1944) discusses state interventionism as a threat to freedom in The Road to Serfdom.

	“Freedom from Economic Servitude.” On the role of the Beveridge report in the Labour Party’s campaign, see chapter 9 of Field (2011). Ban (2020, 3) documents the motivating role of freedom of speech, education, sick pay, and other measures to prevent economic servitude in the Scandinavian reformist political agenda. See chapter 2 of The Communist Manifesto for Marx and Engels’s (1848 [1969]) discussion of support for the common good at the mandate of the true general will.

	Who Is Afraid of Liberty? Devecka (2015) documents the history of the Levant Company. The classic reference on modernization theory is Lipset (1959). Huntington (1968) provides a more expansive review and details.

	“Economic freedom creates . . .” is from Bush’s (2000) presidential campaign speech to Boeing workers in Texas. The government of China has implemented increasingly strict social regulations since the 2000s in a variety of domains; Liang et al. (2018) examine China’s social credit system, conceived of in the early 2000s.

	Acemoglu, Johnson, Robinson, and Yared (2008) investigate the modernization hypothesis empirically. They show that economic growth is not associated with democratization or democracies becoming more stable.

	Social Compact for Liberalism. Klarman (2013) reviews the same-sex-marriage social and legal movement in the United States through 2012, and Laycock et al. (2024) examine the climate preceding the passage of the Respect for Marriage Act in 2022.






Chapter 4: Liberal Success



	Epigraphs. L. Johnson (1964b); Sidney (1698 [1751], 290).

	“I am sick and . . .” is from K. Cleage (2022). On Mershell Cunningham Graham’s upbringing, see K. Cleage (2025), and on his education, see U.S. Selective Service System (n.d.). Descriptions of Graham’s recruitment by Ford, “If you come . . . ,” “Anybody who’s here . . . ,” “he went home, . . . ,” and “The factories were . . .” are from P. Cleage (2004). On Graham’s job and the importance of union power, see K. Cleage (2023). See Kristin Cleage (2012a, 2012b) and Pearl Cleage’s interview (2004) on Mershell’s granddaughters Kristin’s and Pearl’s upbringings and careers.

	Individual Freedoms. On restricted freedom in the Roman Empire, see Strunk (2022, 89). Bailey (2014, 3) describes the institution of serfdom, which restricted peasants’ freedom of action and movement in medieval Europe. Knapp (2007, 13) compares the conditions of medieval Chinese agricultural laborers to that of European serfs. M. Gordon (2021) outlines the prevalence of slavery in the Islamic Middle East. See Soukup (2020, 145–47) for the execution of Jan Hus, Tatnall (1970, 209–13) for the execution of John Wycliffe, and Calhoun (2013) for the execution of William Tyndale. Coast (2021) describes Tyndale’s critique of Henry VIII’s divorce. A. Holt (2019) documents that while the estimated death toll of the Crusades varies significantly, many estimates place it in the order of tens of millions or more, while Plaisted (2006) summarizes various estimates of the number killed by the papacy in the Middle Ages.

	“We in England . . .” is from Harrison (1577 [1889], 1). “Whome their race . . .” is from Wrightson (1982, 19). Harrison describes the middle class on pages 9–11 and the yeomen on pages 12–13. “Neither voice nor . . .” is from Harrison (13). “A Beast with . . .” was said by Christopher Hudson and is quoted from Wrightson (1982, 150). “Always apt to . . .” was said by Sir John Oglander and is quoted from Wrightson (150). “On terms which . . .” is from Valerie Pearl, quoted in Wrightson (1982, 181). “Guilty of excessive . . .” is from Wrightson (181).

	“I do not . . .” is excerpted from the Putney Debates (W. Clark, 1647 [1951]).

	On various philosophers’ promotion of freedom, see Gatti (2015b, 133) for John Milton, Ramet (2024b, 25) for Algernon Sidney, Trojan (2021, 398) for James Harrington, Gatti (2015a, 168) for Henry Neville, Knutsen (2024, 63) for Francis Hutcheson, David Hume, and Adam Smith, and Zeng (2022, 909) for Adam Ferguson. See Mullett (1939, 100) and Bailyn (1967 [2017], 25–27) for the influence of classical Greek and Roman thinkers on the American Revolution. Lutz (1988, 118) documents Locke’s, Montesquieu’s, and Sidney’s influence on the American Revolution. The Élysée (2022) describes the evolution of “liberty, equality, and fraternity” as a motto of the French Revolution and later the French Republic. “Men are born . . .” is from the Declaration of the Rights of Man and of the Citizen (1789 [2022]).

	Acemoglu and Robinson (2012, 98–101), Bloch (1961), and North and Thomas (1973 [2012], 86–89) describe the background and end of the feudal system and the transformation of Europe in the fourteenth century. On the transformative effects of new trade routes and the rise of mercantilism on European institutions, see Acemoglu, Johnson, and Robinson (2005b) and R. Davis (1973). Ramet (2024a, 83) describes the influence of liberal principles on Jefferson and Madison.

	Self- Government. Edge (2009, 1–2, 12–17) describes conceptions of individual liberty within classical Athenian democracy during the fourth and fifth centuries BC. See Mitchell (2001, 127–28) for the prevalence of liberal ideas in the Roman Republic. Simonetta (2010) surveys the varying importance of liberty across Italian city-states during the Renaissance and its parallels with the Roman Republic. See Tamanaha (2004, 32) for the importance of the rule of law in liberal thought. Ashcraft (1986) describes the influence of the Levellers and John Locke on conceptions of liberty.

	“I never could . . .” is from Richard Rumbold’s speech before his execution, described in Macaulay (1849, 567). “Freedom of men . . .” is from Locke (1689b [1823], 114), “Life, liberty, and estate” and “against the injuries . . .” are from Locke (141), and “No one can . . .” is from Locke (146). J. Holt (2015) traces the origins of modern concepts of the rule of law to Magna Carta, written in the thirteenth century, while Skinner (2012, 59) positions the articulation of individual liberty in seventeenth-century early modern Britain.

	See W. Walker (2022) for more on Oliver Cromwell’s rule over England. On the Glorious Revolution and the rise of the Whig oligarchy, see Vallance (2011).

	Zuckert (2000, 691) outlines the salience of the notion of the right to live by laws during the American Revolution. For more on the “no taxation without representation” slogan, see Michael (2023). “By the same . . .” is from Priestley (1769 [1993], 140). “The aim of . . .” is from the Declaration of the Rights of Man and of the Citizen (1789 [2022]). “What do We . . .” is from The Papers of Thomas Jefferson (Jefferson, 2012, 682).

	J. Levy (2014, 212–13) outlines Mill’s and Tocqueville’s concerns about the rise of democracy potentially threatening liberty. “Liberty, therefore, is . . .” is from Price (1776 [1992], 24). Acemoglu and Robinson (2012, 314–18) document the gradual democratization of Great Britain in the nineteenth century. Acemoglu, Cantoni, Johnson, and Robinson (2011) investigate the consequences of the French Revolution on German reforms and economic growth across German states. Chambru et al. (2024) document similar results across French departments. On the Habsburg Empire’s resistance to industrialization, see Blum (1943, 24) and Freudenberger (1967, 493–509). On the Russian Empire’s slow industrialization, see Saunders (1992, 142–43). Lehner (2021) contrasts the speed of infrastructure construction in China and the United States.

	Evidence that democratization leads to growth and higher income per capita, including the effects of induced democratizations due to regional waves, is from Acemoglu et al. (2019). Acemoglu et al. (2019) and Ansell (2010, 224) document the positive effect of democratization on education spending, Acemoglu et al. (2019) and Lake and Baum (2001) argue that democratization increases spending on public services, and Gerring et al. (2012) find that democracies are associated with lower infant mortality in the long run. Acemoglu et al. (2019) also show the positive effects of democratization on economic reform and stability. See Seth (2017) and S. Lee (2020) for South Korea’s political and economic development. See Hsiao (2024) on Taiwan’s economic and democratic miracles. Stroem (2025) describes the evolution of Brazil’s economy during the military dictatorship, characterized by significant growth in the 1960s followed by stagflation and decline in the 1970s and 1980s, which contributed to the fall of the regime in 1985. Adrogué et al. (2006) describe Brazilian economic growth since the 1990s.

	Chatterjee et al. (2023) find that inequality increased in postapartheid South Africa but was compensated for by rising government redistribution.

	Bandelj and Mahutga (2010) explore rising inequality in certain Central and Eastern European states after the fall of communism.

	On successful democracies breeding their own support and increased corruption reducing democratic support, see Acemoglu, Ajzenman, Aksoy, et al. (2025).

	“In recommending this . . .” is from Roosevelt’s (1938) Fireside Chat, given on April 14, 1938. You (2021) explores the two-way relationship between corruption and inequality. Studies on high-profile corruption in Latin America include Rivera et al. (2025) and Poertner and Zhang (2024). See Acemoglu, Aksoy, et al. (2024) for the study exploring the effects of providing accurate information on voting behavior in Turkey. Acemoglu, Ajzenman, Cruces, et al. (2025) is the related study for Argentina.

	Public Services. “Shackled Leviathan” is from Acemoglu and Robinson (2019). “I’m from the . . .” is from Reagan (1986). Ryan Miller (2021, 16) describes Tory opposition to the Reform Act of 1832 and arguments that it would lead to revolution. See Gillum (2023) for more on Disraeli and the Reform Act of 1867. “Two nations; between . . .” is from Disraeli (1845, 149–50). “A land may . . .” is from Disraeli’s (1872) “Sanitas Sanitatum, Omnia Sanitas” speech. See Jones (2023, 18–20) for more on Disraeli, Baldwin, and one-nation conservatism. On the British Labour Party’s post–World War II victory, see Batrouni (2020, 12–14). Baldwin (1990a, 63) describes the struggles for power between landowners and the masses in late nineteenth-century Scandinavia. Hinnerich and Petterson-Lidbom (2014) show how elites captured early local attempts at democracy in Sweden.

	For statistics on the evolution of the share of national income earned by the richest 1 percent in Sweden, consult the World Inequality Database; in Norway, see Aaberge and Atkinson (2010, 454); and in Denmark, see Atkinson and Søgaard (2016, 275). See S. Berman (2006b, 152–76), Esping-Andersen (1985), and Baldwin (1990a, 55–94) for accounts of twentieth-century Swedish politics. S. Berman (152–55), Hansson (2019), and Norberg (2023) describe the SAP’s reformist approach, its abandonment of Marxism, and the influence of liberal ideas; “In a backward . . .” is from Berman (2006b, 157).

	On social democracy and the Folk School Reform in Norway and “free and general education and state schools,” see Acemoglu, Pekkarinen, et al. (2025). On social democracy in Denmark, see Baldwin (1990, 55–94). On Europe’s political and economic model, termed the European Social Model, see the Commission of the European Communities’ white paper (1994, 2). On the relationship between the British working class and the Liberal Party, see Mann (2012, 538), and on the Labour Party, see Webb (2025).

	“A perfect equality . . .” is from Helvétius, and quoted in Israel (2010, 97).

	Imagining an End to Subjugation. On Christian and liberal oppositions to slavery, see J. Coffey (2006). “I wish most . . .” is from Paine’s 1790 letter to Benjamin Rush. On Diderot’s critiques of colonialism, see Strugnell (2011, 74–85). “Let us look . . .” is from Kant (1795 [1917], 139).

	Reeves (2009, 12–15) documents John Stuart Mill’s advocacy for women’s rights. On Caroline Norton, see Hause (2006). On Mary Wollstonecraft, see Bergès and Coffee (2016, 2–5). See Stanley Holton (1986) for a detailed account of the suffragette movement.

	M. Collins (2015) describes the rapid decolonization process of the twentieth century, noting that the United Nations consisted of 51 member countries in 1945 and 117 in 1965. Menand (2017) documents that decolonization was largely peacefully accepted by European powers for economic and geopolitical reasons, with the exception of cases like Algeria, Vietnam, and Kenya. See Wilson (1918b) for his Fourteen Points speech. “Self-determination is not . . .” is from Wilson’s (1918a) “Address to Congress on International Order.” For an example of Wilson’s racist policies, see Aneja and Xu’s (2022) examination of the consequences of Wilson’s employment segregation policies.

	Liberal Science. On scientific ignorance in the eighteenth century, see Corbin (2021, 87–89). Landreth (2021, 58–97) documents the contributions of notable natural philosophers. Guthrie and Underwood (2025) highlight that germ theory and bacteriology were formalized in the nineteenth century by Louis Pasteur. Alberts (2025) confirms that cell theory was first proposed by Theodor Schwann and Matthias Jakob Schleiden in 1838. The World Health Organization (n.d.) outlines that while inoculation had been practiced outside of Europe for centuries, Edward Jenner created the first successful vaccine in 1796, and Louis Pasteur created the first laboratory-produced vaccine in 1872. Galloway et al. (2013) describe the evolving understanding of the nitrogen cycle in the nineteenth century. Buchwald et al. (2021) describe Hertz’s detection of electromagnetic radiation in 1887–88. According to Usselman and Rocke’s (2025) account of the history of chemistry, modern atomic and molecular theory, the core of chemical understanding, was first developed by John Dalton in 1803. Cannon (2024) argues that although scientists were able to measure atmospheric pressure from the seventeenth century and small-scale experiments were carried out in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, the theory of atmospheric fronts, crucial for weather prediction, was not developed until the early twentieth century. According to Bradley (2004), most metals and other chemical elements were not discovered by the nineteenth century. Narasimhan (2010) notes that at the turn of the nineteenth century, there was still debate about whether heat was a fluid (known as caloric) or a form of motion. Cipolla (1962, 52–54) argues that man only gained control of inanimate sources of energy during the Industrial Revolution. Landreth (63–68) describes Bacon’s early conceptualizations of an empirical scientific method and the subsequent debates over the appropriate approach. Acemoglu and Johnson (2023, 145–51) argue that the Industrial Revolution was brought on by a new class of entrepreneurs and inventors trying to solve problems. Darwin’s On the Origin of Species by Means of Natural Selection, which provides the foundation of evolutionary biology, was published in 1859. Adler (2023) documents that Gregor Mendel first developed a basic understanding of genetics in the 1860s but the theory was largely overlooked until the early 1900s. Alfred (2000) reports that the first transatlantic radio signal was sent in 1901. Pain (2017) describes humans’ evolving uses of power. Crouch (2025) describes the Wright brothers’ first documented successful flight in 1903. Hawking (1999) reports that Einstein first established the theory of relativity in 1905 and that Planck made the first contribution to the field of quantum mechanics in 1900. Tretkoff (2006) describes Rutherford’s discovery of the atomic nucleus in 1911. Smil (2005) describes the creation of new materials and syntheses during the twentieth century. See Fisher (2025) for a history of patents. These figures for the U.K. are from Bottomley (2014, 53) for 1853, the Comptroller-General of Patents, Designs, and Trade Marks (1903, 15) for 1901, and the Intellectual Property Office (2024) for 2023. The statistics for France are from B. Khan (2008) for 1853 and 1900 and from the European Patent Office (2024) for 2023, although the latter figure is for all of Europe and hence less comparable with historical numbers. The statistics for the U.S. are from the U.S. Patent and Trademark Office (n.d.) for 1853, 1900, and 2020. The share of workers in occupations associated with engineering (including surveyors) and chemistry (including metallurgists) in the 1910 U.S. census is computed from Blank and Stigler (1957, 144). The share of scientific and research occupations in 2020 is computed from the total number of workers in computer and mathematical occupations, architecture and engineering, and life, physical, and social science occupations divided by the total number of employed workers aged sixteen and over. This data is obtained from the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics (2025a).

	The figures on research and development spending as a share of national income in 1940 are obtained by computing the total spending on education research, obtained from V. Bush (1945, 2–3) for 1940 and the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis (2024a) for 2020, as a share of the U.S. national income, obtained from the Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis FRED (2025c). The number of universities in the mid-1800s is from Rüegg (2004, 3) for Europe and from Labaree (2017) for the U.S. The modern estimates are from the European Education Area (2022) for Europe and the National Center for Education Statistics (2024) for the U.S. The statistics on the number of scientific publications is from Thelwall and Sud (2022) and is limited to the number of articles in the Scopus database. “Science is the . . .” is from A. Smith (1776 [1999], 384). For more on the academic tenure system, see Spoehr (2019). The evidence of distorted incentives in Chinese academia is from Acemoglu, Yang, and Zhou (2024).

	Gifts of Mass Production. Acemoglu and Johnson (2023, 214–50) describe the forces shaping the shared prosperity achieved by mass production in the twentieth century. On the importance of cities for building solidarity, MacDonald (2017, 4) explains that the formation of the working class and unionism in the United States has been urban rather than just workplace-based. Lester (2011) explores the roles of unions in the civic sphere and as agents of social solidarity. On the Treaty of Detroit, see Eidlin (2016). Van Noort (2024) documents the cross-country relationship between industrialization and democracy.

	Batchelor (2018) argues that the concept of mass production was refined by Ford. Acemoglu and Johnson (2023, 224–29) describe the influence of Ford’s Model T car. “So thoroughly is . . .” and “the keynote of . . .” are from Colvin (1913). “Making 40,000 cylinders . . .” is from Hounshell (1984, 221). Ford’s output in 1913 is from Hounshell (224). The number of cars produced by Ford in 1923 is from Mazzeno (2021). Candelo (2019) documents that toward the end of the 1920s, General Motors overtook Ford in sales volumes. The number of employees in the automobile industry is from Durkin and Clague (1953, 28).

	The approach to increasing wages and reducing turnover is from Nye (1992, 215–16). Data on the hourly wages of automobile manufacturers are from Durkin and Clague (1953, 19) and adjusted to 2025 dollars using in2013dollars.com/us/inflation/1953?amount=2.08. The hourly wages are converted to annual income and compared to the median annual income for men in 1953, obtained from Weeks and Burgess (1955). “Unskilled labor: Work . . .” is quoted in Katznelson (2013, 385). Acemoglu and Johnson (2023, 179–93) describe how initial episodes of industrialization in early nineteenth-century Britain did not result in higher wages. “Productivity creates purchasing . . .” is from M. Alexander (1929, 43, italics in original). Michaels (2006) reports that industries with a more complex division of labor (measured as a more diverse set of occupations) exhibit greater labor demand. Gopnik (2025) describes the rise of other U.S. industries in the twentieth century.

	Acemoglu and Johnson (2023, 221–23) discuss how late nineteenth-century and twentieth- century industrialization increased labor demand for blue- and white- collar workers. The association between faster productivity growth and employment growth in the early twentieth century is documented in Alexopoulos and Cohen (2016). The relationship between occupational diversity and hiring is from Michaels (2006).

	General discussion of postwar Europe is from Judt (2006, 132–35). The share of pretax national income earned by the richest 1 percent in 1940 and 1970 is from the World Inequality Database. On wage growth between 1940 and 1970, see Peake and Vandenbroucke (2020). Acemoglu and Johnson (2023, 242–43) describe the new tasks and jobs created by new technologies and the subsequent increase in training and skills based on data from Autor et al. (2024).

	Lin (2011) provides the first empirical study of new tasks in the U.S. labor market. Acemoglu and Restrepo (2018) document the relationship between new tasks and employment growth. Autor et al. (2024) describe the growth of professional, administrative, and clerical occupations. Acemoglu and Johnson (2023, 249) explain the importance of democracy and the labor movement in ensuring shared prosperity.

	See Howard (2025) for a history of the social safety net in the United States and Morrisey (2013) for a history of health insurance in the country. Jencks (2015a, 2015b) examines the legacies of the War on Poverty and concludes that it was a qualified success, despite its limitations. The poverty rate in 1959 in the U.S. is from the U.S. Census Bureau (1968, 5). On discrimination against Black Americans, see Ware (2013).

	“This administration today . . .” is from Lyndon Johnson’s (1964a) State of the Union address. “The Federal Government . . .” is from Ronald Reagan’s 1988 State of the Union address. The 1975 U.S. poverty rate is from the U.S. Census Bureau (1976). On Head Start and the Bilingual Education Act, see Taylor and Christ (2010, 420–21).

	See Ware (2013) for an account of the civil rights movement. “Our position is . . .” is from Robert F. Kennedy’s 1961 speech at the Law Day Exercises of the University of Georgia Law School. On Kennedy’s support for the Freedom Riders and pressure on the Interstate Commerce Commission, see the John F. Kennedy Presidential Library and Museum (2022). “You cannot change . . .” is from Dwight D. Eisenhower’s news conference in 1957. The polling on approval for mixed-race marriages is from Gallup (McCarthy, 2021). “We must learn . . .” is from Martin Luther King Jr.’s “Remaining Awake Through a Great Revolution” address at the 1959 Morehouse College commencement. On King’s advocacy for low-wage workers, see Shewan (2024). See Derenoncourt and Montialoux (2021) for the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1966 and racial inequality.

	“Abolition of want” is from Beveridge (1942, 7). On the mechanization of agriculture and reduced demand for Black labor, see Hornbeck and Naidu (2014). Wright (2016, 4) documents the costs of enforcing Jim Crow to the Southern economy. Besley et al. (2010) document that the increased political competition introduced to the South after the civil rights movement was associated with the adoption of progrowth policies and higher growth rates of state personal income per capita.






Chapter 5: Liberalism’s Dilemmas



	Epigraphs. Eliot, quoted in Fawcett (2014, 19); Marcuse (1965, 82).

	On Voltaire’s imprisonment and exile, see Pomeau (2025). See Birn (2012) on the censorship of Candide. “Had there been . . .” is from Voltaire’s (1733 [1919], 32) letter to a first commissioner. Lacorne (2019) describes the Jean Calas affair. “Jean Calas . . . was . . .” is from Hugo (1878 [1923], 13–14). “It was ignorance . . .” is from Hugo (12). Iverson (2016) documents Voltaire’s reaction to Lefebvre de La Barre’s death. “The right to . . .” and “to be entitled . . .” are from Voltaire (1763 [2000], 28 and 78). “Ours [Christianity or Catholicism] is assuredly . . .” is from Voltaire to Frederick the Great (1767 [1927], 285).

	A Whiff of Hypocrisy. “We hold these . . .” is from Jefferson (1776 [1927]). Mann (2019) describes how Jefferson owned over six hundred enslaved people during his life. Pitts (2005, 1–2) establishes that many French and British nineteenth-century liberal thinkers, like Mill and Tocqueville, advocated and justified imperial rule. On the influence of liberal discourses in the women’s suffrage movement, see L. Walker (2007, 77).

	See Stenton (2025) for a detailed account of Magna Carta. “No man shall . . .” and “No free man . . .” are from clauses 16 and 39 of Magna Carta, edited by G. Davis (1215 [1982], 26, 28). Holt (2015, 36) documents that Magna Carta was initially intended not to be a charter of rights for all people but rather to protect the aristocracy, which drafted it.

	D. Alexander (2015) documents that the Levellers, Chartists, and suffragettes all invoked Magna Carta. “Let us suppose . . . ,” “Shall we suffer . . . ,” and “[Catholics] are ready upon . . .” are from Locke (1765, 41, 63, 59). See Steinel and Bily (2023) on the Catholic Emancipation Act and Dziak (2024) on the Huguenots in France.

	See Kulik (2025) on Jewish segregation in the Pale of Settlement in modern-day Poland, Ukraine, Belarus, Lithuania, and Moldova.

	“Our beautiful America . . .” is from L. Johnson’s (1965) remarks at the signing of the 1965 Immigration Bill on Liberty Island, New York. “If there are . . .” is from Lincoln’s (1861 [1953], 202) speech to Germans at Cincinnati, Ohio.

	The shares of immigrants coming from different regions of Europe in 1870 and 1920 are from Tabellini (2020, 459). Racine (1973) describes the rebirth of the KKK in 1916 and the perception of Catholicism as a symbol of foreign threats. Zeidel (2018) highlights the 1911 report released by the Dillingham Commission, which recommended laws to restrict the number of immigrants and improve their “quality.” Tabellini reports that mass European immigration to the U.S. between 1850 and 1920 contributed significantly to American economic growth and that the areas where Europeans concentrated continue to have higher income per capita and lower poverty rates in the twenty- first century.

	“In Europe work . . .” is from Chevalier, quoted in Habakkuk (1962, 4). See Engelman (2025) for the Second Industrial Revolution. Kim (2007) and Tabellini (2020) argue that the influx of unskilled immigrants into the U.S. between 1840 and 1920 contributed to the growth and spread of factory manufacturing and cities. “Need of labor . . .” is from “Need of Labor Is the Universal Cry” (1906). Tabellini finds that immigration increased natives’ employment yet was associated with anti-immigration political backlash, the election of more conservative politicians, and lowered demand for redistribution. He also argues that the political backlash was linked to increasing cultural differences between immigrants and natives.

	The Windrush generation is described in Campbell (2023). “As I look . . .” and “Here is a . . .” are from Powell’s Rivers of Blood speech, delivered to a Conservative Association meeting in Birmingham in 1968. Prynne (2013) reports the size of the foreign-born population in 1951 and the origins of its members in the U.K. The number of legal immigrants received in the U.S. in the 2010s is obtained from the U.S. Office of Homeland Security Statistics (2019). Park (2015) describes the migrant crisis created by the upsurge in migration to Europe beginning in the 2010s. The total number of immigrants received by Sweden in 2010–20 is obtained from the Official Statistics of Sweden (2025). Mellersh (2024) documents the number of people immigrating to Germany in 2022. The number of immigrants received in Britain in 2023 is obtained from the U.K. Office for National Statistics (2024).

	See Jung (2022) for documented backlash against Muslim migrants sacrificing animals in public in the Netherlands in the 1960s and ’70s. On Eid al-Adha, see Osman (2025). “Anyone who believes . . .” is quoted in Fichtner (2007).

	Education or Indoctrination? Ruggeri et al. (2024) describe vaccine hesitancy and various interventions to combat it, including public health information campaigns. Paglayan (2024, 261–68) describes the rise of mass education in Britain. “The great social . . .” is from Earl de Grey and Ripon’s speech in the House of Lords (1870, 826). “Ignorant barbarians” is from Lowe (1867), quoted in Marcham (1973, 186). “A safeguard against calamity” is from Forster’s speech introducing the 1870 Elementary Act in the House of Commons (1870, 466). “Condition of England” is from Carlyle (1840).

	Paglayan (100–107) posits Prussia as a clear early example of an autocratic regime using mass education to develop loyalty and obedience. “As long as . . .” is from Egon von Furstenberg, quoted in Melton (2002, 165). Guizot’s approach to education is described in Paglayan (137–55); “When men have . . .” is from Guizot (1860), quoted in Paglayan (144). Paglayan (251–61) describes the approach to education in the U.S. during the early republic.

	See Holton (2008) on the effects of the Shays’s and Whiskey Rebellions on the U.S. Constitution. “The education of the common people” is from Jefferson’s 1787 letter to James Madison. “If a nation . . .” is from Jefferson’s 1816 letter to Charles Yancey. “Convert men into . . .” and “prepare our youth . . .” are from Rush (1786 [1965], 17, 16). Paglayan (2024, 80) describes the increased emphasis on control in French primary schools in the nineteenth century to combat the spread of socialist ideas.

	“And in times . . .” is from Homer Bartlett, who wrote to Horace Mann in 1841, quoted in Bowles and Gintis (1976, 109). “Will it, like . . .” is from Swan (1851, 289–90). “At a time . . .” is from Forster (1887, i). “Subject to discipline . . .” is from Kant (1900, 18). “If there are . . .” is from Rousseau (1762 [1913], 268–69). “He that is . . .” is from Locke (1693 [1996], 36). See Cynamon (2024) for John Stuart Mill’s views on education.

	Dewey’s views on participatory, inquiry-based, and scientific approaches to education are described in Herman and Pinard (2015), Cunningham (2017), and English (2017). Hitchcock (2022) describes Dewey’s creation of the term “critical thinking.” “Every great advance . . .” is from Dewey (1929, 310). The goals of the common school system are described in Paglayan (2024, 252–56). The expansion of secondary schools in the U.S. is described in Goldin and Katz (2009). “The free communication . . .” is from the Declaration of the Rights of Man and of the Citizen (1789 [2022]).

	Tolerating the Intolerant. “The more warmly . . .” and “One solution to . . .” are from Wolff (1965, 22). “The Refusal of . . .” is from Locke (1765, 63). “An absolute and . . .” is from Locke (1667 [2010], 90). “It does me . . .” is from Jefferson (1781 [1832], 166). “Monster of fanaticism” is from Voltaire (1763), quoted in Lacorne (2019, 33). “If we do . . .” and “We need not . . .” are from Popper (2008, 314–15). “My liberalism admits . . .” is from Creighton’s 1887 letter to Lord Acton (1905, 374).

	“The General Will Is Always Just.” “It follows from . . .” is from Rousseau (1762, 25).

	Dilemmas of a Changing World. The shares of Americans reporting in the 1973 GSS that homosexual sexual relations were “always wrong” and “almost always wrong” were 74 and 7 percent, respectively; in 2018, these shares were 32 and 4 percent (Davern et al., 2025). The shares of Americans reporting that they “strongly agree” or “agree” with gay marriage in the 1988 GSS were 5 and 7 percent, respectively; in 2024, these shares were 46 and 26 percent, respectively. These percentages are calculated by dividing the number of Americans reporting a given answer by the total number of Americans reporting valid answers.

	On rising migration from the Middle East to Europe, see Park (2015). The prominence and consequences of immigrant enclaves are explored in Portes and Manning (2006).

	The statistics on religious transmission between generations for Muslims and Catholics and on the share of women wearing a veil are from Drouhot et al. (2023). See Baldi (2021) for a detailed exploration of secular and religious tensions in Europe about the practice of veiling.

	Bursztyn et al. (2022) explore how economic crises result in scapegoating and antiminority behavior. “Rampant globalization is . . .” is from Le Pen’s speech after qualifying for the second round of the 2017 presidential election, quoted in Reuters (2017).

	On the goals of liberalism in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, see Girvetz and Minogue (2025). On the history of progressivism in the twentieth century, see J. Bell (2015).






Chapter 6: Pathway to Crisis



	Epigraphs. D. Bell (1973, 119); Ricardo (1951, 399–400).

	The account of the prosperity and decline of Lancaster, Ohio, is from B. Alexander (2017). “All-American town,” “anchor wives,” and “They sometimes wonder . . .” are from a 1947 Forbes article, quoted in Alexander on pages 33, 29, 22, and 25–26, respectively. “It wasn’t like . . .” is from Alexander (67).

	The Industrial Compact. “A major US problem: labor” is from Chamberlain (1946, 93). The average number of strikes involving over one thousand workers a year is computed from the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics (2025b), from 1950–55 and 2015–19, respectively. “The threat and promise of . . .” is from Leaver and Brown (1946). According to Achter (2025), McCarthyism rose to prominence in the 1950s.

	“There is only . . .” is from Vidal (1975, 62). Downs’s model of party competition is outlined in Downs (1957); for strong refutation of the model in recent research, see D. Lee et al. (2004).

	See Schofield (1987) on the instability of coalition governments in Europe and Brody et al. (2023) on trade unions in Europe.

	The dates of official U.S. recessions are from the Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis FRED (2025h). The volatility of crude oil prices is documented by the Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis FRED (2025g). Solimano (2020) highlights the higher frequency and severity of recessions in Europe, particularly southern Europe, and the effects of stagnation in the U.S. and Europe. The surveys about Americans’ confidence in their children’s future are from Roper Starch Worldwide, summarized in Ladd and Bowman (1998, 63).

	The Manufacturing Anchor. The shares of American workers employed in manufacturing in 1952 and 2019 are reported in K. Harris (2020). The number of titles globally available on Netflix is reported in Netflix (2023).

	The manufacturing wage premiums in the 1950s are calculated using 1 percent samples of the 1950 and 1960 censuses. The wage premiums for workers without a college degree are calculated using the same sources and confirm that noncollege workers have a larger manufacturing wage premium than college graduates; controlling for age and sex, the wage premium was 1.3 percent higher for noncollege workers in 1949 and 1.7 percent higher in 1959. See R. Hall (1982) on the importance of lifetime jobs. The number of workers with a high school degree or less working in the same job for more than fifteen years is computed by estimating the share of the civilian labor force that has no college degree and a tenure of fifteen or more years from Current Population Survey’s Job Tenure Supplements, and multiplying that number by the total civilian labor force, obtained from FRED (2025a).

	See Weber (2019) for more on Ford’s Rouge complex. D. Nye (2013, 24) documents that, of the 7,882 different jobs in a given Ford factory, 949 involved work requiring “able-bodied men.” Images of the 1950s equipment can be found in Wells and Villarroel (2025) and Rupp (2022); Scranton (2009) describes various mechanical tool innovations. Ramirez (2025) outlines the time-consuming hand-drafting process of developing new car parts. Allen (2019) describes tasks performed by automated equipment in car manufacturing and quality control. Keenan (1995) outlines the use of computer-assisted design tools in vehicle development. Hemmerle (2019) documents the use of AI in quality control by BMW.

	The share of labor in different sectors’ value added is computed using data from the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis (2025a). It is calculated as the ratio of nominal compensation of labor to nominal value added. The latter is defined as the value of gross output minus the value of intermediate inputs, both in current prices. See the replication package available on the author’s website for details. Labor productivity growth rates across sectors are computed using BEA data. They are calculated as the difference between the logarithm of growth rates of real value added and the logarithm of quality-adjusted hours of labor. The latter are defined as the average of the logarithm of growth rates of college and noncollege labor hours, each weighted with their shares of total labor compensation.

	“Every large workshop . . .” is from Thelwall (1796, 21).

	The share of unionized workers in manufacturing and all other private employers was computed from tables 39 and 155 in Dunlop and Shiskin’s (1975) BLS Handbook of Labor Statistics. Holmes (2006) documents the increased likelihood of unionization of nonmanufacturing workers in proximity to manufacturing labor unions. Van Noort (2024) highlights the connection between large shares of employment in manufacturing and democracy.

	Statistics on U.S. inflation-adjusted wage growth rates are, once again, calculated from 1 percent samples of the U.S. census in years prior to 2000 and from one-year American Community Survey (ACS) public-use data in later years (Ruggles et al., 2025). The sample includes all salaried and self-employed workers who were employed in the preceding calendar year. All statistics are computed using labor-supply weights. Wages are adjusted for inflation using the Consumer Price Index for All Urban Consumers (CPIAUCSL), obtained from FRED (2025b).

	Data on the share of labor in U.S. national income is computed as the share of national income paid as compensation of employees, according to the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis’s (2024b) National Income and Product Accounts. Sabadish and Mishel (2012) document the rise of executives’ and specialists’ compensation. The shares of national income earned by the richest 1 and 0.1 percent are from the World Inequality Database. Chetty et al. (2023) find that attending “Ivy Plus” colleges (including the Ivy League, Stanford University, Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Duke University, and University of Chicago) increases students’ likelihood of reaching the top 1 percent of the earnings distribution by 50 percent. Carnevale et al. (2015) find that the highest-paid majors in 2015 were among the STEM fields and that the top-paying majors earn $3.4 million more than the lowest-paying majors over a lifetime. Industry labor share data reported a little later in this section are also from the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis (2025a). These show that from 1981 to 2016, the labor share fell from 79 percent to 43 percent for the motor vehicle industry, 59 percent to 25 percent for chemical products, 80 percent to 62 percent for electrical equipment, 73 percent to 57 percent for primary metals, and 77 percent to 65 percent for fabricated metals.

	Goos et al. (2014) document similar patterns of job polarization in Western Europe, with the “middling” occupations declining across all countries. See also Acemoglu and Autor (2011). Katz and Autor (1999) document increases in overall wage inequality and skill differentials in most OECD countries in the 1980s and 1990s, although they were smaller than in the U.S. and U.K.

	“No Demand for Labour.” On the effects of automation on employment and wages, see Acemoglu and Autor (2011), Acemoglu and Restrepo (2018, 2019b), and Autor, Levy, and Murnane (2003). Acemoglu and Restrepo (2019b, 2020c, 2022b) and Autor and Salomons (2018) empirically document that automation reduces labor’s share of value added in the industries where it originates. See Acemoglu (2001) for a discussion of general skill-biased technological changes. See Acemoglu and Johnson (2024a) for an account of the mechanization of textiles and the decline in weavers’ wages.

	On Babbage’s imagination of automation tools, see Roncaglia (2017, 120). Carlsson (1984, 100–108) provides a historical account of numerically controlled machinery. The development of software automating office tasks is described in Haigh (2006). Gasparetto and Scalera (2019) describe the development of industrial robots in the twentieth century.

	The prevalence of industrial robots relative to workers is from Acemoglu and Restrepo (2022a) for the whole world and from Acemoglu, Koster, and Ozgen (2023) for only the United States. The labor share in the manufacturing sector in 1981 is computed from the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis (2025a).

	Acemoglu and Restrepo (2022b) document the impact of automation on blue-collar employment and wages and compute the overall effects of automation on U.S. wage inequality. They estimate that, depending on the specification, between 50 and 70 percent of changes in between-group wage inequality from 1980 to 2016 were due to automation.

	The relative wage of car manufacturing jobs to other industries for workers without a college degree in the 1960s is computed from 1 percent samples of the U.S. decennial censuses. The number of workers employed in the auto industry is obtained by computing the share of workers in automobile manufacturing with a high school education or less from the 1 percent sample of the 1960 decennial U.S. census and the one-year 2010 ACS, respectively, and applying that share to the total number of full-time and part-time employees, obtained from the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis (2025b). The prevalence of on-the-job training in automotive companies is documented in Durkin and Clague (1953) and Murnane and Levy (1996). Hufford (2019) describes the falling demand for blue-collar workers in manufacturing.

	Acemoglu and Autor (2011) document the automation of factory and clerical jobs. Statistics on middle-class occupations are computed from samples of the 1970 and 1990 decennial censuses and the 2017 ACS. The set of middle-class occupations is defined as the occupations that make up the employment-weighted middle third of the mean wage distribution in 1989. See also Acemoglu and Johnson (2023). Goos et al. (2014) show that this finding holds across various economies in the industrialized world. Acemoglu and Restrepo (2022b) document the rising returns to specialized skills and the declining wages of noncollege workers driven by automation.

	The average annual labor productivity growth in manufacturing was 3.9 percent from 1980 to 2007 and 2.2 percent from 1950 to 1980. This is calculated using the same procedure described in the “The Manufacturing Anchor” section.

	Cost Disease and Manual Work. See Baumol and Bowen (1965), Campbell (2024), and Baumol (2012) for more on Baumol’s cost disease. Duernecker et al. (2023) document the role of Baumol’s cost disease in decreasing American productivity following World War II, while Hubmer (2023) discusses its inequality implications. The effects of the Baumol mechanism on inequalities are also estimated in Acemoglu and Restrepo (2022b). Autor, Levy, and Murnane (2003) document the effect of technology on routine and nonroutine tasks (see also Acemoglu and Autor, 2011). Data on employment in different industries in 1980 and 2023 are from the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis (2025b). The share of college-educated workers in various industries is computed from the 1 percent sample of the 1980 census from the public-use file of the 2023 one-year ACS. Henderson and Safir (2018) report that from 1888 to the 1910s, the average family spent $238.66 on food out of $527.94 in total spending, accounting for 45 percent of spending. See Zeballos and Sinclair (2025) for the same number for 2024. The fraction of total consumption expenditure spent on goods from various industries from 1960 to 1969 and 2015 to 2019 is calculated using the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis (2024b) National Income and Product Accounts.

	“Chinese Imports Decimating U.S. Industries.” Autor, Dorn, and Hanson (2016) document the effect of the China trade shock on U.S. manufacturing and labor markets. The policy changes enabling the China shock are described in Lincicome and Anand (2023). Statistics on U.S. job losses from Chinese competition are from Acemoglu, Autor, Dorn, Hanson, and Price (2016). “The viability of . . .” and “flooded the global market” are from a 2024 media conference held by Yellen, quoted in Lawder (2024). Ebenstein et al. (2017) describe the effect of offshoring to low-wage countries on the wages of U.S. workers. Mogstad et al. (2025, 15) document the higher and more stable rates of union coverage and lower inequality in Nordic countries relative to the U.S., while Kaeser (2017) highlights the retraining of workers for digital manufacturing in certain German firms. Handel (2012) documents the decline of blue-collar jobs in OECD countries.

	The New Geography of Jobs. See Olalere (2024) for Ford’s and General Motors’ establishment in Detroit, Michigan. Ledebur and Taylor (2008) provide background on Akron, Ohio. The production of spark plugs in Dayton, Ohio, is described in daytonhistorybooks.com/spark.html. See Bourque (2009) for automobile employment and population statistics in Flint, Michigan. On production in Muncie, Indiana, see Barkey (2002). Hossli (2007) describes automobile production in Anderson, Indiana. For production in Kenosha, Wisconsin, see Reuters (2009), and in Janesville, Wisconsin, see Goldstein (2018). Berube and Murray (2018) document the growth of factories in smaller cities and towns. See Acemoglu and Restrepo (2020a) for exposure to automation in Defiance, Ohio, and Isaac (2023) for Beaumont, Texas. Autor and Hanson (2025) describe the decline of manufacturing in Martinsville, Virginia, and High Point, North Carolina, while Mullin (2020) and Goodman (2024) describe the effect of Chinese import competition on manufacturing in North Carolina more broadly. See Moretti (2012) for more on the changing geography of jobs.

	Charles et al. (2019) find that manufacturing decline in local areas in the 2000s led to large and persistent negative effects on local labor market outcomes.

	The share of U.S. personal income in small towns in 1969 and 2023 is computed from Pate and Failor (1975, 33) and the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis (2024b), respectively. Using the same sources, the share of U.S. personal income in the largest metropolitan areas (New York/New Jersey, Chicago, Boston, Los Angeles, San Francisco, Miami, Atlanta, Washington, DC, Riverside, Dallas–Fort Worth, and Philadelphia) was 27 percent in 1969 and 32 percent in 2023. Millsap (2018) reports that Dayton, Ohio’s population dropped from around 270,000 in the 1960s to 140,000 in the 2010s. Bourque (2009) highlights that Flint, Michigan’s population declined from 190,000 in the 1970s to around 110,000 in the 2000s. Glaeser and Gyourko (2025) document rising prices in U.S. metropolitan cities.

	The wages of noncollege workers and college graduates in the sixteen largest metropolitan areas are computed from the March supplement to the CPS (Flood et al., 2025). They are adjusted for inflation using the PCEPI, obtained from FRED (2025d). These sixteen largest metropolitan areas are New York City, Chicago, Boston, LA, San Francisco, Miami, Atlanta, Washington, DC, Riverside, Dallas–Fort Worth, Philadelphia, San Jose, Houston, Seattle, Phoenix, and Minneapolis.

	Autor, Dorn, and Hanson (2019) document the effect of disappearing manufacturing jobs on men’s marriage rates and premature mortality and the share of unwed mothers. Elser et al. (2019) highlight the effect of layoffs in the aluminum industry on mental health. On “deaths of despair,” see Case and Deaton (2020). O’Brien, Bair, and Venkataramani (2022) document the effect of automation on rising mortality due to “deaths of despair.” J. Nye (2025) reports that mortality among American adults was 70 percent higher in 2023 than in the early 2000s. Dehry and Krueger (2023) report that the United States has exceptionally poor survival outcomes among high-income countries.

	See Aronczyk and Longoria (2022) and Hage and Klauda (1989) for the story of Hormel in Austin, Minnesota. Couture and Handbury (2023) highlight the rise of educational sorting in U.S. cities.

	Papoutsaki et al. (2020) explore the implications of rising internal migration for social mobility in the United Kingdom, while Bekhtiar (2024) documents the effect of industrial robots on internal migration and rural decline in Austria and contextualizes this trend across Europe.

	Monopoly. See Eeckhout (2022) and Philippon (2019) on the increasingly important role of monopolies in the U.S. economy. Scott and Spadavecchia (2023) describe the monopolistic and oligopolistic practices of Ford, General Motors, General Electric, and Standard Oil, while Kobrick (n.d.) describes AT&T, and Reback (2007) describes U.S. Steel and Carnegie Steel. “[Monopoly] commands the price . . .” is from Sherman’s remarks to the Senate on March 21, 1890.

	Standard Oil’s market capitalization in 1912 is from Taylor (2017) and is price-adjusted to 2025 dollars using In 2013 Dollars’ CPI Inflation Calculator. The market capitalization rates of Alphabet, Amazon, Microsoft, NVIDIA, and Apple on January 17, 2025, are from Companies Market Cap (2025a, 2025b, 2025e, 2025f, 2025c). On the same date and from the same source (2025d, 2025g), Meta’s and Tesla’s market capitalizations were $1.55 trillion and $1.37 trillion, respectively. UnitedHealth’s market share in 2023 is from E. Walker (2025). The market share of the four largest airlines as of April 2025 is from the U.S. Bureau of Transportation Statistics (2025). The total market share of the four largest banking groups in 2025 is calculated by dividing the sum of their reported assets, obtained from the Federal Financial Institutions Examination Council National Information Center (2025) by the total value of assets insured by the FDIC, obtained from the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation (2025). Paradis et al. (2025) identify McKinsey, Boston Consulting Group, and Bain as the largest and most dominant management consulting firms. Comcast’s market share is calculated by dividing the number of Comcast’s domestic video customers in 2025, obtained from Comcast Corporation (2024), by the total number of cable TV subscriptions in 2025, obtained from IBISWorld Inc. (2025). The market shares of AT&T, T-Mobile, and Verizon as of December 31, 2024, obtained from P. Bell (2025), were 27 percent, 34 percent, and 35 percent, respectively. Feldman et al. (2021) describe how the concentration of monopolies’ headquarters and high-paying jobs in large cities has left other places behind and led to spatial polarization. Murambinda (2024) describes the benefits at Google, and Sainato (2023) emphasizes the grueling working conditions at Amazon.

	Political Economy of Inequality. On deregulation during the Thatcher–Reagan revolution, see Cooper (2012, 136–79). See Phillips-Fein (2009), Gerstle (2018, 248–49), and Acemoglu and Johnson (2023) for discussions of the conservative counterreaction to the New Deal order.

	Reagan’s first speech as president to conservative activists was on March 20, 1981, at the Conservative Political Action Conference Dinner. “A massive and . . .” is from Simon (1978, 229). Dunleavy and O’Leary (1987, 92–93) highlight the importance of liberal values in the politics of the New Right, embodied by Reagan and Thatcher. Beckerman (2023) and Robinson (1986) document that the welfare state was not fully rolled back by Reagan or Thatcher.

	Gerstle (2018, 257) describes the continuation of the neoliberal order by the center Left through Bill Clinton’s presidency. Lynn (2017) traces the changing approach to antitrust led by Robert Bork and other conservative judges, which led to greater corporate concentration. Ash et al. (2022) estimate the effects of this and other conservative ideas on federal judges’ rulings across a number of issues.

	Feiner and Heath (2025) describe the antitrust trial between Meta and the Federal Trade Commission, in which Meta was accused of illegally monopolizing the social network market in acquiring Instagram and WhatsApp. Although the case was dismissed, Gennaro (2024) documents that Alphabet was sued for using monopoly power to dominate the GPS navigation market by purchasing Waze, while C. Collins (2024) argues that the online video market would be much more vibrant without Google’s acquisition of YouTube. The combined market share of Bank of America, JPMorganChase, Citibank, and Wells Fargo in 2000 was calculated by dividing the sum of their assets, obtained from their SEC filings or annual reports, by the total value of assets insured by the FDIC in that year, obtained from Tanoue (2000). This calculation for 2025 was previously explained in the “Monopoly” section.

	For a thorough account of Reagan’s and Thatcher’s approaches to unions, including the PATCO strike and the reactions of private businesses, see Cooper (2012, 117–35).

	The U.S. unionization rate in 1946 and 1980 is obtained from Mishel and Schieder (2016) and Adams (1985, 26) and aligns with the numbers reported in R. Freeman (1998, 292–93). “Peril to national safety” is from Reagan’s remarks on the PATCO strike, quoted in Romero (2011). The number of work stoppages in the 1970s, 1980s, and 2010s is from the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics (2025b). The U.S. union membership rate in 2024 is also obtained from the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics (2025c). C. Gordon (2012) highlights the connection between union decline and rising inequality.

	Choice and Necessity in Technology. The overall conceptual structure of this section is from Acemoglu and Restrepo (2018) and Acemoglu and Johnson (2023). Turner (2006, 103) describes the countercultural values of decentralization advocated for by Bay Area computer programmers in the 1960s and 1970s. Blanchet et al. (2022) find that between 1980 and 2017, the European top 1 percent pretax income share rose from 8 percent to 11 percent, while in the United States the share rose from 11 percent to 21 percent. Krueger et al. (2010) report a sharp contrast between the significant increase in the skill premium in the U.S., the U.K., Canada, and Mexico from the 1980s compared to continental European countries, where the skill premium largely declined or remained the same. Friedrich et al. (2021) report that real earnings gains were similar for highly educated and low-educated workers in Sweden from 1985 to 2015. Katz and Autor (1999) report that educational/occupational skill differentials in France fell in the 1970s and remained stable in the 1980s. Bennett and Salvanes (2023) find that although wages have grown across all groups, the increase has been slightly steeper among individuals with higher levels of education.

	Acemoglu and Restrepo (2022a) report that in 2014, there were 8.4 industrial robots per thousand industrial workers in the U.S., compared to 17.1 in Germany. Woessner et al. (2017) describe the importance of work councils and labor unions in Germany and attribute to this the small impact of industrial robots on German employment. Acemoglu and Pischke (1998) and Eddy (2024) describe the German apprenticeship system and retraining efforts. The European Monitor of Industrial Ecosystems (2017) provides an overview of Germany’s Industry 4.0 program; CEDEFOP (2019) and Krzywdzinski (2021) describe Germany’s nationwide training program, Apprentice for Industry 4.0, to prepare workers for continuing digitization. Evidence that more unionized firms are more likely to upskill blue-collar workers for technical work is from Dauth et al. (2021).

	Hall (2025a) describes Douglas Engelbart’s inventions. “Boosting mankind’s capacity . . .” is described as Engelbart’s long-term goal by the Foresight Institute (2013). Iwatsuki (2025) emphasizes the importance of the responses of corporate organizations to new technology in Japan to explain new technologies’ more moderate effects on equality there. Bender (2024) argues that Swedish industries provide an example of workers benefiting from automation and AI when industrial relations allow them to influence the process. Nosratabadi et al. (2023) report that Finland’s and the Netherlands’ processes of digital transformation have been the most socially sustainable of all EU countries. See also the discussion in Acemoglu and Johnson (2023).






Chapter 7: Postindustrial Politics



	Epigraphs. Trilling (1976, ix); Sandel (2020, 227).

	The Rise of a New Elite. Domhoff (2020) examines the balance of power in the twentieth century, with special attention to the role of corporations and organized professional bodies. The interpretation that New Deal politics relied on the coalition of organized labor, Dixiecrats, and left-leaning experts builds on Katznelson (2013). C. Bryan (2010) provides a short biography of Oliver Wendell Holmes and describes the perception of him in the Boston medical community. In the official History of the Department of Labor, 1913– 1988, MacLaury (1988) describes how experts formed coalitions with labor leaders to propose and influence policies under Roosevelt. “Occupy positions in . . .” is from Mills (1956 [1959], 3).

	“A Change in the Scope of Public Responsibility.” Acemoglu and Robinson (2000, 2006) develop the role of the threat of revolution in prompting political transitions to democracy. Meskill (2018, 20, 22) records the history of the German labor market leading up to World War II in chapter 1 of Optimizing the German Workforce: Labor Administration from Bismarck to the Economic Miracle. “The real grievance . . .” is from Bismarck (1884). J. Smith (2009) examines the development of the New Deal and key legislation discussed in this chapter in Building New Deal Liberalism. “The New Deal . . .” is from Humphrey (1970). Brands (2008) argues that dangers to U.S. democracy and the depth of the Great Depression drove Roosevelt to endorse the creation of more supportive government institutions, despite his elite upbringing. H. M. (1960) reports that the policy priorities of the Johnson administration in the 1960s heavily relied on inputs from experts. Wagner (2006) explains how Eisenhower incorporated the regulatory approach of the New Deal into his administration. Rung (1999) documents that the Nixon administration strengthened aspects of the administrative state’s operations.

	Politics Shifts Shape. In 1950, the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) (2025) reports that 6.2 percent of the 88.3 million Americans age twenty-five and over (U.S. Census Bureau, 1955), attained a bachelor’s degree or higher, totaling 5.4 million Americans. In 2023, the NCES (2025) reports that 38.3 percent of the 242 million Americans age twenty-five and over, estimated by the census in the 2023 ACS, attained a bachelor’s degree or higher, comprising 92.6 million Americans.

	Wage premiums for college degree holders relative to those with a high school diploma are computed using the 1 percent sample of the U.S. 1940 and 1980 censuses; the mean wage for workers with four years of college education is divided by the mean wage of workers with high school diplomas in each year. The difference in earnings between workers in manual and professional occupations is calculated using the same 1 percent 1940 and 1980 census samples and the 2023 ACS. Results using median wages are similar. Manual workers include clerical workers, craftsmen, operators, construction workers, production/repair occupations, and certain transport occupations. Professional workers include white-collar employees, technical workers (excluding entertainment and religious professionals), managers, engineers, scientists, medical professionals, and technicians.

	Prestige has fallen for several occupational categories predominantly occupied by noncollege workers. In a 1947 NORC poll (Hodge et al., 1964), respondents’ modal view was that store clerk, taxi driver, and restaurant cook were all occupations of average prestige. By the 2010s, Hughes et al. (2024) find that all of those occupations now have below-average prestige. The 1972 GSS indicates that workers without a college degree held jobs with an average occupational prestige score of 40 (where prestige is graded on a scale from 0 to 100), compared to 43 for college-educated workers. By 2018, this score was 38 for noncollege workers and rose to 48 for college graduates. Similar trends can be seen in the U.K., where occupations such as store or office clerk once had an average occupational prestige (Davies, 1952) and now are ranked below average (Newlands and Lutz, 2024).

	Katz and Autor (1999), Acemoglu (2002a), and Acemoglu and Autor (2011) document the rise of skill-biased technological change in the twentieth century and the resultant increase in demand for college-educated workers. Duernecker et al. (2023) document the role of Baumol’s cost disease in decreasing American productivity following World War II.

	Since the 1950s, the worldviews of college and noncollege groups have diverged substantially. In a 1984 Gallup Organization and Newsweek magazine poll, nearly 70 percent of college and noncollege individuals agreed that there were too many immigrants from at least one region of the world. In the 2006 GSS, that number stayed about the same for those without a college degree, 64 percent, while those with college degrees grew more tolerant: 45 percent believed there were too many immigrants. Religious nonattendance has diverged by educational attainment for whites. The share of respondents who never attend religious services rose from 23 percent to 28 percent for college-educated respondents and 19 percent to 36 percent for noncollege respondents in 2024, according to GSS, relative to a 1963 Gallup Organization poll. For women with a high school degree, divorce rates increased from 35 to 38 percent from the 1970s to 1990s, and for those without a high school degree, they rose from 38 to 46 percent (Martin, 2006). In contrast, for women with a college degree, they have fallen dramatically, from 29 to 17 percent. Additionally, health outcomes have diverged significantly by educational attainment over the last four decades. Moreover, while mortality rates are increasing for those without a college degree, this trend appears to be true only for the United States among developed nations. Compared to 1992, there were 234 more age-adjusted deaths per 100,000 adults without a college degree relative to those with a college degree by 2019 (Case and Deaton, 2023). Among young people, deaths of despair play a significant role. In the 1972 GSS, 87 percent of those with a college degree reported being pretty happy or very happy with things, compared to 83 percent of those without a college degree. In 2024, those numbers were 85 and 76 percent. Parker et al. (2022) report that Americans with a college degree are more likely than those with less education to say that it’s extremely or very important to use a person’s new name or pronouns when referring to them, while Americans without a college degree are the most likely to say that society has gone too far in accepting transgender people.

	The Working Class, Abandoned. Bound and Turner (2002) estimate that “among white men born between 1920 and the middle of 1926, who would have turned 18 between 1938 and 1944, the proportion serving from each quarter year of birth held nearly steady at about 75 percent, with a peak of 81 percent in the fourth quarter of 1921.” Collins and Zimran (2025) report that younger World War II veterans were almost 10 percentage points more likely to attend school than nonveterans, emphasizing positive educational selection into military service.

	Wehrle (2005, 109–26) documents that organized labor leadership, particularly AFL-CIO president George Meany, tolerated the Vietnam War and suppressed rank-and-file dissent in exchange for Lyndon Johnson’s support of the labor movement. Numerous university histories, including those of the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill (Digital Literacy and Communications Lab, University of North Carolina, 225 Anniversary Timeline, n.d.) and Vassar College (Vassar Encyclopedia, n.d.), document that small groups of students and intellectuals began protests of the U.S. involvement in Vietnam following combat troop deployment as early as 1962. Card and Lemieux (2002) use data from the 1973 Occupational Change in a Generation Survey to estimate the likelihood of military service among college and noncollege men. Serratore (2020) relates that days after the Kent State shooting, tensions emerged as construction workers physically attacked antiwar protesters. The National Labor Relations Board (n.d.) documents the evolution of union power and federal labor laws in the United States in the 1950s and 1960s.

	In U.S. House of Representatives elections from 1970 to 1978, American National Election Studies (2021) data indicates that a mean of 60 percent of American voters without a college degree voted for Democrats, while 44 percent of voters with a college degree voted for Democrats. That is reversed today: 48 percent of American voters without a college degree voted for Democrats while 60 percent of those with a college degree did so. Election vote shares for the U.K., France, and Germany are obtained from the World Political Cleavages and Inequality Database (n.d.). Kuziemko et al. (2023) use survey data from the American National Election Study, the General Social Survey, the Cooperative Congressional Election Study, Gallup, and others to document the educational divergence of political preferences between less-educated voters and the Democratic Party at large since the 1970s and 1980s. In figure 5, the authors show that while both parties have historically drawn disproportionately from Ivy League backgrounds, Republicans once had a greater share of congressional representatives (up to about a third), but this trend reversed in the late 1970s. In figure 4, the authors report that Democrats rely far more than Republicans on primary campaign donations from more educated, often out-of-district, voters. For more on the “Watergate babies,” see chapter 14 of Stoller (2020). “The bottom line . . .” is from Al From’s (2013, 120) account of the rise of the Democratic Leadership Committee. The full text of Bernie Sanders’s November 6, 2024, postelection tweet is as follows: “It should come as no great surprise that a Democratic Party which has abandoned working class people would find that the working class has abandoned them. While the Democratic leadership defends the status quo, the American people are angry and want change. And they’re right.”

	Galston and Karmarck (2025) argue that polarizing cultural issues, including transgender rights, gender discrimination, and race, have increasingly alienated voters from the Democratic Party. Longuet-Marx (2025) estimates that moving toward the center on cultural issues would lead to a significant increase in noncollege votes for Democrats. “The party of . . .” is a quotation of a 1976 article by Pat Buchanan in Phillips-Fein (2009, 216).

	See Rose (2021, 112–14) on Samuel Francis and other right-wing thinkers who have become more influential today. Francis (1997) argues for Republicans to embrace a culture war, what he calls a “Middle American Revolution,” in order to mobilize the political influence of nonelite Americans, who he argues have been betrayed by the liberal establishment. The share of white June 1984 poll respondents who thought there were too many immigrants then entering the U.S. from each of any of the following areas (European countries, African countries, Latin American countries, Asian countries) was 69 percent among those without a college degree and 70 percent among those with a college degree (Gallup Organization, 1984). By 2008, 63 percent of GSS respondents without a college degree and 42 percent of respondents with a college degree thought immigration should be “decreased a little” or “decreased a lot.” Black (1978) and Kuziemko and Washington (2018) document declining support for the Democratic Party in the South in the 1960s and 1970s and link this to the Republican Southern strategy and Democratic messaging on race. On polarization during Gingrich’s speakership, see Theriault (2013) and Zelizer (2020).

	“How Can the Polls Be Neck and Neck?” The share of college graduates living in the average college graduate’s census tract are computed from NHGIS Historical Tables (Schroeder et al., 2025). In 1970, this number was 22 percent. By 2021, it had grown to 46 percent, an increase of 24 percentage points. The share of college graduates living in the average noncollege resident’s neighborhood increased by less, about 18 percentage points, from 11 percent to 29 percent.

	The likelihood of same-education-level marriage is calculated using the 1970 1 percent decennial metro1 and metro2 census samples and 2023 ACS five-year sample. Among married individuals, the probability of an individual with exactly four years of college being married to another individual who also attained exactly four years of college education was 27 percent in 1970 and 42 percent in 2023. The share of people with at most a high school degree who are married to someone with exactly four years of college education increased from 5 percent in 1970 to 12.5 percent in 2021 (a 7.5 percentage point increase, compared with the 15 percentage point increase for marriages between college graduates). The probability that an individual with postcollege education (i.e., having more than four years of college education) was married to another individual with postcollege education was 26 percent in 1970 and 44 percent in 2023, among those who are married. In comparison, the share of Americans without a college degree married to someone with postcollege education (as defined above) increased from 2 percent in 1970 to 6 percent in 2021 (a 4 percentage point increase, compared with the 18 percentage point increase for marriages between people with postcollege education). The studies documenting the negative attitudes of the higher educated toward the less educated in the U.K., U.S., Belgium, and the Netherlands are in Kuppens et al. (2018).

	“How can the polls . . .” is from a September 2004 interview of Arthur Miller by Solomon. Between 1973 and 2018, the share of GSS respondents with trust in the press fell from almost 25 percent to about 10 percent. From 1973 to 2024, the share of respondents with “a great deal of confidence” in the U.S. Supreme Court fell from 31 percent to 18 percent. In the 2012 GSS, a majority of white respondents reported disagreeing or strongly disagreeing with the statement “The average citizen has considerable influence on politics.” All GSS shares are computed using sample weights. Dunn (2020) shows that in the summer of 2020, 38 percent of Trump supporters and 35 percent of Biden supporters had no friends who supported the opposing presidential candidate. On Fox News misinformation, see DellaVigna and Kaplan (2007) and Martin and Yurukoglu (2017).

	Waning Solidarity. Cox (2021) records that people’s reported number of friends has declined significantly. Leveton et al. (1995) estimate that around 5 percent of the eligible American blood donor population gave blood in the 1990s; in 2021, Kracalik et al. (2023) estimate the share to have been around 3 percent. Putnam and Garrett (2020, 193, 98) examine the decline of communal rhetoric such as “community,” “agreement,” and “unity” and the collective “we” in The Upswing: How America Came Together a Century Ago and How We Can Do It Again.

	Low-college-education neighborhoods are defined as the bottom quartile of U.S. counties by college degree attainment, which are those where about 17 percent or fewer residents hold college degrees. Teen pregnancy rates are calculated as births to mothers ages fifteen to nineteen per one thousand females, weighted by the population share of females ages fifteen to nineteen. In 1972, teen pregnancy rates in low-college-education counties, as previously defined, were 45 percent higher than in all other counties, using data from the National Vital Statistics System by the U.S. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention National Center for Health Statistics (2025c). In 2020, teen pregnancy rates in those counties were 93 percent higher than in all other counties, as calculated using data from D. Khan et al. (2025) at the National Center for Health Statistics. Out-of-wedlock birth rates are calculated using the U.S. CDC National Vital Statistics System’s 1978 and 2023 Natality Public Use Files. The share of out-of-wedlock births for mothers without a bachelor’s degree was 50 percent in 2016 and 19 percent in 1978. For mothers with a bachelor’s degree, 11 and 2 percent of births were out of wedlock in 2023 and 1978, respectively. Opioid-related death rates are calculated using the U.S. CDC National Vital Statistics System’s Mortality Multiple Cause of Death Public Use Files from 2023 and 1989. In 2023, 4 percent of all deaths of individuals without a college degree were opioid related, compared to less than 1 percent of deaths of individuals with a college degree. In 1989, less than 1 percent of deaths were opioid overdose related for both college and noncollege individuals. For more on class divisions in America since the 1960s, see Murray (2012).

	Presidential election voter turnout is calculated using data from the National Neighborhood Data Archive (NaNDA): Voter Registration, Turnout, and Partisanship by County, United States, 2004–2022 (Clary et al., 2022) for the 2010s and from Clubb et al. (2006) for 1972. Working-class neighborhoods are defined as the counties with the lowest quartile of residents with a college education. Lester (2011) argues that the ability of unions to develop social solidarity has been instrumental to their participation in the civic sphere.

	A Cultural Denominator. Education and occupation wage premia are averages computed from the U.S. decennial census for years prior to 2000 and annual ACS data for later years. Blue-collar workers are defined as those in all jobs not included in (1) engineering, computer, and related occupations, law, medicine, and top management or (2) nonuniversity teaching and white-collar office jobs. Sandel (2020) describes surveys reporting disparate views on meritocracy by economic background.

	A 2011 survey of Occupy website visitors, a quarter of whom had participated in protests, found that 92 percent of respondents had graduated from or attended college and 48 percent earned less than $24,999 a year (Cordero-Guzman, 2011). In response to the Occupy Wall Street movement, ABC News (“‘Occupy a Desk’ Job Fair Comes to Zuccotti Park,” 2011) reports that a small group of counterprotesters held “Occupy a Desk” signs and organized an “Occupy a Desk All American Job Fest Expo” in Zuccotti Park. Langbert (2018) finds that among faculty with a recorded party affiliation in voter registration data, Republicans comprise just 38 percent of engineering faculty, 3 percent of humanities faculty, and 8 percent of social science faculty.

	Tech- Sector Values. The shares of innovators in information and communications technology and electronics and electrical equipment are calculated as the share of U.S. utility patents issued between 2018 and 2023 using U.S. Patent and Trademark Office (2025) data: 29 and 23 percent respectively. The share of engineers working in ICT and electronics and electrical equipment is computed from the Bureau of Labor Statistics’ Occupational Employment and Wage Statistics (2024). On the cultural values and beliefs of the tech sector, see Ferenstein (2017). The Joint Venture Silicon Valley Institute for Regional Studies (2024) poll finds that almost twice as many tech workers agree that “the success of Silicon Valley’s tech companies benefits everyone in the region” (63 percent) compared to nontech workers (36 percent), excluding the spouses of tech workers. Graham (2024) builds on a talk given by Airbnb cofounder Brian Chesky (Patel, 2024) where he describes two main types of management styles: manager mode, where workers are left to do their jobs with a clear organizational hierarchy, and founder’s mode, where leaders take a hands-on approach and consistently get in the weeds of their organization’s operational work.






Chapter 8: Social Engineering



	Epigraphs. Scott (1998, 4); Peirce (1877).

	The history of China’s Cultural Revolution is from Branigan (2023). Also see Branigan (12, 27, 27, 31, 31, 174, 45, 218, 177) for the following: “Our society is . . . ,” “The control was . . . ,” “If you dared . . . ,” “Wherever we saw . . . ,” “read Chairman Mao’s . . . ,” “There is in . . . ,” “Why I could . . . ,” and “It turned people . . .” Wang (n.d.) describes Mao’s urging of the Red Guards to “Be violent!”

	A Softer Straitjacket. Campus deplatforming trends are based on data for 1998–2024 from the Foundation for Individual Rights and Expression’s (FIRE) (2025b) Campus Deplatforming Database. The statistics on students’ acceptance of violence to stop undesirable campus speech are from FIRE’s 2026 College Free Speech Rankings (2025a). See Flaherty (2021) for coverage of the cancellation of Dorian Abbot’s John Carlson Lecture. “People as members . . .” and “drove many of . . .” are from Abbot and Marinovic’s (2021) Newsweek editorial on diversity, equity, and inclusion. “If liberty means . . .” is from Orwell (1972).

	In a 2023 Pew Research Center poll, 52 percent of employed respondents reported trainings or meetings on DEI at their workplace (Minkin, 2023). A 2020 Knight Foundation and Gallup report found that most college students believe DEI efforts “frequently” (27 percent) or “occasionally” (49 percent) conflict with speech rights, compared to 19 percent who say it “rarely” happens and 5 percent who say it “never” happens. In a representative survey of British workers carried out by the Free Speech Union (T. Harris, 2024), 65 percent of employees reported having undergone diversity training by a current or previous employer. Notably, 62 percent of workers said they had had to conceal what they really think about the training, and 22 percent reported being compelled to say things they didn’t really believe. “You cannot question . . .” is a quotation of an anonymous University of Michigan professor in the FIRE 2024 faculty survey report (Honeycutt, 2024).

	Details of UC Berkeley’s life science faculty search process are in Heald and Wildermuth (2019). Ibram X. Kendi’s books have proved highly controversial; since 2020, many of Kendi’s books have been targeted by Republican school book-banning efforts; from July 1, 2021, to March 31, 2022, three of his titles were subject to ten bans in six districts, making him one of the most banned authors in the country (Pen America, 2022). Fensterwald (2025a, 2025b) documents the passage of Assembly Bill 101 and the contentious efforts of school boards across California to adopt ethnic studies courses. Various school boards have been sued for failing to involve the public when designing the ethnic studies curricula, some of which have been criticized as anti-Semitic by Jewish advocacy groups. Jacobson (2015) reports that the director of the American Textbook Council describes the impact of Howard Zinn’s A People’s History of the United States as “prodigious and unparalleled.” As of July 2025, the Zinn Education Project (2025) reports that over 170,000 educators have registered to receive emails with teaching materials based on A People’s History.

	On The New York Times’s dismissal of journalists and editors for controversial professional judgments and views, see Dugyala (2020), Gabbatt (2021), and B. Smith (2021). In 2021, The Economist reports that hundreds of academics signed an open letter criticizing British gender-critical philosopher Kathleen Stock’s nomination to the Order of the British Empire and that Canadian associate professor of anthropology Kathleen Lowrey was removed as undergraduate department chair in 2021 after student complaints about gender-critical posters on her office door (“A Backlash Against Gender Ideology Is Starting in Universities,” 2021). On the spread of right-wing violence on social media, Müller and Schwarz (2021) document that higher Twitter use in a county was associated with a sizable increase in anti-Muslim hate crimes after the 2016 presidential primaries.

	“A New Cultural Unity.” The concept of legibility and “Establishing uniform standards . . .” are from James C. Scott’s (1998, 90) Seeing Like a State.

	“War is Peace.” “The most savage . . .” is from Plato (360 BC). “Educate and inform” is from a letter written by Thomas Jefferson (1787) to James Madison. For additional context on the mandate of heaven and the Qing dynasty, consult Sheposh (2023) and Kyle Crossley (2000), respectively. “Power is the tearing” and “War is Peace . . .” are from Orwell (1949, 203, 15). “The right understanding . . .” is from Kafka (1925 [2024], 186). See Rees (2004) for a review of the history of the Politburo in Soviet rule.

	Supply and Demand for Social Engineering. Amnesty International (2015) describes the Stasi’s surveillance network as one of the largest physical surveillance networks in history. “If you want . . .” is from Orwell (1949, 213). Quantitative data on the number of teachers in France in 1800 is scarce. I use the number of schools in 1833 as an upper bound. Montalbo (2021) reports that there were around 57 public schools per 100 municipalities on average within each district in 1833. Assuming that there were roughly 35,000 municipalities at the time, I estimate that there were at most 20,000 public schools in France in 1833, and likely fewer schools in 1800. Levasseur (1900, 262) reports that France had about 150,000 teachers in the 1897–98 academic year. The number of teachers in the U.K. in 1900 is calculated using data from Bolton (2012, 3): 34,300 elementary schools with 154 pupils each and 42 pupils per teacher, meaning approximately 125,000 elementary teachers, and 969 secondary schools with an average of 172 pupils each and 16 pupils per teacher, meaning about 10,000 secondary teachers; thus, there were approximately 135,000 teachers in 1900. Owing to the informality of education prior to the 1900s in Britain, estimates of the number of teachers in Britain in 1800 are imprecise. Tompson (1966) suggests there were about 700 schools in 1800. If enrollment and teacher-to-pupil ratios were similar to those in 1900, though they were likely lower, then there would have been approximately 2,500 teachers. In any case, the number is very likely under 10,000. In sum, I estimate the number of teachers in Britain in 1800 to have been similar to that in contemporaneous France.

	Goghari and Kusi (2023) provide an overview of the caste system and its history. “Study, teaching, performing . . .” is from Kautilya (1951, 6).

	“Reconstruct Society on an Imaginary Plan.” “In each case . . .” is from Scott (1998, 2). Kenez (1999) explores the violence and pressure exerted by the Soviet Union’s five-year plans. Schmadel (2003) documents the origins of the asteroid Pyatiletka’s naming. “They would reconstruct . . .” is from a translation of Pierre-Joseph Proudhon’s “Q’est-ce que c’est la propriété?” and is quoted by Daniel Guérin (1970, 15–16) in Anarchism: From Theory to Practice and then referenced by Scott (342).

	Catholic Engineering. See chapter 10 of Holland (2019) for the story of Master Konrad and “so many heretics. . . .” “If you want . . .” is from Matthew 19:21 (New International Version), “It is easier . . .” is from Matthew 19:24 (NIV), and “love your enemies” is from Matthew 5:44 (NIV). “Turn the other cheek” is a paraphrase from Matthew 5:39 (NIV), “If anyone slaps you on the right cheek, turn to them the other cheek also.” Gonzalez (2010) documents the rise of the early Christian church, including the involvement of Saint Paul and Constantine. Gwynn (2010) reviews the archaeological evidence in support of various interpretations of the Arian controversy. See chapter 4 of Holland (2019) for an explanation of the Nicene Creed’s development and the “And in one . . .” quotation of the creed. See Shanzer (1998) and Fletcher (1999) for arguments about Clovis’s motivations for religious conversion. Story (2005) provides a history of Charlemagne’s rule and efforts to produce religious uniformity. See Asbury (2023) for details of forced conversion during Charlemagne’s rule. J. Lee (2017) explores Augustine’s efforts to introduce uniformity to doctrinal interpretation. On controversies in the church between Augustine and Pope Innocent III, see vatican.va /roman_curia/congregations/cclergy/documents/rc_con_cclergy_doc_01011993 _chisto_en.html. “Root out vices and . . .” is from Council Fathers’ (1215) “Introduction” in the Fourth Lateran Council. Tentler (1974) argues that the Catholic Church’s expectation of annual confession beginning in 1215 enabled heightened social control. On the rising number of church members, see Russell (1944). For the background and effect of the anti-Protestant Counter-Reformation, which triggered a significant collapse in scientific progress, see Cabello (2023).

	The Ulema Forbid the Wrong. On the alliance and impact of Muhammed ibn Saud and Muhammed ibn Abd al-Wahhab, see Aslan (2005, 241–43). “Let there be . . .” is from the Quran 3:104 (Nas.r et al., 2015). See SDA Bocconi School of Management (n.d.) on the establishment of the first Saudi Arabian school for girls in 1955. Akeel (2020) reports on the role of the Saudi religious police in the death of middle school girls attempting to flee a fire. Kuru (2019, 142) explains the role of scholars in interpreting the teachings of the Quran and the hadith. Nawas (1996) reviews debates on the createdness of the Quran. Fadel (1996) analyzes the text and ramifications of the Qadiri Creed for legal and scientific thought. Kuru (95) describes the process of resolving debates among the ulema and ijma. On depictions of women in Seljuk pottery and their significance, see Burcu Tekin (2014). Kuru (101–20) describes the powerful Seljuk-ulema alliance as a key factor in the enduring presence of authoritarianism in Islamic regions, while Lewis (2003) outlines the role of the ulema. Chapter 7 of Bein (2011) explores the enduring power of the ulema throughout the Ottoman Empire over culture, education, politics, and religion.

	The Power of the Exam. On the introduction of keju, see Huang (2023a, 19). D. G. Johnson (1970) documents the political role and presence of aristocracy in medieval China, including that of the Li warlord family in Longxi. Ho (1962 [1964], 258) presents the historical quote from Emperor Taizong: “The world’s men. . . .” See Johnson and Tackett (2014) for details of the violent transition between the Tang and Song dynasties and the increase in power of the mandarin class. See Chen et al. (2020) and Huang (34–35) for an overview of the evolution of the keju exam content. Roberts (1999, 48) and Kellaghan and Greaney (2019) discuss the growing role of the civil service exam as a means of upward mobility, even at the cost of developing skills in other areas of power, such as business. Tanner (2009, 211, 354) notes the shift in exam content type toward rote memorization. Ho (1962 [1964], 46) reproduces text from a portion of the late- nineteenth- century novel A Revelation of the True Countenance of the Bureaucracy: “may not be . . .” Huang (2023b) reports thirty-two years as the average age of successful Ming dynasty final exam candidates and quotes “Since the introduction . . .” from an unnamed late-nineteenth-century book. Bai and Jia (2016) empirically examine the impact of the abolition of China’s civil service exam system and find more intense revolutionary activity in regions with greater numbers of would-be bureaucrats under the exam quota system.

	Social Engineering Zeal. “The troubling features . . .” and “In sum, the . . .” are from Scott (1998, 93, 86).

	Postindustrial Social Engineering. Chozick (2016) reports on Hillary Clinton’s Manhattan fundraiser comments describing Trump supporters: “You know, to just be grossly generalistic, you could put half of Trump’s supporters into what I call the basket of deplorables. Right?” she said to applause and laughter. “The racist, sexist, homophobic, xenophobic, Islamophobic—you name it. And unfortunately there are people like that. And he has lifted them up.”

	Backlash. Blanc and Kubo (2024) empirically examine the role of dialect in French state building. “A language is . . .” is from Weinreich (1945). McLeod (2015) documents the resilience and persistence of Celtic languages despite the historical imposition of English by the British. Blau and Suleiman (2013) document the persistence of the Kurdish language and identity in the Middle East and North Africa. See Team Mighty (2023) for World War I–era changes to American food-naming conventions. Fouka (2020) finds World War I–era instructional language restrictions reduced German Americans’ probability of volunteering for World War II service and increased intracommunity marriage. “All private and . . .” is from Indiana state law, as quoted by Hood (1921).

	In 2022, Florida enacted the Parental Rights in Education Act, commonly known as the “Don’t Say Gay” bill, which was originally interpreted as prohibiting any mention of nonheterosexual sexual orientation or noncisgender identities in public schools and allowing parents to sue for violations; in 2024, a legal settlement clarified that the restriction pertains only to materials used for the direct purpose of instruction (Mazzei, 2024). In June 2025, Texas enacted SB 12, barring public schools from providing instruction or activities that could be interpreted as related to diversity, equity, and inclusion (American Civil Liberties Union of Texas, 2025). As of 2024, at least nine states have passed similar legislation restricting the content of classroom instruction. Folkenflik (2023) covers reports that Fox News and other conservative talk show hosts were fired or demoted for refusing to support the claim that Joe Biden’s 2020 presidential election victory was fraudulent.






Chapter 9: Liberalism in the age of Algorithms



	Epigraphs. Lanier (2018, 20); Licklider (1960, 4).

	Sacco’s story, “Going to Africa . . . ,” “We are about . . . ,” and “I’m an IAC . . .” are quoted in Ronson (2015 [2016], 64–65). “Mimic and mock . . .” are from Biddle (2014). On the backlash received by Ronson after reporting on Sacco, see Ronson (273–76). Yglesias (2020) describes the backlash faced by political data analyst David Shor for expressing concern about the political consequences of vandalism during the Black Lives Matter protests; Chuck (2018) describes the firing of James Damore, an engineer at Google, for writing an internal memo critical of diversity programs; Hudson (2020) outlines multiple cases of teachers being disciplined for social media posts. Zamudio-Suarez (2017) highlights the social media backlash toward Rebecca Tuvel’s controversial journal article on transracialism, leading the editorial board of the journal to resign.

	Walsh (2020) highlights the effect of algorithms on inequality and income distributions. Kruikemeier et al. (2021) describe how algorithmic systems have transformed communication. Reichman et al. (2021) discuss the potential implications of algorithms on freedom and fundamental rights. On AI and job creation and destruction, see Acemoglu, Autor, Hazell, and Restrepo (2022) and Brynjolfsson et al. (2025). Burton (2023) outlines how algorithms can be used to amplify collective knowledge.

	“Puppets Controlled by the Strings of Society.” On the cage of norms, see Acemoglu and Robinson (2019). The Milgram experiment is described in Milgram (1974) and reinterpreted in the context of recent historical and social psychological research by Reicher et al. (2012) and Haslam and Reicher (2017). My interpretation is consistent with the main outlines of the arguments of both the earlier and the later literature.

	“It may be . . .” is from Milgram (1974), quoted in Krishna Iyer (1979). On social norms, see Gross and Vostroknutov (2022), Kandori (1992), and Su et al. (2023).

	The Algorithmic Cage. Acemoglu and Robinson (2019, 100–102) describe the importance of sharing in stateless societies. “It is not . . .” is from Colson (1974, 49).

	The shares of Americans with ten or more friends in 1990 and 2021 are reported by Cox (2021). Cox also reports that in 1990, 16 percent of Americans reported having two or fewer friends, as opposed to 32 percent in 2021. The amount of time Americans spent socially engaging with friends in 2003 and 2020 is reported by the Office of the Surgeon General (2023, 13). See Allcott, Gentzkow, and Yu (2019), Allcott and Gentzkow (2017), and Vosoughi et al. (2018) for more on the spread of misinformation on social media. Ramos et al. (2024) find that diverse social networks are associated with social cohesion and well-being. Cinelli et al. (2021) outline how social media is conducive to the formation of echo chambers. Robertson et al. (2024) describe how the norms created on social media tend to be more extreme and distorted than norms in real life, using the analogy of social media as a “funhouse mirror factory.”

	The Business of Thought Policing. On the history of the internet, see Kahn and Dennis (2025) and Isaacson (2014). The creation of the World Wide Web is described in CERN (2025). See O’Shaughnessy (2017) for an account of Page and Brin’s development of their page-rank algorithm and the creation of Google. See Frenkel and Kang (2021) and M. Hall (2025b) for the history of Facebook. Lauer (2021) argues that Facebook’s profit model depends on engagement and virality. Muralidharan (2024) details how artificial intelligence is used to personalize social media advertising. Milli et al. (2025) find that Twitter’s ranking algorithm boosts emotionally charged, hostile content rather than promoting content that meets users’ stated preferences. Liedtke (2025) describes the history and impact of the Like button. An example of activists claiming that all white people are racist is DiDi Delgado, a Boston poet and Black Lives Matter activist whose Facebook account was temporarily disabled for posting, “All white people are racist. Start from this reference point, or you’ve already failed,” as reported by Angwin and Grassegger (2017).

	The Circle Tightens. Bessinger and Thompson (2025) provide an account of the American Eagle controversy and its exaggeration by the political Right. “Sydney Sweeney has . . .” and “Genes are passed . . .” are from the advertisement and quoted in their article. “Did you learn . . .” is from J. D. Vance’s appearance on Ruthless Podcast (2025). President Trump (2025) posted on Truth Social that Sweeney “has the ‘HOTTEST’ ad out there,” and Senator Ted Cruz (2025) posted on X, “Now the crazy Left has come out against beautiful women. I’m sure that will poll well . . .”

	Algorithms and Artificial Intelligence. Elamin (2024) describes Muhammad ibn Musa al-Khwarizmi’s mathematical contributions and that algorithms are named after him. For a definition of algorithms, see “Algorithm” (n.d.). Babar (2024) describes the use of algorithms in earlier, symbolic forms of artificial intelligence. “Machines will be . . .” is from Herbert Simon, quoted in Crevier (1993, 109). “We will [soon] have . . .” is from Marvin Minsky, reported in Heaven (2020). The evolution of AI is described in Acemoglu and Johnson (2023, 307–11). See McKinsey & Company (2024) for generative AI and its business uses. Farmiloe and Scott-Briggs (2025) provide an overview of how AI is used to personalize social media content; Krönke (2019) provides an overview of various applications of AI in social media. Roh et al. (2021) overview the importance of large-scale data collection and management for machine learning.

	Information Centralization. Arguments about the dangers of information centralization are outlined in Acemoglu (2023). “The dispersed bits . . . ,” “All that the . . . ,” “the ‘data’ from . . . ,” and “If we can . . .” are from Hayek (1945, 519, 526, 519, 524). Elliott (2024) presents the views of several technologists on the potential for AI to revolutionize the scientific process. AI appears to have substantially accelerated the process of protein structure prediction; the Royal Swedish Academy of Sciences awarded Demis Hassabis and John Jumper half of the 2024 Nobel Prize in Chemistry for the use of artificial intelligence for protein folding. Wooldridge (2021) provides a general discussion of historical AI development. See Acemoglu (2025) for further discussion of the potential macroeconomic impact of AI on gross domestic product (GDP) and productivity. See the bibliographic essay sections for chapter 4 for more information on the impact of technology on wages, prosperity, and employment.

	Can AI Help Human Learning? Del Rio-Chanona et al. (2024) document the negative effect of ChatGPT on the Q&A platform for coding, Stack Overflow. Lyu et al. (2025) document the negative effects of ChatGPT for Wikipedia views and contributions for articles with greater overlap in content between Wikipedia and ChatGPT. Bastani et al. (2024) find that use of AI in high school mathematics instruction can reduce academic performance once removed from the learning setting. See Rosen (1983) for a discussion of economies of scope in learning.

	Pro- Worker AI. See Acemoglu (2025) for an assessment of the prevalence of AI for automating tasks. See Acemoglu and Restrepo (2020b) and Acemoglu (2021) for incentives to develop AI detrimental to workers. Discussion of pro-worker AI draws significantly on Acemoglu (2021) and Acemoglu, Autor, and Johnson (2023, 2025). See Isaacson (2014) for background on Licklider’s life and innovations. Godemel (2024) documents the efforts of one company, Schneider Electric, to complement its workers with AI. The pro-teacher AI tool is being developed as part of my ongoing research. Material on digital ads and promotion of sensationalist content builds on Isaacson, Markoff (2015), and chapter 11 of Acemoglu and Johnson (2023).

	Redirecting Technology. “Technology is neither . . .” is from Kranzberg (1986, 545).






Chapter 10: Working-Class Liberalism



	Epigraphs. Winterson (2011, 16); J. S. Mill (1859 [2011], 93).

	A recording and transcript of Trump’s 2014 speech is available in Trump (2014). This episode is discussed in detail in Peters (2022). Hooghe and Dassonneville (2018) argue that racist and anti-immigrant resentments were important determinants of Trump’s voter base in the 2016 presidential election. Patrick Buchanan’s anti-immigrant rhetoric is described by Terkel and Rupar (2006). Noriega and Iribarren (2011) document that hate speech, particularly against Hispanics, is propagated through talk radio, while Hada et al. (2022) explain how anti-immigrant sentiment is spread through social media echo chambers.

	Challenge 1: Community Values. Dunbar (2022) discusses in detail how ritualistic and community activities produce endorphins. Johnson and Dunbar (2016) find that the size of an individual’s social network is related to their pain tolerance through the release of endorphins, while Rossano (2020) documents that different rituals, such as embracing and kissing, increase endorphin and dopamine levels. Michael Walzer’s thought experiment is described in Walzer (1980, 225–26); “historical religion and . . .” is from page 226.

	Challenge 2: Freedom Versus Community. S. Walker (1999) provides a history of the ACLU’s involvement in free speech matters; the Tinker case is described on page 280. Abe Fortas, for the Supreme Court of the United States, wrote, “Students . . . [do not] . . . shed . . .” in the Tinker v. Des Moines School Dist. decision (1969, 506). The Skokie case is documented in Walker (323–27). Doniger and Preston (2025) describe the history of the sati system. The prevalence of female genital mutilation is detailed in UNHCR (2014). On Amish restrictions on schooling, the Supreme Court unanimously ruled in Wisconsin v. Yoder (406 U.S. 205 [1972]) that a state law requiring children to be in school until age sixteen violated the Amish people’s First Amendment rights to freely exercise their religion, because high school attendance opposed the Amish religion and way of life. According to Zehr (2000), to better control their education and ensure that the community’s values (such as pacifism and a lack of private property) are not eroded by worldly influences, Hutterite children are typically taught in public schools located on their colonies but run by local school districts. Miranda (2025) reports that there are an estimated thirty to eighty-five sharia councils in Britain that help Muslim communities resolve disputes based on Islamic religious laws, although their rulings have no legal validity in the U.K. Despite carrying out an investigation into whether the application of sharia law by these councils was incompatible with British law, the U.K. government has made no move to restrict or regulate these councils. Caine (2022) documents how states’ rights have historically been used to facilitate discrimination against the Black community in the American South. On the origins of multiculturalism and its compatibilities and incompatibilities with liberalism, see Hooker (2015).

	Challenge 3: Building Voice and Citizenship. Lincoln’s Gettysburg Address was delivered in 1863. See chapter 8 for more on Zinn’s A People’s History of the United States. O’Brien and Rickne (2016) exploit a natural experiment in the quota imposed by the Swedish Democratic Party on 290 municipal branches, finding both that municipalities experiencing a larger quota became more likely to select female leaders and that quotas increased the perception of women as qualified for these positions. Besley, Folke, Persson, and Rickne (2017) show that this led to the promotion of more qualified candidates.

	Kumar and Ghosh (2024) detail that since 1993, one-third of seats in urban local bodies have been reserved for women in India, while Chattopadhyay and Duflo (2004) document that these quotas have caused policy decisions to better reflect women’s preferences.

	J. Berman (2025) highlights that between 1960 and 2010, the value of attending community college halved relative to that of attending public research universities and that recently, the two-year-college sector has shrunk significantly. Emms (2022) describes the importance and decline of the polytechnic system in the U.K. Riphahn and Zibrowius (2015) find that apprenticeships and vocational training in eastern and western Germany have strong positive effects on early labor-market outcomes.

	Challenge 4: Shared Prosperity in Postindustrial Society. On automation causing a decline of working-class communities and prospects, see Acemoglu and Restrepo (2022b) and chapter 6. For more on pro-worker AI, see Acemoglu, Autor, and Johnson (2023). Acemoglu, Manera, and Restrepo (2020) document that the U.S. tax code favors automation and is the source of the numbers reported in this context. Acemoglu and Pischke (1999a) and Waldman-Brown (2022) describe underinvestment in training workers in the U.S. relative to Germany, while Brunello et al. (2023) find that employers in the EU, U.K., and U.S. tend to reduce investments in training after implementing advanced technologies. Khanal et al. (2025) describe how the technology monopolies have an outsize effect on the direction of AI. Acemoglu (2022) and Acemoglu, Autor, and Johnson (2023) highlight possible pathways for the use of pro-worker AI in health care and education.

	Challenge 5: Drains for the Twenty-First Century. Gordon and Reber (2021) detail the complex and decentralized nature of school governance in the U.S. Rossetti et al. (2018) find that carbon taxes are significantly more cost-effective than regulations at reducing greenhouse gas emissions. Narayanan and Lee-Makiyama (2020) explore the economic costs of ex ante regulations, while Kay and Migueis (2025) highlight the benefits of ex post evaluation and propose design rules for this approach to accountability. The Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System (2009) describes the levels of oversight that the Federal Reserve System is subjected to; board governors and staff frequently testify before Congress, the Government Accountability Office reviews and audits Federal Reserve activities, and the financial statements of the board and reserve banks are externally audited annually. See Inman and Rubinfeld (1997) for an overview of federalism.

	Immigrant Battles. “Immigration: USC Experts Available to Discuss America’s Most Polarizing Topic” (2024) and Herold et al. (2023) report that immigration is consistently the topic driving the highest level of polarization in the U.S. and Europe. See Tabellini (2022) and the discussion in chapter 5 for evidence of the long-term positive effects of immigration on the native-born population. An example of communities with the fewest immigrants having the strongest anti-immigration attitudes is from Brownstein (2017), who reports that the coalition of states advocating against Obama’s Deferred Action for Childhood Arrivals program have only very small numbers of recipients of the program, except for Texas. Gelatt (2024) explains that at the federal level, immigrants pay more in taxes than they use in government services and benefits, although they tend to cost local and state governments more than they pay in.

	New Difficulties and Opportunities. On the propagation of misinformation on social media, see Allcott, Gentzkow, and Yu (2019) and Allcott and Gentzkow (2017). On the mental health effects of social media, see Braghieri et al. (2022). Allcott, Braghieri, Eichmeyer, and Gentzkow (2020) provide an overview of the welfare effects of social media. See the bibliographic entry for chapter 9 for more comprehensive sources about the detrimental effects of social media. Romer (2021) and Acemoglu and Johnson (2024b) make the case for taxing digital advertising. Pahwa (n.d.) describes Wikipedia’s volunteering- and donation-based business model, while Larsen (2024) details Netflix’s subscription- based model.

	On the Citizens United decision, see Weiner (2025).

	Global population aging and its potential consequences are described in Navaneetham and Arunachalam (2023) and Madgavkar et al. (2025). See Acemoglu and Restrepo (2022a) on the connection between demographic change and greater adoption of robots and other automation technologies in Germany, Japan, and South Korea. Peri (2020) discusses how immigration can help address the demographic issues facing the West.

	Haggerty et al. (2018) discuss the consequences and lack of effective strategies to mitigate the economic impacts of the transition away from coal on certain regions. Foroushani (2025) outlines the importance of shifting climate policy to adaptation and resilience. The potential of carbon tariffs is described in Acemoglu (2022) and Moore (2025).

	See Clausing (2017) and Guscina (2006) for how globalization has impacted capital and labor. The use of foreign labor by multinationals is detailed by Aisbett et al. (2021). Dyreng and Hanlon (2021) review tax avoidance by multinationals.









Bibliography



	Aaberge, R., and A. B. Atkinson. 2010. “Top Incomes in Norway.” In Top Incomes, Global Perspective, edited by A. B. Atkinson and T. Piketty. Oxford University Press.

	Abbot, Dorian, and Ivan Marinovic. 2021. “The Diversity Problem on Campus.” Newsweek, August 12. newsweek.com/diversity-problem-campus-opinion-1618419.

	Acemoglu, Daron. 2001. “Good Jobs Versus Bad Jobs.” Journal of Labor Economics 19 (1): 1–21. doi .org/10.1086/209978.

	Acemoglu, Daron. 2002a. “Technical Change, Inequality, and the Labor Market.” Journal of Economic Literature 40 (1): 7– 72. doi.org/10.1257/jel.40.1.7.

	Acemoglu, Daron. 2002b. “Directed Technical Change.” Review of Economic Studies 69 (4): 781– 809. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-937X.00226.

	Acemoglu, Daron. 2003a. “Labor- and Capital-Augmenting Technical Change.” Journal of the European Economic Association 1 (1): 1– 37. doi.org/10.1162/154247603322256756.

	Acemoglu, Daron. 2003b. “Patterns of Skill Premia.” Review of Economic Studies 70 (2): 199– 230. doi.org/10.1111/1467-937X.00242.

	Acemoglu, Daron. 2010. “When Does Labor Scarcity Encourage Innovation?” Journal of Political Economy 118 (6): 1037– 78. doi.org/10.1086/658160.

	Acemoglu, Daron. 2011. Introduction to Modern Economic Growth. Princeton University Press.

	Acemoglu, Daron. 2021. “AI’s Future Doesn’t Have to Be Dystopian.” Boston Review, May 20. bostonreview.net/forum/ais-future-doesnt-have-to-be-dystopian.

	Acemoglu, Daron. 2022. “Environmental Tariffs Could Be a Game Changer.” Project Syndicate, July 25. project- syndicate.org/commentary/environmental-tariffs-carbon-taxes-on-imports-game-changer-by-daron-Acemoglu-2022-07.

	Acemoglu, Daron. 2023. “Would AI-Enabled Communism Work?” Project Syndicate, June 28. project- syndicate.org/commentary/ai-central-planning-versus-decentralization-by-daron-Acemoglu-2023-06.

	Acemoglu, Daron. 2024a. “The Fall and Rise of American Democracy.” Project Syndicate, December 3. project- syndicate.org/commentary/what-democrats-must-do-after-trump-2024-election-by-daron-Acemoglu-2024-12.

	Acemoglu, Daron. 2024b. “Harms of AI.” In The Oxford Handbook of AI Governance, edited by Matthew M. Young et al. Oxford Handbooks. Oxford University Press.

	Acemoglu, Daron. 2025. “The Simple Macroeconomics of AI.” Economic Policy 40 (121): 13– 58. doi.org/10.1093/epolic/eiae042.

	Acemoglu, Daron, Philippe Aghion, Leonardo Bursztyn, and David Hemous. 2012. “The Environment and Directed Technical Change.” American Economic Review 102 (1): 131– 66. doi.org/10.1257/aer.102.1.131.

	Acemoglu, Daron, Nicolas Ajzenman, Cevat Giray Aksoy, Martin Fiszbein, and Carlos Molina. 2025. “(Successful) Democracies Breed Their Own Support.” Review of Economic Studies 92 (2): 621– 55.

	Acemoglu, Daron, Nicolás Ajzenman, Guillermo Cruces, Martin Fiszbein, Gastón García Zavaleta, and Carlos Molina. 2025. “Informational Roots of Support for Right-Wing Populists: Evidence from Argentina.” Unpublished Manuscript.

	Acemoglu, Daron, Cevat Aksoy, Ceren Baysan, Carlos Molina, and Gamze Zeki. 2024. “Misperceptions and Demand for Democracy Under Authoritarianism.” SSRN Scholarly Paper 4978697. Social Science Research Network, October 1. papers.ssrn.com/abstract=4978697.

	Acemoglu, Daron, and David Autor. 2011. “Skills, Tasks and Technologies: Implications for Employment and Earnings.” In Handbook of Labor Economics, edited by David Card and Orley Ashenfelter, vol. 4. Elsevier. doi.org/10.1016/S0169-7218(11)02410-5.

	Acemoglu, Daron, David Autor, David Dorn, Gordon H. Hanson, and Brendan Price. 2014. “Return of the Solow Paradox? IT, Productivity, and Employment in US Manufacturing.” American Economic Review 104 (5): 394– 99. doi.org/10.1257/aer.104.5.394.

	Acemoglu, Daron, David Autor, David Dorn, Gordon H. Hanson, and Brendan Price. 2016. “Import Competition and the Great US Employment Sag of the 2000s.” Journal of Labor Economics 34 (S1): S141– 98. https://economics.mit.edu/sites/default/files/publications/import%20competition%20unemployment%20sag%202016.pdf.

	Acemoglu, Daron, David Autor, Jonathon Hazell, and Pascual Restrepo. 2022. “Artificial Intelligence and Jobs: Evidence from Online Vacancies.” Journal of Labor Economics 40 (S1): S293– 340. doi.org/10.1086/718327.

	Acemoglu, Daron, David Autor, and Simon Johnson. 2023. “Can We Have Pro-Worker AI? Choosing a Path of Machines in Service of Minds.” shapingwork.mit.edu/wp-content/uploads/2023/09/Pro-Worker-AI-Policy-Memo.pdf.

	Acemoglu, Daron, David Autor, and Simon Johnson. 2025. “The Three Laws of Pro-Worker AI.” Preprint, The Brookings Institution.

	Acemoglu, Daron, Davide Cantoni, Simon Johnson, and James A. Robinson. 2011. “The Consequences of Radical Reform: The French Revolution.” American Economic Review 101 (7): 3286– 307. doi.org/10.1257/aer.101.7.3286.

	Acemoglu, Daron, Gino Gancia, and Fabrizio Zilibotti. 2015. “Offshoring and Directed Technical Change.” American Economic Journal: Macroeconomics 7 (3): 84– 122. doi.org/10.1257/mac.20130302.

	Acemoglu, Daron, and Simon Johnson. 2023. Power and Progress: Our 1000-Year Struggle over Technology and Prosperity. PublicAffairs.

	Acemoglu, Daron, and Simon Johnson. 2024a. “Learning from Ricardo and Thompson: Machinery and Labor in the Early Industrial Revolution and in the Age of Artificial Intelligence.” Annual Review of Economics 16 (1): 597– 621. doi.org/10.1146/annurev-economics-091823-025129.

	Acemoglu, Daron, and Simon Johnson. 2024b. “The Urgent Need to Tax Digital Advertising.” Network Law Review, March 25. networklawreview.org/Acemoglu-johnson.

	Acemoglu, Daron, Simon Johnson, and James A. Robinson. 2005a. “Institutions as a Fundamental Cause of Long-Run Growth.” In Handbook of Economic Growth, edited by Philippe Aghion and Steven Durlauf, vol. 1A. Elsevier.

	Acemoglu, Daron, Simon Johnson, and James A. Robinson. 2005b. “The Rise of Europe: Atlantic Trade, Institutional Change, and Economic Growth.” American Economic Review 95 (3): 546– 79. doi.org/10.1257/0002828054201305.

	Acemoglu, Daron, Simon Johnson, James A. Robinson, and Pierre Yared. 2008. “Income and Democracy.” American Economic Review 98 (3): 808– 42. doi.org/10.1257/aer.98.3.808.

	Acemoglu, Daron, Michael Jordan, and Glen Weyl. 2021. “The Turing Test Is Bad for Business.” Wired, November 8. wired.com/story/artificial-intelligence-turing-test-economics-business.

	Acemoglu, Daron, Fredric Kong, and Pascual Restrepo. 2025. “Tasks at Work: Comparative Advantage, Technology and Labor Demand.” In Handbook of Labor Economics, edited by Christian Dustmann and Thomas Lemieux, vol. 6. North Holland.

	Acemoglu, Daron, Hans Koster, and Ceren Ozgen. 2023. “Robots and Workers: Evidence from the Netherlands.” SSRN Scholarly Paper No. 4379042. Social Science Research Network, March 1. https://papers.ssrn.com/abstract=4379042.

	Acemoglu, Daron, Daniel le Maire, and Alex X. He. 2022. “Eclipse of Rent-Sharing: The Effects of Managers’ Business Education on Wages and the Labor Share in the US and Denmark.” National Bureau of Economic Research Working Paper 29874. doi.org/10.3386/w29874.

	Acemoglu, Daron, Andrea Manera, and Pascual Restrepo. 2020. “Does the US Tax Code Favor Automation?” Brookings Papers on Economic Activity 2020 (1): 231– 85. doi.org/10.1353/eca.2020.0003.

	Acemoglu, Daron, Suresh Naidu, Pascual Restrepo, and James A. Robinson. 2019. “Democracy Does Cause Growth.” Journal of Political Economy 127 (1): 47– 100. doi.org/10.1086/700936.

	Acemoglu, Daron, Tuomas Pekkarinen, Kjell G. Salvanes, and Matti Sarvimäki. 2025. “The Making of Social Democracy: The Economic and Electoral Consequences of Norway’s 1936 Folk School Reform.” Journal of the European Economic Association 23 (1): 119– 58. doi.org/10.1093/jeea/jvae039.

	Acemoglu, Daron, and Jörn-Steffen Pischke. 1998. “Why Do Firms Train? Theory and Evidence.” Quarterly Journal of Economics 113 (1): 78– 118.

	Acemoglu, Daron, and Jörn-Steffen Pischke. 1999a. “Beyond Becker: Training in Imperfect Labour Markets.” Economic Journal 109 (453): 112– 42. doi.org/10.1111/1468-0297.00405.

	Acemoglu, Daron, and Jörn-Steffen Pischke. 1999b. “The Structure of Wages and Investment in General Training.” Journal of Political Economy 107 (3): 539– 72. doi.org/10.1086/250071.

	Acemoglu, Daron, and Pascual Restrepo. 2018. “The Race Between Man and Machine: Implications of Technology for Growth, Factor Shares, and Employment.” American Economic Review 108 (6): 1488– 542. doi.org/10.1257/aer.20160696.

	Acemoglu, Daron, and Pascual Restrepo. 2019a. “Artificial Intelligence, Automation, and Work.” In The Economics of Artificial Intelligence: An Agenda, edited by Ajay Agarwal, Joshua S. Gans, and Avi Goldfarb. University of Chicago Press. doi.org/10.7208/chicago/9780226613475.003.0008.

	Acemoglu, Daron, and Pascual Restrepo. 2019b. “Automation and New Tasks: How Technology Displaces and Reinstates Labor.” Journal of Economic Perspectives 33 (2): 3– 30. doi.org/10.1257/jep.33.2.3.

	Acemoglu, Daron, and Pascual Restrepo. 2020a. “Robots and Jobs: Evidence from US Labor Markets.” Journal of Political Economy 128 (6): 2188– 244. doi.org/10.1086/705716.

	Acemoglu, Daron, and Pascual Restrepo. 2020b. “The Wrong Kind of AI? Artificial Intelligence and the Future of Labour Demand.” Cambridge Journal of Regions, Economy and Society 13 (1): 25– 35. doi.org/10.1093/cjres/rsz022.

	Acemoglu, Daron, and Pascual Restrepo. 2020c. “Unpacking Skill Bias: Automation and New Tasks.” American Economic Review, Papers and Proceedings 110: 356– 61. doi.org/10.1257/pandp.20201063.

	Acemoglu, Daron, and Pascual Restrepo. 2022a. “Demographics and Automation.” Review of Economic Studies 89 (1): 1– 44. doi.org/10.1093/restud/rdab031.

	Acemoglu, Daron, and Pascual Restrepo. 2022b. “Tasks, Automation, and the Rise in U.S. Wage Inequality.” Econometrica 90 (5): 1973– 2016. doi.org/10.3982/ECTA19815.

	Acemoglu, Daron, and James A. Robinson. 2000. “Why Did the West Extend the Franchise? Democracy, Inequality, and Growth in Historical Perspective.” Quarterly Journal of Economics 115 (4): 1167– 99. doi.org/10.1162/003355300555042.

	Acemoglu, Daron, and James A. Robinson. 2001. “A Theory of Political Transitions.” American Economic Review 91 (4): 938– 63. doi.org/10.1257/aer.91.4.938.

	Acemoglu, Daron, and James A. Robinson. 2006. Economic Origins of Dictatorship and Democracy. Cambridge University Press.

	Acemoglu, Daron, and James A. Robinson. 2012. Why Nations Fail: The Origins of Power, Prosperity, and Poverty. Crown Business.

	Acemoglu, Daron, and James A. Robinson. 2019. The Narrow Corridor: States, Societies, and the Fate of Liberty. Penguin.

	Acemoglu, Daron, and James A. Robinson. 2025. “Culture, Institutions, and Social Equilibria: A Framework.” Journal of Economic Literature 63 (2): 637– 92. doi.org/10.1257/jel.20241680.

	Acemoglu, Daron, David Y. Yang, and Jie Zhou. 2024. Power and the Direction of Research: Evidence from China’s Academia. Unpublished manuscript.

	Achter, Paul J. 2025. “McCarthyism.” Britannica, July 28. britannica.com/event/McCarthyism.

	Adams, Larry T. 1985. “Changing Employment Patterns of Organized Workers.” U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics Monthly Labor Review 108 (2): 25–31.

	Adler, Richard. 2022. “Native American Smallpox Epidemics in the 17th Century.” EBSCO. ebsco .com/research-starters/consumer-health/native-american-smallpox-epidemics-17th-century?.

	Adler, Richard. 2023. “Rediscovery of Mendel’s Hereditary Theory.” EBSCO. ebsco.com/research-starters/law/rediscovery-mendels-hereditary-theory?.

	Adrogué, Ricardo, Martin Cerisola, and Gaston Gelos. 2006. “Brazil’s Long-Term Growth Performance—Trying to Explain the Puzzle.” IMF Working Paper. International Monetary Fund. imf.org/external/pubs/ft/wp/2006/wp06282.pdf.

	Aisbett, Emma, Ann E. Harrison, David I. Levine, Jason Scorse, and Jed Silver. 2021. “Do Multinational Corporations Exploit Foreign Workers?” In Global Goliaths, edited by C. Fritz Foley, James R. Hines, and David Wessel. Multinational Corporations in the 21st Century Economy. Brookings Institution Press. jstor.org/stable/10.7864/j.ctv11hpt7b.10.

	Akeel, Makka. 2020. “When a Deadly Fire Killed 15 School Girls in Makkah.” Arab News Japan, May 22. arabnews.jp/en/45thanniversary/article_20903.

	Alberts, Bruce M. 2025. “Cell Theory.” Britannica, May 31. britannica.com/science/cell-theory.

	Alexander, Brian. 2017. Glass House: The 1% Economy and the Shattering of the All-American Town. St. Martin’s Press.

	Alexander, Dominic. 2015. “Magna Carta: A Tradition of Rebellion.” Counterfire, June 7. counterfire.org/article/magna-carta-a-tradition-of-rebellion.

	Alexander, Magnus W. 1929. “The Economic Evolution of the United States: Its Background and Significance.” Address presented at the World Engineering Congress. Tokyo, November.

	Alexopoulos, Michelle, and Jon Cohen. 2016. “The Medium Is the Measure: Technical Change and Employment, 1909– 1949.” Review of Economics and Statistics 98 (4): 792– 809. doi.org/10.1162/REST_a_00588.

	Alfred, Randy. 2000. “Dec. 12, 1896: Marconi Demos Radio–Dec. 12, 1901: Marconi Transmits Across Atlantic.” Wired. December 11. wired.com/2008/12/dec-12-1896-marconi-demos-radio-dec-12-1901-marconi-transmits-across-atlantic-2.

	al-Gharbi, Musa. 2024. We Have Never Been Woke: The Cultural Contradictions of a New Elite. Princeton University Press. doi.org/10.1515/9780691232614.

	“Algorithm.” n.d. Merriam- Webster. merriam- webster.com/dictionary/algorithm.

	Allcott, Hunt, Luca Braghieri, Sarah Eichmeyer, and Matthew Gentzkow. 2020. “The Welfare Effects of Social Media.” American Economic Review 110 (3): 629– 76. doi.org/10.1257/aer.20190658.

	Allcott, Hunt, and Matthew Gentzkow. 2017. “Social Media and Fake News in the 2016 Election.” Journal of Economic Perspectives 31 (2): 211– 36. doi.org/10.1257/jep.31.2.211.

	Allcott, Hunt, Matthew Gentzkow, and Chuan Yu. 2019. “Trends in the Diffusion of Misinformation on Social Media.” Research & Politics 6 (2). doi.org/10.1177/2053168019848554.

	Allen, John. 2019. “A Guide to the Industrial Production of Cars.” AZoRobotics, October 15. azorobotics.com/Article.aspx?ArticleID=322.

	Alvaredo, F., A. B. Atkinson, T. Piketty, and E. Saez. 2024. “World Inequality Database.” Dataset. wid.world/data.

	American Civil Liberties Union of Texas. 2025. “ACLU of Texas, SEAT Will Sue over S.B. 12—Texas Law That Prohibits Programs and Discussions Involving Race, Gender Identity, and Sexual Orientation in K– 12 Schools.” June 23. aclutx.org/en/press-releases/aclu-texas-seat-will-sue-over-sb-12-texas-law-prohibits-programs-and-discussions.

	American Hospital Association. 1950. Statistics and Directory 24 (6:2): 5.

	American Institute of Steel Construction. n.d. “Longfellow Bridge Historic Rehabilitation.” aisc.org/contentassets/441f741fd8c84f7bb034a47c4dbb5c01/longfellow-bridge-historic-rehabilitation.pdf.

	American National Election Studies. 2021. “ANES Time Series Cumulative Data File (1948- 2020).” Dataset and documentation. electionstudies.org/data-center/anes-time-series-cumulative-data-file.

	American National Election Studies. n.d. “Data Center.” Accessed August 4, 2025. electionstudies .org/data-center.

	Amery, Julian. 1972. “Hansard, 23 May 1972.” House of Commons, London. api.parliament.uk/historic-hansard/written-answers/1972/may/23/national-house-condition-survey.

	Amnesty International. 2015. “Lessons from the Stasi.” March 31. amnesty.org/en/latest/news/2015/03/lessons-from-the-stasi.

	Anchassi, Omar. 2022. “Against Ptolemy? Cosmography in Early Kalaˉm Omar Anchassi.” Journal of the American Oriental Society 142 (4): 4. doi.org/10.7817/jaos.142.4.2022.ar033.

	Anderson, Elizabeth. 2017. Private Government: How Employers Rule Our Lives (and Why We Don’t Talk About It). Princeton University Press.

	Anderson, Elizabeth S. 1991. “John Stuart Mill and Experiments in Living.” Ethics 102 (1): 4–26. doi .org/10.1086/293367.

	Aneja, Abhay, and Guo Xu. 2022. “The Costs of Employment Segregation: Evidence from the Federal Government Under Woodrow Wilson.” Quarterly Journal of Economics 137 (2): 911– 58. doi.org/10.1093/qje/qjab040.

	Angwin, Julia, and Hannes Grassegger. 2017. “Facebook’s Secret Censorship Rules Protect White Men from Hate Speech but Not Black Children.” ProPublica, June 28. propublica.org/article/facebook-hate-speech-censorship-internal-documents-algorithms.

	Ansell, Ben W. 2010. From the Ballot to the Blackboard: The Redistributive Political Economy of Education. Cambridge Studies in Comparative Politics. Cambridge University Press. doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511730108.

	Aronczyk, Amanda, and Julia Longoria. 2022. “SPAM Strikes Back: Planet Money.” NPR, February 16. npr.org/2022/02/16/1081215997/spam-strikes-back.

	Arrow, Kenneth J. 1962. “The Economic Implications of Learning by Doing.” Review of Economic Studies 29 (3): 155– 73. doi.org/10.2307/2295952.

	Asbury, Dustin. 2023. “Charlemagne and the Legacy of Christian Political Violence.” 9Marks, April 28. 9marks.org/article/charlemagne-and-the-legacy-of-christian-political-violence.

	Ash, Elliott, Daniel L. Chen, and Suresh Naidu. 2022. “Ideas Have Consequences: The Impact of Law and Economics on American Justice.” NBER Working Paper 29788, National Bureau of Economic Research, February. doi.org/10.3386/w29788.

	Ashcraft, Richard. 1986. Revolutionary Politics and Locke’s Two Treatises of Government. Princeton University Press.

	Aslan, Reza. 2005. No God but God: The Origins, Evolution, and Future of Islam. Random House.

	Atkinson, Anthony B., and Jakob Egholt Søgaard. 2016. “The Long-Run History of Income Inequality in Denmark.” Scandinavian Journal of Economics 118 (2): 264– 91.

	Autor, David. 2014. “Skills, Education, and the Rise of Earnings Inequality Among the ‘Other 99 Percent.’” Science 344 (6186): 843– 51. doi.org/10.1126/science.1251868.

	Autor, David. 2019. “Work of the Past, Work of the Future.” American Economic Review, Papers and Proceedings 109: 1– 32. doi.org/10.1257/pandp.20191110.

	Autor, David, Caroline Chin, Anna Salomons, and Bryan Seegmiller. 2024. “New Frontiers: The Origins and Content of New Work, 1940–2018.” Quarterly Journal of Economics 139 (3): 1399– 465. doi.org/10.1093/qje/qjae008.

	Autor, David, David Dorn, and Gordon Hanson. 2013. “The China Syndrome: Local Labor Market Effects of Import Competition in the United States.” American Economic Review 103 (6): 2121– 68. doi.org/10.1257/aer.103.6.2121.

	Autor, David, David Dorn, and Gordon Hanson. 2016. “The China Shock: Learning from Labor-Market Adjustment to Large Changes in Trade.” Annual Review of Economics 8: 205– 40. doi.org/10.1146/annurev-economics-080315-015041.

	Autor, David, David Dorn, and Gordon Hanson. 2019. “When Work Disappears: Manufacturing Decline and the Falling Marriage Market Value of Young Men.” American Economic Review: Insights 1 (2): 161– 78. doi.org/10.1257/aeri.20180010.

	Autor, David, David Dorn, Lawrence F. Katz, Christina Patterson, and John Van Reenen. 2020. “The Fall of the Labor Share and the Rise of Superstar Firms.” Quarterly Journal of Economics 135 (2): 645– 709. doi.org/10.1093/qje/qjaa004.

	Autor, David, and Gordon Hanson. 2025. “We Warned About the First China Shock. The Next One Will Be Worse.” Opinion. New York Times, July 14. nytimes.com/2025/07/14/opinion/china-shock-economy-manufacturing.html.

	Autor, David, Lawrence Katz, and Melissa Kearney. 2008. “Trends in U.S. Wage Inequality: Revising the Revisionists.” Review of Economics and Statistics 90 (2): 300– 323. doi.org/10.1162/rest.90.2.300.

	Autor, David, Lawrence Katz, and Alan Krueger. 1998. “Computing Inequality: Have Computers Changed the Labor Market?” Quarterly Journal of Economics 113 (4): 1169– 213. doi.org/10.1162/003355398555874.

	Autor, David, Frank Levy, and Richard J. Murnane. 2003. “The Skill Content of Recent Technological Change: An Empirical Exploration.” Quarterly Journal of Economics 118 (4): 1279– 333.

	Autor, David, and Anna Salomons. 2018. “Is Automation Labor Share–Displacing? Productivity Growth, Employment, and the Labor Share.” Brookings Papers on Economic Activity, Spring, 1– 63.

	Babar, Zia. 2024. “Evolution of Symbolic AI: From Foundational Theories to Contemporary Advances.” Medium, June 11. medium.com/@zbabar/evolution-of-symbolic-ai-from-foundational-theories-to-contemporary-advances-5ef74b179fa9.

	“A Backlash Against Gender Ideology Is Starting in Universities.” 2021. Economist, June 5. economist.com/international/2021/06/05/a-backlash-against-gender-ideology-is-starting-in-universities.

	Bacon, Francis. 1620 [1902]. “Book 1, Aphorism 84.” In Novum Organum, vol. 1. New York: P. F. Collier & Son.

	Bai, Ying, and Ruixue Jia. 2016. “Elite Recruitment and Political Stability: The Impact of the Abolition of China’s Civil Service Exam.” Econometrica 84 (2): 677– 733. doi.org/10.3982/ECTA13448.

	Bailey, Mark. 2014. “The Decline of Serfdom and Its Historical Significance.” In The Decline of Serfdom in Late Medieval England: From Bondage to Freedom. Boydell & Brewer. cambridge.org/core/books/decline-of-serfdom-in-late-medieval-england/decline-of-serfdom-and-its-historical-significance/FB4D148DF9E699F853C7132BD145EA95.

	Bailyn, Bernard. 1967 [2017]. The Ideological Origins of the American Revolution. 50th anniv. ed. Harvard University Press. doi.org/10.4159/9780674977952.

	Baldi, Giorgia. 2021. Un-Veiling Dichotomies: European Secularism and Women’s Veiling. Boundaries of Religious Freedom: Regulating Religion in Diverse Societies. Springer International. doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-79297-8.

	Baldwin, Peter. 1990. The Politics of Social Solidarity. Cambridge University Press. doi.org/10.1017/cbo9780511586378.002.

	Ban, Cornel. 2020. “Scandinavian Social-Democracy and the Economics of Reformism (1840– 1940).” Transilvania, May. revistatransilvania.ro/wp-content/uploads/2020/06/01 .- Cornel- Ban.pdf.

	Bandelj, N., and M. C. Mahutga. 2010. “How Socio-Economic Change Shapes Income Inequality in Post-Socialist Europe.” Social Forces 88 (5): 2133– 61. doi.org/10.1353/sof.2010.0042.

	Bank of America. 2001. “Excerpt of 2000 Annual Report to Shareholders.” investor.bankofamerica .com/regulatory-and-other-filings/all-sec-filings/content/0000950130-01-500261/dex13.htm.

	Bansal, Amit. 2023. “From Rejection to the Nobel Prize: Karikó and Weissman’s Pioneering Work on mRNA Vaccines, and the Need for Diversity and Inclusion in Translational Immunology.” Frontiers in Immunology 14 (November). doi.org/10.3389/fimmu.2023.1306025.

	Barbash, Jack. n.d. “Chapter 6: Unions and Rights in the Space Age By Jack Barbash.” U.S. Department of Labor. Accessed November 4, 2025. dol.gov/general/aboutdol/history/chapter6.

	Barkey, Patrick M. 2002. “Muncie.” Indiana Business Review 77 (4): 24– 25.

	Bartels, Larry M. 2009. Unequal Democracy: The Political Economy of the New Gilded Age. STU-Student ed. Princeton University Press.

	Bastani, Hamsa, Osbert Bastani, Alp Sungu, Haosen Ge, Özge Kabakcı, and Rei Mariman. 2024. “Generative AI Can Harm Learning.” The Wharton School Research Paper. July 18. doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4895486.

	Batchelor, Bob. 2018. “Mass Production.” Encyclopedia.com.encyclopedia.com/social-sciences-and-law/economics-business-and-labor/economics-terms-and-concepts/mass-production.

	Batrouni, Dimitri. 2020. “The Battle of Ideas in the Labour Party, 1945–92.” In The Battle of Ideas in the Labour Party: From Attlee to Corbyn and Brexit. Bristol University Press. doi.org/10.46692/9781529205077.

	Baumol, W. J., and W. G. Bowen. 1965. “On the Performing Arts: The Anatomy of Their Economic Problems.” American Economic Review 55 (1/2): 495– 502.

	Baumol, William J. 2012. The Cost Disease: Why Computers Get Cheaper and Health Care Doesn’t. With David de Ferranti, Monte Malach, Ariel Pablos-Méndez, Hilary Tabish, and Lilian Gomory Wu. Yale University Press. jstor.org/stable/j.ctt32bhj9.

	Bayer, Patrick, and Kerwin Kofi Charles. 2018. “Divergent Paths: A New Perspective on Earnings Differences Between Black and White Men Since 1940.” Quarterly Journal of Economics 133 (3): 1459– 501. doi.org/10.1093/qje/qjy003.

	Beckerman, Morgan. 2023. “Reaganomics: Pragmatic or Ideological, Revolution or Reform, Success or Failure?” Global Journal of Management and Business Research, April 24, 49–53. doi.org/10.34257/GJMBRDVOL23IS1PG49.

	Bein, Amit. 2011. Ottoman Ulema, Turkish Republic: Agents of Change and Guardians of Tradition. Stanford University Press.

	Bekhtiar, Karim. 2024. “Robotization, Internal Migration and Rural Decline.” Preprint, SSRN, March 6. doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4749483.

	Bell, Daniel. 1973. The Coming of Post-Industrial Society: A Venture in Social Forecasting. Basic Books.

	Bell, Jonathan. 2015. “Liberalism from the Fair Deal to the Great Society.” In Oxford Research Encyclopedia of American History. Accessed August 15, 2025. doi.org/10.1093/acrefore/9780199329175.013.13.

	Bell, Pete. 2025. “Mobile Market Overview: Still Buoyant into 2025.” April 10. blog .telegeography.com/2025-mobile-market-summary.

	Bellah, Robert N., Richard Madsen, William M. Sullivan, Ann Swidler, and Steven M. Tipton. 1985. Habits of the Heart: Individualism and Commitment in American Life. University of California Press.

	Bender, German. 2024. “Organizing the Labor Market: Power, Ideas, and Institutions in Wage Formation, Digital Automation, and Migration.” PhD diss., Stockholm School of Economics.

	Bennett, Patrick, and Kjell Salvanes. 2023. Inequality in Norway: 1970– 2017. Country Studies: Inequalities in Europe and North America. Institute for Classical Studies.

	Bentham, Jeremy. n.d. The Rationale of Reward. John and HL Hunt.

	Bergès, Sandrine, and Alan Coffee. 2016. “Introduction.” In The Social and Political Philosophy of Mary Wollstonecraft, edited by Sandrine Bergès and Alan Coffee. Oxford University Press. doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780198766841.003.0001.

	Berlin, Isaiah. 1958. Two Concepts of Liberty. Oxford.

	Berman, Julien. 2025. “How Higher Education Failed America’s Poor.” Washington Post, July 20. washingtonpost.com/opinions/2025/07/20/college-degree-value-poor-inequality.

	Berman, Sheri. 2006a. The Primacy of Politics: Social Democracy and the Making of Europe’s Twentieth Century. Cambridge University Press. doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511791109.

	Berman, Sheri. 2006b. “The Swedish Exception.” In The Primacy of Politics: Social Democracy and the Making of Europe’s Twentieth Century. Cambridge University Press.

	Bernstein, Joseph. 2022. “Not the Last Word: Planck’s Principle and the Case for Pseudonymous Publication.” Clinical Orthopaedics and Related Research 480 (5): 859– 61. doi.org/10.1097/CORR.0000000000002196.

	Berube, Alan, and Cecile Murray. 2018. Renewing America’s Economic Promise Through Older Industrial Cities. Brookings Institution.

	Besley, Timothy, Olle Folke, Torsten Persson, and Johanna Rickne. 2017. “Gender Quotas and the Crisis of the Mediocre Man: Theory and Evidence from Sweden.” American Economic Review 107 (8): 2204– 42. doi.org/10.1257/aer.20160080.

	Besley, Timothy, Torsten Persson, and Daniel Sturm. 2010. “Political Competition, Policy and Growth: Theory and Evidence from the US.” Review of Economic Studies 77: 1329– 52. doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-937X.2010.00606.x.

	Bessinger, Ken, and Stuart A. Thompson. 2025. “How the Right Shaped the Debate over the Sydney Sweeney Ads.” New York Times, August 7. nytimes.com/2025/08/07/business/sydney-sweeney-ad-right-wing-media.html.

	Betjeman, John. 1940. “In Westminster Abbey.” In Old Lights for New Chancels. London: John Murray.

	Beveridge, William. 1942. Social Insurance and Allied Services. His Majesty’s Stationery Office.

	Beveridge, William Henry. 1945. Why I Am a Liberal. London: Herbert Jenkins.

	Biddle, Sam. 2014. “Justine Sacco Is Good at Her Job, and How I Came to Peace with Her.” Gawker, December 20. gawkerarchives.com/justine-sacco-is-good-at-her-job-and-how-i-came-to-pea-1653022326.

	Birn, Raymond. 2012. Royal Censorship of Books in Eighteenth-Century France. Stanford University Press. sup.org/books/history/royal-censorship-books-eighteenth-century-france.

	Bishop, Bill. 2008. The Big Sort: Why the Clustering of Like-Minded America Is Tearing Us Apart. Houghton Mifflin.

	Bismarck, Otto von. 1884. “Speech to Reichstag.” reichstagsprotokolle.de/Blatt3_k5_bsb00018445_00161.html.

	Bivens, Joshua, and Lawrence Mishel. 2015. “Understanding the Historic Divergence Between Productivity and a Typical Worker’s Pay.” Economic Policy Institute, September 2. epi.org/publication/understanding-the-historic-divergence-between-productivity-and-a-typical-workers-pay-why-it-matters-and-why-its-real.

	Black, Merle. 1978. “Racial Composition of Congressional Districts and Support for Federal Voting Rights in the American South.” Social Science Quarterly 59 (3): 435–50. https://www.jstor.org/stable/42860375.

	Blanc, Guillaume, and Masahiro Kubo. 2024. “French.” Unpublished manuscript, January 14. guillaumeblanc.com/files/theme/BlancKubo_French.pdf.

	Blanchet, Thomas, Lucas Chancel, and Amory Gethin. 2022. “Why Is Europe More Equal Than the United States?” American Economic Journal: Applied Economics 14 (4): 480–518. doi.org/10.1257/app.20200703.

	Blank, David M., and George J. Stigler. 1957. The Demand and Supply of Scientific Personnel. NBER. nber.org/books-and-chapters/demand-and-supply-scientific-personnel.

	Blau, Joyce, and Yasir Suleiman. 2013. “Language and Ethnic Identity in Kurdistan: An Historical Overview.” In Language and Identity in the Middle East and North Africa, edited by Yasir Suleiman. Routledge. doi.org/10.4324/9781315026497.

	Bloch, Marc. 1961. Feudal Society. Translated by L. A. Manyon, vol. 1. University of Chicago Press.

	Bloland, Harland G. 1995. “Postmodernism and Higher Education.” Journal of Higher Education 66 (5): 521– 59. doi.org/10.1080/00221546.1995.11774797.

	Blum, Jerome. 1943. “Transportation and Industry in Austria, 1815–1848.” Journal of Modern History 15 (1): 24– 38.

	Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System. 2009. “Oversight of the Federal Reserve System.” April 24. federalreserve.gov/monetarypolicy/bst_oversight.htm?.

	Bolton, Paul. 2012. “Education: Historical Statistics.” House of Commons Library. researchbriefings.files.parliament.uk/documents/SN04252/SN04252.pdf.

	Bottomley, Sean. 2014. “Patenting in England, Scotland and Ireland during the Industrial Revolution, 1700– 1852.” Explorations in Economic History 54: 48– 63. doi.org/10.1016/j.eeh.2014.08.002.

	Boulay, Harvey, and Alan DiGaetano. 1985. “Why Did Political Machines Disappear?” Journal of Urban History 12 (1): 25– 49. doi.org/10.1177/009614428501200102.

	Bound, John, and Sarah Turner. 2002. “Going to War and Going to College: Did World War II and the G.I. Bill Increase Educational Attainment for Returning Veterans?” Journal of Labor Economics 20 (4): 784– 815. doi.org/10.1086/342012.

	Bourque, Peter. 2009. “Remembering When GM Employed Half of Flint, Michigan.” Arizona Daily Star, August 2. tucson.com/lifestyles/article_e4176079-2b6b-591e-bd13-3ca041c9dcf2.html.

	Bowden, Sue, and Avner Offer. 1994. “Household Appliances and the Use of Time: The United States and Britain Since the 1920s.” Economic History Review 47 (4): 725. doi.org/10.2307/2597714.

	Bowles, Samuel S., and Herbert M. Gintis. 1976. Schooling in Capitalist America: Educational Reform and the Contradictions of Economic Life. Basic Books.

	Boyd, Richard. 2023. “Thomas Hobbes and the Making of Popular Sovereignty.” In When the People Rule: Popular Sovereignty in Theory and Practice, edited by Ewa Alanassow, Thomas Bartscherer, and David A. Bateman. Cambridge University Press. doi.org/10.1017/9781009263757.006.

	Boyd, Robert, and Peter J. Richerson. 1985. Culture and the Evolutionary Process. University of Chicago Press.

	Bradley, David. 2004. “Elemental Discoveries—the History of the Chemical Elements.” David Bradley Science Writer, April 28. sciencebase.com/science-blog/elemental-discoveries-the-history-of-the-chemical-elements.html?.

	Brady, Henry E., and Thomas B. Kent. 2022. “Fifty Years of Declining Confidence & Increasing Polarization in Trust in American Institutions.” Daedalus 151 (4): 43– 66. doi.org/10.1162/daed_a_01943.

	Braghieri, Luca, Ro’ee Levy, and Alexey Makarin. 2022. “Social Media and Mental Health.” American Economic Review 112 (11): 3660– 93. doi.org/10.1257/aer.20211218.

	Brailsford, Henry Noel. 1961. The Levellers and the English Revolution. Stanford University Press.

	Bramhill, Nick. 2016. “Over 20,000 March in Dublin in Mass Pro-Choice Rally.” IrishCentral, September 25. irishcentral.com/news/over-20-000-march-in-dublin-in-mass-pro-choice-rally.

	Brands, H. W. 2008. Traitor to His Class: The Privileged Life and Radical Presidency of Franklin Delano Roosevelt. Doubleday.

	Branigan, Tania. 2023. Red Memory: Living, Remembering and Forgetting China’s Cultural Revolution. Guardian Faber.

	Brennan, Cianan. 2016. “Pictures: Thousands Throng Dublin City Centre for Pro Choice Rally.” Journal (Ireland), September 24. thejournal.ie/pro-choice-march-dublin-5-2994885-Sep2016.

	Brin, Sergey, and Lawrence Page. 1998. “The Anatomy of a Large-Scale Hypertextual Web Search Engine.” Computer Networks and ISDN Systems 30 (1): 107– 17. doi.org/10.1016/S0169-7552(98)00110-X.

	Brody, David, Diane P. Koenker, and Solomon B. Levine. 2023. “Organized Labor: Western Europe.” Britannica. britannica.com/money/organized-labor/Western-Europe.

	Brooks, Leah, and Zachary Liscow. 2023. “Infrastructure Costs.” American Economic Journal: Applied Economics 15 (2): 1– 30. doi.org/10.1257/app.20200398.

	Brown, Willie. 2000. City and County of San Francisco Fall 2000 Homelessness Count Report. ia902904.us.archive.org/2/items/citycountyofsanf32000sanf/citycountyofsanf32000sanf.pdf.

	Brownstein, Ron. 2017. “Places with Fewest Immigrants Push Back Hardest Against Immigration.” CNN, August 22. cnn.com/2017/08/22/politics/immigration-trump-arizona.

	Brunello, Giorgio, Désirée Rückert, Christoph Weiss, and Patricia Wruuck. 2023. “Advanced Digital Technologies and Investment in Employee Training: Complements or Substitutes?” European Investment Bank Working Papers. data.europa.eu/doi/10.2867/16937.

	Bryan, Charles S. 2010. “‘The Greatest Brahmin Among Them’: William Osler’s (1849–1919) Perspective on Oliver Wendell Holmes (1809–94).” Journal of Medical Biography 18 (1): 15– 18. doi.org/10.1258/jmb.2009.009059.

	Bryant, Edwin. 2001. The Quest for the Origins of Vedic Culture: The Indo-Aryan Migration Debate. Oxford University Press. doi.org/10.1093/0195137779.001.0001.

	Brynjolfsson, Eric, Bharat Chandar, and Ruyu Chen. 2025. “Canaries in the Coal Mine? Six Facts About the Recent Employment Effects of Artificial Intelligence.” Working paper, Stanford Digital Economy Lab and Stanford Institute for Human-Centered Artificial Intelligence, August 26. digitaleconomy.stanford.edu/publications/canaries-in-the-coal-mine.

	Buchwald, Jed, Chen-Pang Yeang, Noah Stemeroff, Jenifer Barton, and Quinn Harrington. 2021. “What Heinrich Hertz Discovered About Electric Waves in 1887–1888.” Archive for History of Exact Sciences 75 (2): 125– 71. doi.org/10.1007/s00407-020-00260-1.

	Burcu Tekin, Bas¸ak. 2014. “Selçuklu Kültüründe Kadın’ın Konumu: Sanat Eserlerinden Hareketle Kars¸ılas¸tırmalı Bir Deg˘erlendirme.” Journal of Turkish Studies 9 (10): 991–1008. doi.org/10.7827/TurkishStudies.7252.

	Burnham, James. 1941. The Managerial Revolution. London: Putnam and Company.

	Burns, Robert. 1785 [1890]. “To a Mouse.” In The Kilmarnock Edition of the Poetical Works of Robert Burns, 7th ed., edited by William Scott Douglas. Toronto: Rose Publishing Company.

	Bursztyn, Leonardo, Georgy Egorov, Ingar Haaland, Aakaash Rao, and Christopher Roth. 2022. “Scapegoating During Crises.” AEA Papers and Proceedings 112 (May): 151– 55. doi.org/10.1257/pandp.20221069.

	Burton, Jason W. 2023. “Algorithmic Amplification for Collective Intelligence.” Knight First Amendment Institute. knightcolumbia.org/content/algorithmic-amplification-for-collective-intelligence.

	Bush, George W. 2000. “In Bush’s Words: ‘Join Together in Making China a Normal Trading Partner.’” May 18. nytimes.com/2000/05/18/world/in-bush-s-words-join-together-in-making-china-a-normal-trading-partner.html.

	Bush, Vannevar. 1945. The Endless Frontier. 75th anniv. ed. National Science Foundation.

	Cabello, Matías. 2023. “The Counter-Reformation, Science, and Long-Term Growth: A Black Legend?” Preprint, SSRN, March 21. doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4389708.

	Caine, Paul. 2022. “States’ Rights, the Supreme Court, and a History of Discrimination.” WTTW News, July 14. news.wttw.com/2022/07/14/states-rights-supreme-court-and-history-discrimination.

	Caldwell, Louise. 2019. “I Took Part in a Citizens’ Assembly—It Could Help Break the Brexit Deadlock.” Guardian, January 16. theguardian.com/commentisfree/2019/jan/16/citizens-assembly-ireland-abortion-referendum.

	Calhoun, David B. 2013. “William Tyndale: ‘Apostle of England.’” C.S. Lewis Institute. Accessed July 21, 2025. cslewisinstitute.org/resources/william-tyndale-apostle-of-england.

	Campbell, Josephine. 2023. “Windrush Generation.” EBSCO. ebsco.com/research-starters/history/windrush-generation.

	Campbell, Josephine. 2024. “Baumol’s Cost Disease.” EBSCO. ebsco.com/research-starters/economics/baumols-cost-disease.

	Candelo, Elena. 2019. “The Metamorphosis of the Automotive Market.” In Marketing Innovations in the Automotive Industry: Meeting the Challenges of the Digital Age, edited by Elena Candelo. Springer International. doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-15999-3_3.

	Cannon, Byron D. 2024. “Meteorology.” EBSCO. ebsco.com/research-starters/earth-and-atmospheric-sciences/meteorology.

	Card, David, and Thomas Lemieux. 2002. Did Draft Avoidance Raise College Attendance During the Vietnam War? Working Paper 46, Center for Labor Economics, University of California, Berkeley. cle.berkeley.edu/wp/wp46.pdf.

	Carlsson, Bo. 1984. “The Development and Use of Machine Tools in Historical Perspective.” Journal of Economic Behavior & Organization 5 (1): 91– 114. doi.org/10.1016/0167-2681(84)90028-3.

	Carlyle, Thomas. 1829. “Signs of the Times.” Edinburgh Review.

	Carlyle, Thomas. 1839 [1904]. “Chartism.” In Critical and Miscellaneous Essays, vol. 4. New York: Charles Scribner. archive.org/details/worksofthomascar29car.

	Carlyle, Thomas. 1840. “Condition-of-England Question.” In Chartism, vol. 1. London: James Fraser.

	Carnevale, Anthony P., Ban Cheah, and Andrew R. Hanson. 2015. The Economic Value of College Majors. Georgetown University. cew.georgetown.edu/cew-reports/valueofcollegemajors.

	Case, Anne, and Angus Deaton. 2017. “Mortality and Morbidity in the 21st Century.” Brookings Papers on Economic Activity, Spring: 397–476. princeton.edu/~accase/downloads/Mortality_and_Morbidity_in_21st_Century_Case-Deaton-BPEA-published.pdf.

	Case, Anne, and Angus Deaton. 2020. Deaths of Despair and the Future of Capitalism. Princeton University Press.

	Case, Anne, and Angus Deaton. 2023. “Accounting for the Widening Mortality Gap Between American Adults With and Without a BA.” Brookings Papers on Economic Activity 2023 (2): 1– 78. doi.org/10.1353/eca.2023.a935412.

	Cashell, G. T. Willoughby. 1971. “A Short History of Spectacles.” Proceedings of the Royal Society of Medicine 64 (10): 1063– 64.

	CEDEFOP. 2019. “Germany: New Nationwide Training Concept for Industry 4.0.” May 21. cedefop.europa.eu/en/news/germany-new-nationwide-training-concept-industry-40.

	CERN. 2025. “A Short History of the Web.” July 23. home.cern/science/computing/birth-web/short-history-web.

	Cervigni, Vittorio. 1985. “FS a tutta velocità.” I treni oggi 6 (51): 21–23.

	Chamberlain, John. 1946. “Every Man a Capitalist.” Life, December 23.

	Chambru, Cédric, Emeric Henry, and Benjamin Marx. 2024. “The Dynamic Consequences of State Building: Evidence from the French Revolution.” American Economic Review 114 (11): 3578– 622. doi.org/10.1257/aer.20220110.

	Chandler, Daniel. 2023. Free and Equal: What Would a Fair Society Look Like? Allen Lane.

	Charles, Kerwin Kofi, Erik Hurst, and Mariel Schwartz. 2019. “The Transformation of Manufacturing and the Decline in US Employment.” NBER Macroeconomics Annual 33 (January): 307– 72. doi.org/10.1086/700896.

	Chatterjee, Aroop, Léo Czajka, and Amory Gethin. 2023. Redistribution Without Inclusion? Inequality in South Africa Since the End of Apartheid. Preprint. amory- gethin.fr/files/pdf/ChatterjeeCzajkaGethin2023.pdf

	Chattopadhyay, Raghabendra, and Esther Duflo. 2004. “Women as Policy Makers: Evidence from a Randomized Policy Experiment in India.” Econometrica 72 (5): 1409– 43. doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0262.2004.00539.x.

	Chen, Ting, James Kai-Sing Kung, and Chicheng Ma. 2020. “Long Live Keju! The Persistent Effects of China’s Civil Examination System.” Economic Journal 130 (631): 2030–64. doi.org/10.1093/ej/ueaa043.

	Chetty, Raj, David J. Deming, and John N. Friedman. 2023. “Diversifying Society’s Leaders? The Causal Effects of Admission to Highly Selective Private Colleges.” No. RWP23-021. Preprint, HKS Faculty Research Working Paper Series.

	Chetty, Raj, David Grusky, Maximilian Hell, Nathaniel Hendren, Robert Manduca, and Jimmy Narang. 2017. “The Fading American Dream: Trends in Absolute Income Mobility Since 1940.” Science 356 (6336): 398– 406. doi.org/10.1126/science.aal4617.

	Chetty, Raj, Nathaniel Hendren, Patrick Kline, and Emmanuel Saez. 2014. “Where Is the Land of Opportunity? The Geography of Intergenerational Mobility in the United States.” Quarterly Journal of Economics 129 (4): 1553– 623. doi.org/10.1093/qje/qju022.

	Cholij, Roman. n.d. “Priestly Celibacy in Patristics and Church History.” Accessed August 28, 2025. vatican.va/roman_curia/congregations/cclergy/documents/rc_con_cclergy_doc_01011993 _chisto_en.html.

	Chozick, Amy. 2016. “Hillary Clinton Calls Many Trump Backers ‘Deplorables,’ and G.O.P. Pounces.” New York Times, September 10. nytimes.com/2016/09/11/us/politics/hillary-clinton-basket-of-deplorables.html.

	Christ, Matthew R. 1990. “Liturgy Avoidance and Antidosis in Classical Athens.” Transactions of the American Philological Association 120 (1990): 147– 69. doi.org/10.2307/283983.

	Christian, Brian. 2020. The Alignment Problem: Machine Learning and Human Values. W. W. Norton.

	Chuck, Elizabeth. 2018. “Google Engineer Fired for Writing Manifesto on Women’s ‘Neuroticism’ Sues Company.” NBC News, January 9. nbcnews.com/news/us-news/google-engineer-fired-writing-manifesto-women-s-neuroticism-sues-company-n835836.

	Churchill, Winston. 1947. Volume 444 House of Commons Debate, 5th ser. col. 207. Nov. 11. Commons Chamber. Hansard. U.K. Parliament. hansard.parliament.uk/Commons/1947-11-11/debates/ac22a8ea-e202-4be6-b2b6-a5a448a12182/CommonsChamber#main-content.

	Cialdini, Robert B. 1987 and 2021. Influence, New and Expanded: The Psychology of Persuasion. Revised. First Harper Business new and expanded hardcover ed. Harper Business.

	Cicero. 44 AD [1887]. De officiis. Book 1. constitutioncenter.org/the-constitution/historic-document-library/detail/cicerode-officiis-on-duties-44-bc.

	Cinelli, Matteo, Gianmarco De Francisci Morales, Alessandro Galeazzi, Walter Quattrociocchi, and Michele Starnini. 2021. “The Echo Chamber Effect on Social Media.” Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America 118 (9): e2023301118. doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2023301118.

	Cipolla, Carlo M. 1962. The Economic History of World Population. 7th ed. Penguin Books.

	Citigroup. n.d. Citigroup 2000 Annual Report. citigroup.com/southafrica/homepage/data/ap20ar.pdf.

	The Citizens’ Assembly. 2016. “Welcome from the Citizens’ Assembly Chairperson, Ms. Justice Mary Laffoy.” YouTube. 31 min., 1 sec. youtube.com/watch?v=DuGSG6Pnlh8.

	City and County of San Francisco. 2025. “Homelessness Population.” sf.gov/data--homeless-population.

	Claassen, Christopher, and Pedro C. Magalhães. 2023. “Public Support for Democracy in the United States Has Declined Generationally.” Public Opinion Quarterly 87 (3): 719–32. doi.org/10.1093/poq/nfad039.

	Clark, LaToya Baldwin. 2023. “The Critical Racialization of Parents’ Rights.” Yale Law Journal 132 (7): 2139– 204.

	Clark, William. 1647 [1951]. “1647: The Putney Debates.” In Puritanism and Liberty, Being the Army Debates (1647–9) from the Clarke Manuscripts with Supplementary Documents, 2nd ed., edited by A. S. P. Woodhouse. University of Chicago Press. Accessed July 21, 2025. oll.libertyfund.org/pages/1647-the-putney-debates.

	Clary, Will, Iris N. Gomez-Lopez, Megan Chenoweth, et al. 2022. “National Neighborhood Data Archive (NaNDA): Voter Registration, Turnout, and Partisanship by County, United States, 2004–2022: Version 2.” ICPSR—Interuniversity Consortium for Political and Social Research. doi.org/10.3886/ICPSR38506.V2.

	Clausing, Kimberly. 2017. “Labor and Capital in the Global Economy.” Democracy 43 (Winter). democracyjournal.org/magazine/43/labor-and-capital-in-the-global-economy.

	Cleage, Kristin. 2012a. “Doris Graham, High School Senior—1940.” Finding Eliza: A Family History Blog, November 16. findingeliza.com/archives/8017.

	Cleage, Kristin. 2012b. “My Mother Was a Teacher.” Finding Eliza: A Family History Blog, March 13. findingeliza.com/archives/4017.

	Cleage, Kristin. 2022. “One Way Ticket.” Finding Eliza: A Family History Blog, July 16. findingeliza .com/archives/35664.

	Cleage, Kristin. 2023. “Poppy at Ford’s.” Finding Eliza: A Family History Blog, September 16. findingeliza.com/archives/42284.

	Cleage, Kristin. 2025. “Three of My Grandparent’s Grandparents.” Finding Eliza: A Family History Blog, February 19. findingeliza.com/archives/44773.

	Cleage, Pearl, dir. 2004. Pearl Cleage, 45 Stories. The HistoryMakers. thehistorymakers.org/biography/pearl-cleage-39.

	Clubb, Jerome M., William H. Flanigan, and Nancy H. Zingale. 2006. “Electoral Data for Counties in the United States: Presidential and Congressional Races, 1840–1972.” Inter-university Consortium for Political and Social Research, November 13. doi.org/10.3886/ICPSR08611.v1.

	Coast, David. 2021. “William Tyndale, Henry VIII, and the Obedience of a Christian Man.” Historical Journal 64 (4): 823– 43. doi.org/10.1017/S0018246X20000552.

	“Codes of Pakhtoonwali.” 2022. Khyber.org (site discontinued). January 27. web.archive.org/web/20220127100659/http://khyber.org/culture/a/Codes_of_Pakhtoonwali.shtml.

	Coffey, John. 2006. “The Abolition of the Slave Trade: Christian Conscience and Political Action.” Cambridge Papers, June 3. cambridgepapers.org/the-abolition-of-the-slave-trade-christian-conscience-and-political-action.

	Coffey, Rebecca. 2021. “Why Charles Darwin Delayed for Decades Before Publishing His Bold Ideas on Evolution.” Forbes, April 29. forbes.com/sites/rebeccacoffey/2021/04/29/why-charles-darwin-delayed-for-decades-before-publishing-his-bold-ideas-on-evolution.

	Cohen, Joshua. 2002. “For a Democratic Society.” In Cambridge Companion to Rawls, edited by Samuel Freeman. Cambridge University Press.

	Collier, Paul. 2024. Left Behind: A New Economics for Neglected Places. Allen Lane.

	Collignon, Stefan. 2018. “Negative and Positive Liberty and the Freedom to Choose in Isaiah Berlin and Jean- Jacques Rousseau.” Journal of Philosophical Economics 12 (1): 10715. doi.org/10.46298/jpe.10715.

	Collins, Carlos. 2024. “Freeing the Internet: Why Splitting Up YouTube and Google Benefits Everyone.” Apple Scoop, October 8. applescoop.org/story/monopoly-meltdown-the-case-for-splitting-up-youtube-and-google.

	Collins, Michael. 2015. “Decolonization.” In The Encyclopedia of Empire, edited by N. Dalziel and J. M. MacKenzie. John Wiley & Sons. doi.org/10.1002/9781118455074.wbeoe360.

	Collins, Roger. 1995. “The Arab Conquest.” In Early Medieval Spain: Unity in Diversity, 400–1000, edited by Roger Collins. Macmillan Education U.K. doi.org/10.1007/978-1-349-24135-4_6.

	Collins, William J., and Ariell Zimran. 2025. “World War II Service and the GI Bill: New Evidence on Selection and Veterans’ Outcomes from Linked Census Records.” Explorations in Economic History 96 (April): 101649. doi.org/10.1016/j.eeh.2024.101649.

	Colson, Elizabeth. 1974. Tradition and Contract: The Problem of Social Order. Transaction.

	Colvin, Fred H. 1913. “Building an Automobile Every 40 Seconds.” American Machinist 38 (19): 757– 62.

	Comcast Corporation. 2024. “Comcast Reports 1st Quarter 2024 Results.” April 25. cmcsa.com/news-releases/news-release-details/comcast-reports-1st-quarter-2024-results.

	Commission of the European Communities. 1994. European Social Policy: A Way Forward for the Union. White Paper 94. Commission of the European Communities.

	Committee for Review of the Project Management Practices Employed on the Boston Central Artery/Tunnel (“Big Dig”) Project, Board on Infrastructure and the Constructed Environment, Transportation Research Board, Division on Engineering and Physical Sciences, National Research Council, and National Academy of Engineering. 2003. Completing the “Big Dig”: Managing the Final Stages of Boston’s Central Artery/Tunnel Project. National Academies Press. doi.org/10.17226/10629.

	Companies Market Cap. 2025a. “Alphabet (Google) (GOOG)—Market Capitalization.” companiesmarketcap.com/alphabet-google/marketcap.

	Companies Market Cap. 2025b. “Amazon (AMZN)—Market Capitalization.” companiesmarketcap .com/amazon/marketcap.

	Companies Market Cap. 2025c. “Apple (AAPL)—Market Capitalization.” companiesmarketcap.com/apple/marketcap.

	Companies Market Cap. 2025d. “Meta Platforms (Facebook) (META)—Market Capitalization.” companiesmarketcap.com/meta-platforms/marketcap.

	Companies Market Cap. 2025e. “Microsoft (MSFT)—Market Capitalization.” companiesmarketcap .com/microsoft/marketcap.

	Companies Market Cap. 2025f. “NVIDIA (NVDA)—Market Capitalization.” companiesmarketcap .com/nvidia/marketcap.

	Companies Market Cap. 2025g. “Tesla (TSLA)—Market Capitalization.” companiesmarketcap.com/tesla/marketcap.

	Comptroller-General of Patents, Designs, and Trade Marks. 1903. Twentieth Report of the Comptroller-General of Patents, Designs, and Trade Marks with Appendices for the Year 1902. House of Commons. assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/5a8041c3e5274a2e8ab4f1a5/historical-patent-data.pdf.

	Conniff, Richard. 2012. “When Continental Drift Was Considered Pseudoscience.” Smithsonian, June. smithsonianmag.com/science-nature/when-continental-drift-was-considered-pseudoscience-90353214.

	Constantine, Matthew. n.d. “Who Was Lady Mary Wortley Montagu?” North Yorkshire National Trust. Accessed January 14, 2026. nationaltrust.org.uk/visit/yorkshire/wentworth-castle-gardens/who-was-lady-mary-wortley-montagu.

	Coodley, Lauren. 2013. Upton Sinclair: California Socialist, Celebrity Intellectual. University of Nebraska Press.

	Cooper, J. 2012. Margaret Thatcher and Ronald Reagan: A Very Political Special Relationship. Palgrave Macmillan.

	Corbin, Alain. 2021. “The State of Scientific Ignorance at the End of the Age of Enlightenment.” In Terra Incognita: A History of Ignorance in the Eighteenth and Nineteenth Centuries. Translated by Susan Pickford. Polity Press.

	Cordero-Guzman, Hector. 2011. “Main Stream Support for a Mainstream Movement: The 99% Movement Comes From and Looks Like the 99%.” Unpublished manuscript, October 19. occupywallst.org/media/pdf/OWS-profile1-10-18-11-sent-v2-HRCG.pdf.

	Cos¸gel, Metin M., Thomas J. Miceli, and Jared Rubin. 2012. “The Political Economy of Mass Printing: Legitimacy and Technological Change in the Ottoman Empire.” Journal of Comparative Economics 40 (3): 357– 71. doi.org/10.1016/j.jce.2012.01.002.

	Council Fathers. 1215. “Introduction.” In Fourth Lateran Council. papalencyclicals.net/councils/ecum12-2.htm.

	Couprie, Dirk L. 2018. When the Earth Was Flat: Studies in Ancient Greek and Chinese Cosmology. Historical and Cultural Astronomy. Springer.

	Couture, Victor, and Jessie Handbury. 2023. “Neighborhood Change, Gentrification, and the Urbanization of College Graduates.” Journal of Economic Perspectives 37 (2): 29–52. doi.org/10.1257/jep.37.2.29.

	Cox, Daniel A. 2021. “The State of American Friendship: Change, Challenges, and Loss.” Survey Center on American Life, June 8. americansurveycenter.org/research/the-state-of-american-friendship-change-challenges-and-loss.

	Creative Destruction Lab. 2016. “Geoff Hinton: On Radiology.” YouTube, posted November 24. 1 min., 24 sec. youtube.com/watch?v=2HMPRXstSvQ.

	Creighton, Mandell. 1905. Life and Letters of Mandell Creighton, vol. 1. Edited by Louise Creighton. London: Longmans, Green, and Co. archive.org/details/a566044401creiuoft.

	Crevier, Daniel. 1993. AI: The Tumultuous History of the Search for Artificial Intelligence. Basic Books.

	Crouch, Tom D. 2025. “Wright Brothers.” Britannica. britannica.com/biography/Wright-brothers/Powered-sustained-flight.

	Cruz, Ted (@tedcruz). 2025. “Wow. Now the crazy Left has come out against beautiful women. I’m sure that will poll well. . . .” Twitter, July 29. x.com/tedcruz/status/1950253558093504679.

	Cunningham, Craig A. 2017. “Dewey on Educational Research and the Science of Education.” In Encyclopedia of Educational Philosophy and Theory, edited by M. A. Peters. Springer, Singapore. doi.org/10.1007/978-981-287-588-4_49.

	Cynamon, Jeremy Kingston. 2024. “John Stuart Mill: Education, Freedom, and Dependence.” In The Palgrave Handbook of Educational Thinkers, edited by B. A. Geier. Palgrave Macmillan. doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-81037-5_56-2.

	Dahl, Robert Alan, ed. 1961. Who Governs? Democracy and Power in an American City. Yale University Press.

	D’Amico, Leonardo, Edward L. Glaeser, Joseph Gyourko, William Kerr, and Giacomo A. M. Ponzetto. 2023. “Why Has Construction Productivity Stagnated? The Role of Land-Use Regulation.” SSRN Scholarly Paper 4679195. Social Science Research Network, December 30. doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4679195.

	Darwin, Charles. 1859. The Origin of Species: By Means of Natural Selection. 6th ed. Cambridge Library Collection. London: Cambridge University Press.

	Dauth, Wolfgang, Sebastian Findeisen, Jens Suedekum, and Nicole Woessner. 2017. “German Robots—the Impact of Industrial Robots on Workers.” CEPR Discussion Paper No. DP12306. Social Science Research Network, September 1. papers.ssrn.com/abstract=3039031.

	Dauth, Wolfgang, Sebastian Findeisen, Jens Suedekum, and Nicole Woessner. 2021. “The Adjustment of Labor Markets to Robots.” Journal of the European Economic Association 19 (6): 3104– 53. doi.org/10.1093/jeea/jvab012.

	Davern, Michael, Rene Bautista, Jeremy Freese, Pamela Herd, and Stephen L. Morgan. 2025. “General Social Survey 1972–2024.” Machine-readable data file. NORC at the University of Chicago. gssdataexplorer.norc.org.

	Davies, A. F. 1952. “Prestige of Occupations.” British Journal of Sociology 3 (2): 134. doi.org/10.2307/587491.

	Davis, G. R. C. 1215 [1982]. Magna Carta. British Library.

	Davis, Ralph. 1973. The Rise of the Atlantic Economies. World Economic History. Cornell University Press.

	De Vroey, Michel. 2004. “The History of Macroeconomics Viewed Against the Background of the Marshall– Walras Divide.” History of Political Economy 36 (Suppl_1): 57– 91. doi.org/10.1215/00182702-36-Suppl_1-57.

	The Declaration of the Rights of Man and of the Citizen. 1789 [2022]. elysee.fr/en/french-presidency/the-declaration-of-the-rights-of-man-and-of-the-citizen.

	Dehry, Sarah E., and Patrick M. Krueger. 2023. “Excess Deaths in the United States Compared to 18 Other High- Income Countries.” Population Research and Policy Review 42 (2): 27. doi.org/10.1007/s11113-023-09762-6.

	Del Rio-Chanona, R. Maria, Nadzeya Laurentsyeva, and Johannes Wachs. 2024. “Large Language Models Reduce Public Knowledge Sharing on Online Q&A Platforms.” PNAS Nexus 3 (9). doi.org/10.1093/pnasnexus/pgae400.

	DellaVigna, S., and E. Kaplan. 2007. “The Fox News Effect: Media Bias and Voting.” Quarterly Journal of Economics 122 (3): 1187– 234. doi.org/10.1162/qjec.122.3.1187.

	Deneen, Patrick J. 2018. Why Liberalism Failed. Politics and Culture. Yale University Press.

	Derenoncourt, Ellora, and Claire Montialoux. 2021. “Minimum Wages and Racial Inequality.” Quarterly Journal of Economics 136 (1): 169– 228. doi.org/10.1093/qje/qjaa031.

	Desmond, Adrian, and James Moore. 1991. Darwin. Michael Joseph.

	Devecka, Martin. 2015. “Raisins d’Etat: Trade, Politics, and Diplomacy in the History of the Levant Company.” In Chartering Capitalism: Organizing Markets, States, and Publics, edited by Emily Erikson, Political Power and Social Theory, vol. 29. Emerald Group. levantineheritage.com/pdf/Raisins-detat-trade-politics-and-diplomacy-in-the-history-of-the-levant-company.pdf.

	Dewey, John. 1929. The Quest for Certainty: A Study of the Relation of Knowledge and Action. Minton, Balch.

	Digital Literacy and Communications Lab, University of North Carolina. English and Comparative Literature 225 Anniversary Timeline. n.d. “1962–1973 U.S. Involvement in the Vietnam War Prompts Student Protests.” Accessed August 4, 2025. scalar.usc.edu/works/english-and-comparative-literature-225+anniversary-timeline/1962---1973-us-involvement-in-the-vietnam-war-prompts-student-protests.

	Disraeli, Benjamin. 1845. Sybil. London: Henry Colburn Publisher.

	Disraeli, Benjamin. 1872. “Sanitas Sanitatum, Omnia Sanitas.” Speech delivered at Free Trade Hall in Manchester, England, April 3.

	Domhoff, G. William. 2020. The Corporate Rich and the Power Elite in the Twentieth Century: How They Won, Why Liberals and Labor Lost. Routledge.

	Doniger, Wendy, and Charles Preston. 2025. “Sati.” Britannica, August 1. britannica.com/topic/suttee.

	Douglass, Frederick. 1860. “A Plea for Free Speech in Boston.” constitutioncenter.org/the-constitution/historic-document-library/detail/frederick-douglass-a-plea-for-free-speech-in-boston-1860.

	Downs, Anthony. 1957. An Economic Theory of Democracy. Harper & Row.

	Drouhot, Lucas, Patrick Simon, and Vincent Tiberj. 2023. Religious Diversity in France: Intergenerational Transmissions and Practices by Origins. Insee References. insee.fr/en/statistiques/7342918?sommaire=7344042&.

	Du Bois, W. E. B. 1920. “Of the Ruling of Men.” In Darkwater: Voices from Within the Veil. Harcourt, Brace and Howe.

	Duernecker, Georg, Berthold Herrendorf, and Ákos Valentinyi. 2023. “Structural Change Within the Services Sector and the Future of Cost Disease.” Journal of the European Economic Association 22 (1): 428– 73. doi.org/10.1093/jeea/jvad030.

	Duggan, Jennifer. 2016. “Ireland Grapples with the Thorny Issue of Repealing an Abortion Ban.” Time, October 27. time.com/4534656/ireland-repeal-8th-amendment-debate.

	Dugyala, Rishika. 2020. “NYT Opinion Editor Resigns After Outrage over Tom Cotton Op-Ed.” Politico, June 7. politico.com/news/2020/06/07/nyt-opinion-bennet-resigns-cotton-op-ed-306317.

	Dunbar, R. I. M. 2022. How Religion Evolved: And Why It Endures. Oxford University Press.

	Dunkelman, Marc J. 2025. Why Nothing Works: Who Killed Progress, and How to Bring It Back. PublicAffairs.

	Dunleavy, Patrick, and Brendan O’Leary. 1987. Theories of the State: The Politics of Liberal Democracy. Macmillan Education.

	Dunlop, John T., and Julius Shiskin. 1975. Handbook of Labor Statistics 1975—Reference Edition. Bulletin 1865. U.S. Department of Labor and Bureau of Labor Statistics.

	Dunn, Amina. 2020. “Few Trump or Biden Supporters Have Close Friends Who Back the Opposing Candidate.” Pew Research Center, September 18. pewresearch.org/short-reads/2020/09/18/few-trump-or-biden-supporters-have-close-friends-who-back-the-opposing-candidate.

	Durkin, Martin P., and Ewan Clague. 1953. Employment Outlook in the Automobile Industry. Bulletin No. 1138. Occupational Outlook Series. U.S. Department of Labor and Bureau of Labor Statistics.

	Dyreng, Scott, and Michelle Hanlon. 2021. “Tax Avoidance and Multinational Firm Behavior.” In Global Goliaths, edited by C. Fritz Foley, James R. Hines, and David Wessel. Multinational Corporations in the 21st Century Economy. Brookings Institution Press. jstor.org/stable/10.7864/j.ctv11hpt7b.13.

	Dziak, Mark. 2024. “Huguenot.” EBSCO. ebsco.com/research-starters/history/huguenot.

	Earl de Grey and Ripon. 1870. HL Deb. (3d ser.) (25 Jul. 1870) 203, col. 846. api.parliament.uk/historic-hansard/lords/1870/jul/25/elementary-education-bill.

	Ebenstein, Avraham, Ann Harrison, and Margaret McMillan. 2017. “Why Are American Workers Getting Poorer? China, Trade, and Offshoring.” In The Factory- Free Economy: Outsourcing, Servitization, and the Future of Industry, edited by Lionel Fontagné and Ann Harrison. Oxford University Press. doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780198779162.003.0009.

	Eddy, Melissa. 2024. “A German Initiative to Keep Workers Employed by Retraining Them.” New York Times, May 10. nytimes.com/2024/05/10/business/germany-workers-retraining.html.

	Edge, Matt. 2009. “Athens and the Spectrum of Liberty.” History of Political Thought 30 (1): 1– 45. https://www.jstor.org/stable/26224040?seq=1.

	Eeckhout, Jan. 2022. The Profit Paradox: How Thriving Firms Threaten the Future of Work. Paperback ed. Princeton University Press.

	Ehl, David. 2022. “How Africa Increased Healthy Life Expectancy.” DW, August 25. dw.com/en/how-africa-increased-its-healthy-life-expectancy/a-62923832.

	Eichengreen, Barry, ed. 1995. Europe’s Post- War Recovery. Cambridge University Press. doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511759314.

	Eidlin, Barry. 2016. “The House That Reuther Built.” Jacobin, June 8. jacobin.com/2016/06/uaw-academic-workers-colleges-union-walter-reuther-treaty-detroit.

	Eisenhower, Dwight D. 1957. “The President’s News Conference.” News conference given at the Executive Office Building, Washington, DC, September 3. presidency.ucsb.edu/documents/the-presidents-news-conference-286.

	Elamin, Mustafa Osman I. 2024. “Muhammad Ibn Musa Al-Khwarizmi: The Pioneer of Algorithms and His Enduring Legacy in Artificial Intelligence.” Journal of Ecohumanism 3 (8). doi.org/10.62754/joe.v3i8.5695.

	Elliott, David. 2024. “3 Technologists on How AI Is Expanding Scientific Discovery.” World Economic Forum, July 5. weforum.org/stories/2024/07/technologists-ai-scientific-discovery.

	Elser, Holly, Eli Ben-Michael, David Rehkopf, Sepideh Modrek, Ellen A. Eisen, and Mark R. Cullen. 2019. “Layoffs and the Mental Health and Safety of Remaining Workers: A Difference-in-Differences Analysis of the US Aluminium Industry.” Journal of Epidemiology and Community Health 73 (12): 1094– 100. doi.org/10.1136/jech-2018-211774.

	Élysée. 2022. “Liberty, Equality, Fraternity.” elysee.fr/en/french-presidency/liberty-equality-fraternity.

	Emms, Katherine. 2022. “30 Years On: What Do Polytechnics Teach Us About Transcending the Vocational/Academic Divide in Today’s Higher Education Landscape?” Higher Education Policy Institute, December 5. hepi.ac.uk/2022/12/05/30-years-on-what-do-polytechnics-teach-us-about-transcending-the-vocational-academic-divide-in-todays-higher-education-landscape.

	Engelman, Ryan. 2025. “The Second Industrial Revolution, 1870–1914.” US History Scene. ushistoryscene.com/article/second-industrial-revolution.

	English, Andrea R. 2017. “Dewey on Thinking in Education.” In Encyclopedia of Educational Philosophy and Theory, edited by Michael A. Peters. Springer, Singapore. doi.org/10.1007/978-981-287-588-4_44.

	Esping-Andersen, Gøsta. 1985. “Class Alliances in the Development of Scandinavian Social Democracy.” In Politics Against Markets. The Social Democratic Road to Power. Princeton University Press. jstor.org/stable/j.ctt1m322zp.8.

	European Education Area. 2022. “Higher Education Initiatives.” April 20. education.ec.europa.eu/education-levels/higher-education/about-higher-education.

	European Monitor of Industrial Ecosystems. 2017. “Germany—Industry 4.0.” monitor - industrial- ecosystems.ec.europa.eu/reports/other-reports/germany-industry-40.

	European Patent Office. 2024. “Patent Index 2023: Digital and Clean Energy Technologies Driving Growth.” epo.org/en/about-us/statistics/patent-index-2023.

	Evans, Medford Stanton. 1965. The Liberal Establishment: Who Runs America . . . and How. Devin- Adair.

	Fadel, Mohammad. 1996. “The Social Logic of Taqlid and the Rise of the Mukhatasar Issues and Problems.” Islamic Law and Society 3 (2): 193– 233.

	Farmiloe, Brett, and Angela Scott-Briggs. 2025. “How Do AI Algorithms Personalize Social Media Content?” TechBullion, February 15. techbullion.com/how-do-ai-algorithms-personalize-social-media-content.

	Fawcett, Edmund. 2014. Liberalism: The Life of an Idea. Princeton University Press. doi.org/10.2307/j.ctvc77gn1.

	Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation (1920–1936). 2025. “Quarterly Banking Profile.” fdic.gov/quarterly-banking-profile.

	Federal Financial Institutions Examinations Council National Information Center. 2025. “Large Holding Companies.” March 31. ffiec.gov/npw/Institution/TopHoldings.

	Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis FRED. 2025a. “Civilian Labor Force Level.” September 5. fred.stlouisfed.org/series/CLF16OV.

	Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis FRED. 2025b. “Consumer Price Index for All Urban Consumers: All Items in U.S. City Average.” October 24. fred.stlouisfed.org/series/CPIAUCSL.

	Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis FRED. 2025c. “National Income.” May 29. fred.stlouisfed.org/series/A032RC1A027NBEA.

	Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis FRED. 2025d. “Personal Consumption Expenditures: Chain-Type Price Index.” September 26. fred.stlouisfed.org/series/PCEPI.

	Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis FRED. 2025e. “Resident Population in San Francisco County /City, CA.” March 14. fred.stlouisfed.org/series/CASANF0POP.

	Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis FRED. 2025f. “Share of Net Worth Held by the Top 1% (99th to 100th Wealth Percentiles).” June 20. fred.stlouisfed.org/series/WFRBST01134.

	Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis FRED. 2025g. “Spot Crude Oil Price: West Texas Intermediate (WTI).” July 2. fred.stlouisfed.org/series/WTISPLC.

	Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis FRED. 2025h. “Unemployment Rate.” August 1. fred.stlouisfed .org/series/UNRATE.

	Feiner, Lauren, and Alex Heath. 2025. “FTC v. Meta: The Antitrust Battle’s Final Day.” Verge, April 14. theverge.com/news/646809/ftc-v-meta-antitrust-monopoly-trial-instagram-whatsapp.

	Feldman, Maryann, Frederick Guy, and Simona Iammarino. 2021. “Regional Income Disparities, Monopoly and Finance.” Cambridge Journal of Regions, Economy and Society 14 (1): 25–49. doi.org/10.1093/cjres/rsaa024.

	Fensterwald, John. 2025a. “Anatomy of a Divided California School Board’s Vote on Ethnic Studies.” EdSource, January 27. edsource.org/2025/anatomy-of-a-divided-school-boards-vote-on-ethnic-studies/725672.

	Fensterwald, John. 2025b. “Santa Ana to Drop Contested Ethnic Studies Courses to Settle Closely Watched Lawsuit.” EdSource, February 21. edsource.org/2025/santa-ana-to-drop-contested-ethnic-studies-courses-to-settle-closely-watched-lawsuit/727272.

	Ferenstein, Gregory. 2017. “The Disrupters.” City Journal, Winter. city- journal.org/article/the-disrupters.

	Fernandes, Heitor B. F., Mateo Peñaherrera Aguirre, James G. Zerbe, and Aurelio José Figueredo. 2021. “Humans: Within-Group Conflicts.” In Encyclopedia of Evolutionary Psychological Science, edited by T. K. Shackelford and V. A. Weekes-Shackelford. Springer Nature. doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-19650-3_3779.

	Fichtner, Ullrich. 2007. “Sarkozy Closes In on His Goal: Ambition and Honesty on the French Campaign Trail.” International. Der Spiegel, April 9. spiegel.de/international/europe/sarkozy-closes-in-on-his-goal-ambition-and-honesty-on-the-french-campaign-trail-a-476255.html.

	Field, Alexander J. 2011. A Great Leap Forward: 1930s Depression and U.S. Economic Growth. Yale Series in Economic and Financial History. Yale University Press.

	Filmer, Robert. 1680. Patriarcha, or, the Natural Power of Kings by the Learned. London: R. Chiswel, W. Hensman, M. Gilliflower, and G. Wells. proquest.com/docview/2240954371/citation/606CA6983354D90PQ/1.

	Fisher, William Weston. 2025. “Patent.” Britannica, July 27. britannica.com/topic/patent.

	Flaherty, Colleen. 2021. “A Canceled Talk, and Questions About Just Who Is Politicizing Science.” Inside Higher Ed, October 5. insidehighered.com/news/2021/10/06/mit-controversy-over-canceled-lecture.

	Fletcher, Richard A. 1999. The Barbarian Conversion: From Paganism to Christianity. University of California Press.

	Flood, Sarah, Miriam King, Renae Rodgers, et al. 2024. “IPUMS CPS: Version 12.0.” IPUMS. doi. org/10.18128/D030.V12.0.

	Folkenflik, David. 2023. “How a Civil War Erupted at Fox News After the 2020 Election.” NPR, March 8. npr.org/2023/03/08/1161694400/fox-news-lawsuit-civil-war-ingraham-hannity.

	Foresight Institute. 2013. “Foresight Advisor Doug Engelbart, 1925–2013, Will Be Greatly Missed.” July 3. foresight.org/foresight-advisor-doug-engelbart-1925-2013-will-be-greatly-missed.

	Foroushani, Sepehr. 2025. “It’s Time for Climate Policy to Shift to Adaptation and Resilience.” Policy Options, February 12. policyoptions.irpp.org/magazines/february-2025/climate-policy-adapt.

	Forster, William E. 1870. HC Deb. (3d ser.) (17 February 1870) 199 col. 466. api.parliament.uk/historic-hansard/commons/1870/feb/17/leave-first-reading.

	Forster, William E. 1887. “Preface.” In The Citizen Reader, edited by H. O. Arnold-Forster. London: Cassell. catalog.hathitrust.org/Record/008646456.

	Fouka, Vasiliki. 2020. “Backlash: The Unintended Effects of Language Prohibition in U.S. Schools After World War I.” Review of Economic Studies 87 (1): 204– 39. doi.org/10.1093/restud/rdz024.

	Foundation for Individual Rights and Expression. 2025a. “2026 College Free Speech Rankings: America’s Colleges Get an ‘F’ for Poor Free Speech Climate.” September 9. thefire.org/news/2026-college-free-speech-rankings-americas-colleges-get-f-poor-free-speech-climate.

	Foundation for Individual Rights and Expression. 2025b. “Campus Deplatforming Database.” thefire.org/research-learn/campus-deplatforming-database?orderdir=desc&orderby=year.

	Francis, Samuel T. 1997. Revolution from the Middle. Middle American Press.

	Franklin, Julian H. 1978. John Locke and the Theory of Sovereignty: Mixed Monarchy and the Right of Resistance in the Political Thought of the English Revolution. Cambridge University Press.

	Freeman, Richard B. 1998. “Spurts in Union Growth: Defining Moments and Social Processes.” In The Defining Moment: The Great Depression and the American Economy in the Twentieth Century, edited by Michael D. Bordo, Claudia Goldin, and Eugene N. White. University of Chicago Press. nber.org/books-and-chapters/defining-moment-great-depression-and-american-economy-twentieth-century/spurts-union-growth-defining-moments-and-social-processes.

	Freeman, Samuel. 2016. “Liberalism.” Oxford Research Encyclopedia of Politics. Oxford University Press. doi.org/10.1093/acrefore/9780190228637.013.236.

	Frenkel, Sheera, and Cecilia Kang. 2021. An Ugly Truth: Inside Facebook’s Battle for Domination. HarperCollins.

	Freudenberger, Herman. 1967. “State Intervention as an Obstacle to Economic Growth in the Habsburg Monarchy.” Journal of Economic History 27 (4): 493– 509.

	Friedrich, Benjamin, Lisa Laun, and Costas Meghir. 2021. “Income Dynamics of Immigrants and Natives in Sweden 1985–2016.” NBER Working Paper 28527, National Bureau of Economic Research, March. doi.org/10.3386/w28527.

	From, Al. 2013. The New Democrats and the Return to Power. Palgrave Macmillan.

	Fujiwara, Thomas. 2015. “Voting Technology, Political Responsiveness, and Infant Health: Evidence from Brazil.” Econometrica 83 (2): 423– 64. doi.org/10.3982/ecta11520. Fukuyama, Francis. 1989. “The End of History?” National Interest, no. 16: 3– 18.

	Fukuyama, Francis. 2022. Liberalism and Its Discontents. Farrar, Straus and Giroux.

	Gabbatt, Adam. 2021. “New York Times Fires Editor Targeted by Rightwing Critics over Biden Tweet.” Guardian, January 25. theguardian.com/media/2021/jan/25/lauren-wolfe-new-york-times-editor-fired-biden-tweet.

	Galilei, Galileo. 1632. Dialogo di Galileo Galilei Linceo, matematico sopraordinario dello studio di Pisa. E filosofo e matematico primario del serenissimo gr. duca di Toscana, doue ne i congressi di quattro giornate si discorre sopra i due massimi sistemi del mondo tolemaico e copernicano, proponendo indeterminatamente le ragioni filosofiche e naturali tanto per l’una quanto per l’altra parte. Fiorenza, Gio. Batista Landini. Pdf. loc.gov/item/12018406/.

	Galloway, James N., Allison M. Leach, Albert Bleeker, and Jan Willem Erisman. 2013. “A Chronology of Human Understanding of the Nitrogen Cycle.” Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society B: Biological Sciences 368 (1621): 20130120. doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2013.0120.

	Gallup News Service. 2023. “Gallup Poll Social Series.” news.gallup.com/poll/508169/historically-low-faith-institutions-continues.aspx.

	Gallup Organization. 1963. “Gallup Poll #681.” Roper Center for Public Opinion Research (distributor). doi.org/10.25940/ROPER-31087665.

	Gallup Organization and Newsweek Magazine. 1984. “Gallup/Newsweek Poll # 1984-84137: Immigration.” June 1. ropercenter.cornell.edu/ipoll/study/31089351/questions#821556f9-5ca9-47d6-b55e-d238cfcca6ec.

	Galston, William, and Elaine Karmarck. 2025. “Renewing the Democratic Party.” Third Way, February 2. thirdway.org/report/renewing-the-democratic-party.

	Gasparetto, A., and L. Scalera. 2019. “A Brief History of Industrial Robotics in the 20th Century.” Advances in Historical Studies 8 (1): 1. doi.org/10.4236/ahs.2019.81002.

	Gat, Azar. 1999. “The Pattern of Fighting in Simple, Small-Scale, Prestate Societies.” Journal of Anthropological Research 55 (4): 563– 83.

	Gat, Azar. 2015. “Proving Communal Warfare Among Hunter-Gatherers: The Quasi-Rousseauan Error.” Evolutionary Anthropology: Issues, News, and Reviews 24 (3): 111– 26. doi.org/10.1002/evan.21446.

	Gatti, Hilary. 2015a. “Epilogue.” In Ideas of Liberty in Early Modern Europe: From Machiavelli to Milton. Princeton University Press. jstor.org/stable/j.ctt1dr35qj.9.

	Gatti, Hilary. 2015b. “The Freedom of the Press.” In Ideas of Liberty in Early Modern Europe: From Machiavelli to Milton. Princeton University Press. jstor.org/stable/j.ctt1dr35qj.8.

	Gelatt, Julia. 2024. “Explainer: Immigrants and the U.S. Economy.” Migrationpolicy.org, October 23. migrationpolicy.org/content/explainer-immigrants-and-us-economy.

	Gennaro, Michael. 2024. “Google Dodges Antitrust Suit over Mapping Services.” Courthouse News Service, July 16. courthousenews.com/google-dodges-antitrust-suit-over-mapping-services.

	“Germany’s Bundestag Bars AfD MPs from Its Football Team.” 2025. Economist, July 3. economist .com/europe/2025/07/03/germanys-bundestag-bars-afd-mps-from-its-football-team.

	Gerring, John, Strom C. Thacker, and Rodrigo Alfaro. 2012. “Democracy and Human Development.” Journal of Politics 74 (1): 1– 17. doi.org/10.1017/s0022381611001113.

	Gerstle, Gary. 2018. “The Rise and Fall(?) of America’s Neoliberal Order.” Transactions of the Royal Historical Society 28: 241– 64. doi.org/10.1017/S0080440118000129.

	Gethin, Amory, and Clara Martínez-Toledano. 2025. “Political Cleavages in Contemporary Democracies.” In Handbook of Political Economy, edited by Daron Acemoglu and James Robinson, vol. 1. of Handbooks in Economics. Elsevier.

	Gethin, Amory, Clara Martínez-Toledano, and Thomas Piketty, eds. 2021. Political Cleavages and Social Inequalities: A Study of Fifty Democracies, 1948–2020. Harvard University Press. doi.org/10.2307/j.ctv209xnfn.

	Gethin, Amory, Clara Martínez-Toledano, and Thomas Piketty. 2022. “Brahmin Left Versus Merchant Right: Changing Political Cleavages in 21 Western Democracies, 1948–2020.” Quarterly Journal of Economics 137 (1): 1– 48. doi.org/10.1093/qje/qjab036.

	Gilens, Martin. 2012. Affluence and Influence: Economic Inequality and Political Power in America. Princeton University Press.

	Gillum, K. Fred. 2023. “Benjamin Disraeli.” EBSCO. ebsco.com/research-starters/history/benjamin-disraeli.

	Ginsburg, Tom. 2011. “An Economic Interpretation of the Pashtunwali Governance and Power.” University of Chicago Legal Forum 2011: 89– 114.

	Girvetz, Harry K., and Kenneth Minogue. 2025. “Liberalism.” Britannica, July 11. britannica.com/topic/liberalism.

	Glaeser, Edward, and Joseph Gyourko. 2025. “America’s Housing Affordability Crisis and the Decline of Housing Supply.” The Brookings Institution, March 26. brookings.edu/articles/americas-housing-affordability-crisis-and-the-decline-of-housing-supply.

	Glaeser, Edward L., Joseph Gyourko, and Raven E. Saks. 2005. “Why Have Housing Prices Gone Up?” American Economic Review 95 (2): 329– 33. doi.org/10.1257/000282805774669961.

	Godemel, Frederic. 2024. “Three Ways Generative AI Is Helping Our Services Experts Become Superheroes.” Schneider Electric Blog, May 14. blog.se.com/services/2024/05/14/three-ways-generative-ai-is-helping-our-services-experts-become-superheroes.

	Goghari, Vina M., and Mavis Kusi. 2023. “An Introduction to the Basic Elements of the Caste System of India.” Frontiers in Psychology 14 (December): 1210577. doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1210577.

	Goldin, Claudia, and Lawrence Katz. 2009. “Why the United States Led in Education: Lessons from Secondary School Expansion, 1910 to 1940.” In Human Capital and Institutions: A Long-Run View. Cambridge University Press.

	Goldin, Claudia, and Robert A. Margo. 1992. “The Great Compression: The Wage Structure in the United States at Mid-Century.” Quarterly Journal of Economics 107 (1): 1–34. doi.org/10.2307/2118322.

	Goldstein, Amy. 2018. “When GM Closes a Plant, Workers Lose Their Jobs. But the City Loses Its Spirit.” Washington Post, November 30. washingtonpost.com/outlook/when-gm-closes-a-plant-workers-lose-their-jobs-but-the-city-loses-its-spirit/2018/11/30/2d5b429a-f385-11e8-80d0-f7e1948d55f4_story.html.

	Gonzalez, Justo L. 2010. The Story of Christianity: The Early Church to the Dawn of the Reformation. The Story of Christianity, vol. 1. HarperCollins.

	Goodman, Peter S. 2024. “Why There’s Hope for U.S. Factory Towns Laid Low by the ‘China Shock.’” Business. New York Times, November 1. nytimes.com/2024/11/01/business/economy/china-us-trade-tariffs.html.

	Goos, Maarten, Alan Manning, and Anna Salomons. 2014. “Explaining Job Polarization: Routine-Biased Technological Change and Offshoring.” American Economic Review 104 (8): 2509– 26. doi.org/10.1257/aer.104.8.2509.

	Gopnik, Adam. 2025. “Industrialization of the U.S. Economy.” Britannica, July 29. britannica.com/place/United-States/Industrialization-of-the-U-S-economy.

	Gopnik, Alison, Andrew N. Meltzoff, and Patricia K. Kuhl. 1999. The Scientist in the Crib: Minds, Brains, and How Children Learn. W. Morrow.

	Gordon, Colin. 2012. “Union Decline and Rising Inequality in Two Charts.” Economic Policy Institute, June 5. epi.org/blog/union-decline-rising-inequality-charts.

	Gordon, Matthew S. 2021. “Slavery in the Islamic Middle East (c. 600–1000 CE).” In The Cambridge World History of Slavery, vol. 2, AD 500— AD 1420, edited by Craig Perry, David Eltis, David Richardson, and Stanley L. Engerman. The Cambridge World History of Slavery. Cambridge University Press. doi.org/10.1017/9781139024723.014.

	Gordon, Nora, and Sarah Reber. 2021. “Addressing Inequities in the US K-12 Education System.” Aspen Institute Economic Strategy Group, December 1. economicstrategygroup.org/publication/gordon-reber.

	Graham, Paul. 2024. “Founder Mode.” Paul Graham, September. paulgraham.com/foundermode.html.

	Gramling, Carolyn. 2021. “How Plate Tectonics Upended Our Understanding of Earth.” Science News, January 13. sciencenews.org/century/earth-history-plate-tectonics-volcanoes-earthquakes.

	Gross, Jörg, and Alexander Vostroknutov. 2022. “Why Do People Follow Social Norms?” Current Opinion in Psychology 44 (April): 1– 6. doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2021.08.016.

	Guérin, Daniel. 1970. Anarchism: From Theory to Practice. Translated by Mary Klopper. Monthly Review Press.

	Gunja, Munira, Evan Gumas, and Reginald Williams. 2023. U.S. Health Care from a Global Perspective, 2022: Accelerating Spending, Worsening Outcomes. Commonwealth Fund, Issue Briefs, January 31. commonwealthfund.org/publications/issue-briefs/2023/jan/us-health-care-global-perspective-2022.

	Guscina, Anastasia. 2006. “Effects of Globalization on Labor’s Share in National Income.” IMF Working Paper 2006/294. International Monetary Fund, December 1. imf.org/en/Publications/WP/Issues/2016/12/31/Effects-of-Globalization-on-Labors-Share-in-National-Income-19244.

	Guthrie, Douglas James, and E. Ashworth Underwood. 2025. “History of Medicine: Germ Theory, Microbes, Vaccines.” Britannica, September 19. britannica.com/science/history-of-medicine/Verification-of-the-germ-theory.

	Gwynn, David M. 2010. “Archaeology and the ‘Arian Controversy’ in the Fourth Century.” Late Antique Archaeology 6 (1): 229– 63. doi.org/10.1163/22134522-90000136.

	H. M. 1960. “The Democratic Convention: Kennedy’s Brain Trust and His Plans for a ‘New’ New Deal.” Science 132 (3421): 209–11. doi.org/10.1126/science.132.3421.209.

	Habakkuk, H. J. 1962. American and British Technology in the Nineteenth Century: The Search for Labour- Saving Inventions. Cambridge University Press.

	Hada, Rishav, Amir Ebrahimi Fard, Sarah Shugars, et al. 2022. “Beyond Digital ‘Echo Chambers’: The Role of Viewpoint Diversity in Political Discussion.” arXiv:2212.09056. Preprint, arXiv, December 18. doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2212.09056.

	Hage, Dave, and Paul Klauda. 1989. No Retreat, No Surrender: Labor’s War at Hormel. W. Morrow.

	Hager, Thomas. 2019. “How One Daring Woman Introduced the Idea of Smallpox Inoculation to England.” Time, March 5. time.com/5542895/mary-montagu-smallpox.

	Haggerty, Julia H., Mark N. Haggerty, Kelli Roemer, and Jackson Rose. 2018. “Planning for the Local Impacts of Coal Facility Closure: Emerging Strategies in the U.S. West.” Resources Policy 57 (August): 69– 80. doi.org/10.1016/j.resourpol.2018.01.010.

	Haigh, T. 2006. “Remembering the Office of the Future: The Origins of Word Processing and Office Automation.” IEEE Annals of the History of Computing 28 (4): 6– 31. doi.org/10.1109/MAHC.2006.70.

	Hall, Mark. 2025a. “Douglas Engelbart.” Britannica, June 28. britannica.com/biography/Douglas-Engelbart.

	Hall, Mark. 2025b. “Facebook.” Britannica, August 25. britannica.com/money/Facebook.

	Hall, Robert E. 1982. “The Importance of Lifetime Jobs in the U.S. Economy.” American Economic Review 72 (4): 716–24. doi.org/10.3386/w0560.

	Handel, Michael J. 2012. “Trends in Job Skill Demands in OECD Countries.” OECD Social, Employment and Migration Working Paper 143, November 28. doi.org/10.1787/5k8zk8pcq6td-en.

	Hansson, Gunnar. 2019. “Social Change by Compromise? The Reformist Argument of Ernst Wigfross.” Scandinavian Journal of History 44 (3): 355– 78. doi.org/10.1080/03468755.2018.1564693.

	Harris, Katelynn. 2020. “Forty Years of Falling Manufacturing Employment.” Bureau of Labors Statistics: Beyond the Numbers 9 (16). bls.gov/opub/btn/volume-9/forty-years-of-falling-manufacturing-employment.htm.

	Harris, Thomas. 2024. The EDI Tax: How Equity, Diversity and Inclusion Is Hobbling British Businesses. Free Speech Union. freespeechunion.org/the-edi-tax-how-equity-diversity-and-inclusion-is-hobbling-british-businesses.

	Harrison, William. 1577 [1889]. Elizabethan England. Edited by Lothrop Withington. London: W. Scott. catalog.hathitrust.org/Record/000150966.

	Harvey, Ailsa, and Katharine Gammon. 2021. “What’s the World’s Longest Bridge?” Live Science, October 27. livescience.com/34448-worlds-longest-bridge.html.

	Harvey Young, John. 1989. Pure Food: Securing the Federal Food and Drugs Act of 1906. Princeton Legacy Library.

	Haslam, S. Alexander, and Stephen D. Reicher. 2017. “50 Years of ‘Obedience to Authority’: From Blind Conformity to Engaged Followership.” Annual Review of Law and Social Science 13: 59– 78. doi.org/10.1146/annurev-lawsocsci-110316-113710.

	Hatfield, Jenn. 2024. “More than 80% of Americans Believe Elected Officials Don’t Care What People Like Them Think.” Pew Research Center, April 30. pewresearch.org/short-reads/2024/04/30/more-than-80-of-americans-believe-elected-officials-dont-care-what-people-like-them-think.

	Hause, Steven C. 2006. “Norton, Caroline.” Encyclopedia.com. encyclopedia.com/history/encyclopedias-almanacs-transcripts-and-maps/norton-caroline-0?.

	Hawking, Stephen. 1999. “A Brief History of Relativity.” Time, December 31. time.com/archive/6737409/a-brief-history-of-relativity.

	Hayek, Friedrich August. 1944. The Road to Serfdom. University of Chicago Press.

	Hayek, Friedrich August. 1945. “The Use of Knowledge in Society.” American Economic Review 35 (4): 519– 30.

	Hayek, Friedrich August. 1960 [2011]. The Constitution of Liberty: The Definitive Edition, edited by Ronald Hamowy. The Collected Works of Friedrich August Hayek, vol. 17. University of Chicago Press.

	Hays, J. N. 2005. “Smallpox in Eighteenth-Century Europe.” In Epidemics and Pandemics: Their Impacts on Human History. ABC- CLOI.

	Heald, Rebecca, and Mary Wildermuth. 2019. Year End Summary Report: 2018–2019. Initiative to Advance Faculty Diversity, Equity and Inclusion in the Life Science at UC Berkeley, University of California, Berkeley. math.berkeley.edu/~lott/lifesciences.pdf.

	Heaven, Will Douglas. 2020. “Artificial General Intelligence: Are We Close, and Does It Even Make Sense to Try?” MIT Technology Review, October 5. technologyreview.com/2020/10/15/1010461/artificial-general-intelligence-robots-ai-agi-deepmind-google-openai.

	Hemmerle, Andreas. 2019. “Fast, Efficient, Reliable: Artificial Intelligence in BMW Group Production.” BMW Group, July 15. press.bmwgroup.com/global/article/detail/T0298650EN/fast-efficient-reliable:-artificial-intelligence-in-bmw-group-production?language=en.

	Henderson, Steve, and Adam Safir. 2018. “130 Years of the Consumer Expenditure Surveys (CE) 1888–2018.” U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Washington D.C, June 7. bls.gov/cex/ce-130-presentation-safir-henderson.pdf.

	Henrich, Joseph Patrick. 2016. The Secret of Our Success: How Culture Is Driving Human Evolution, Domesticating Our Species, and Making Us Smarter. Princeton University Press.

	Herman, William E., and Michele R. Pinard. 2015. “Critically Examining Inquiry-Based Learning: John Dewey in Theory, History, and Practice.” In Inquiry-Based Learning for Multidisciplinary Programs: A Conceptual and Practical Resource for Educators, edited by Patrick Blessinger and John M. Carfora, vol. 3 of Innovations in Higher Education Teaching and Learning. Emerald Group. doi.org/10.1108/S2055-364120150000003016.

	Herold, Maik, Janine Joachim, Cyrill Otteni, and Hans Vorländer. 2023. Polarization in Europe: A Comparative Analysis of Ten European Countries. Mercator Forum Migration and Democracy.

	Herrmann, Esther, Josep Call, María Victoria Hernàndez-Lloreda, Brian Hare, and Michael Tomasello. 2007. “Humans Have Evolved Specialized Skills of Social Cognition: The Cultural Intelligence Hypothesis.” Science 317 (5843): 1360– 66. doi.org/10.1126/science.1146282.

	Hinnerich, Björn Tyrefors, and Per Pettersson-Lidbom. 2014. “Democracy, Redistribution, and Political Participation: Evidence from Sweden 1919–1938.” Econometrica 82 (3): 961–93. doi.org/10.3982/ECTA9607.

	Hitchcock, David. 2022. “Critical Thinking.” In Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy. Stanford University Press. plato.stanford.edu/entries/critical-thinking/history.html.

	Ho, Ping-ti. 1962 [1964]. The Ladder of Success in Imperial China: Aspects of Social Mobility, 1368–1911. Columbia University Press.

	Hobbes, Thomas. 1651 [1914]. Leviathan. New York: J M. Dent & Sons.

	Hobbes, Thomas, Richard Tuck, and Michael Silverthorne. 1998. “Hobbes: On the Citizen.” Higher Education from Cambridge University Press. Cambridge University Press. doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511808173.

	Hodge, Robert W., Paul M. Siegel, and Peter H. Rossi. 1964. “Occupational Prestige in the United States, 1925– 63.” American Journal of Sociology 70 (3): 286–302. doi.org/10.1086/223840.

	Holland, Tom. 2019. Dominion: How the Christian Revolution Remade the World. Basic Books.

	Holmes, Thomas J. 2006. “Geographic Spillover of Unionism.” NBER Working Paper 12025, National Bureau of Economic Research, February.

	Holt, Andrew. 2019. “Death Estimates for the Crusades.” Andrew Holt, Ph.D., January 30. apholt.com/2019/01/30/death-estimates-for-the-crusades.

	Holt, J. C. 2015. Magna Carta. 3rd ed. Cambridge University Press. doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781316144596.

	Holton, Woody. 2008. Unruly Americans and the Origins of the Constitution. Hill & Wang.

	Honeycutt, N. 2024. Silence in the Classroom: The 2024 FIRE Faculty Survey Report. Foundation for Individual Rights and Expression. thefire.org/facultyreport.

	Hood, Christopher, and Rozana Himaz. 2017. A Century of Fiscal Squeeze Politics: 100 Years of Austerity, Politics, and Bureaucracy in Britain. London: Oxford University Press. econpapers.repec .org/RePEc:oxp:obooks:9780198779612.

	Hood, William. 1921. “State Laws Relating to Education Enacted in 1918 and 1919.” Government Printing Office. files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED543399.pdf.

	Hooghe, Marc, and Ruth Dassonneville. 2018. “Explaining the Trump Vote: The Effect of Racist Resentment and Anti- Immigrant Sentiments.” PS: Political Science & Politics 51 (3): 528– 34. doi.org/10.1017/S1049096518000367.

	Hooker, Juliet. 2015. “Multiculturalism and Liberalism.” In Oxford Handbook Topics in Politics, edited by Oxford Handbooks Editorial Board. Oxford University Press. doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199566631.013.9.

	Horgan, John. 2023. “Germ Theory.” World History Encyclopedia, July 24. worldhistory.org/Germ_Theory.

	Hornbeck, Richard, and Suresh Naidu. 2014. “When the Levee Breaks: Black Migration and Economic Development in the American South.” American Economic Review 104 (3). aeaweb.org/articles?id=10.1257/aer.104.3.963.

	Hossli, Peter. 2007. “Twilight Town.” Hossli, June 6. hossli.com/articles/2007/06/06/twilight-town.

	Hounshell, David A. 1984. From the American System to Mass Production, 1800–1932: The Development of Manufacturing Technology in the United States. Johns Hopkins University Press.

	Hout, Michael, and Alexander Janus. 2008. Educational Mobility in America: 1930s–2000s. Survey Research Center, University of California, Berkeley.

	Howard, Christopher. 2025. “Two Histories of the Public Safety Net.” Journal of Economic Perspectives 39 (1): 77–100. doi.org/10.1257/jep.20231393.

	Hsiao, Frank S. T. 2024 “Taiwan’s Miracle Development: Its Economy over a Century.” Oxford Bibliographies, August 20. oxfordbibliographies.com/display/document/obo-9780199920082/obo-9780199920082-0219.xml.

	Huang, Yasheng. 2023a. The Rise and Fall of the East: How Exams, Autocracy, Stability, and Technology Brought China Success, and Why They Might Lead to Its Decline. Yale University Press.

	Huang, Yasheng. 2023b. “Why Chinese Minds Still Bear the Long Shadow of Keju.” Aeon, October 19. aeon.co/essays/why- chinese- minds- still- bear- the- long- shadow-of-keju.

	Hubmer, Joachim. 2023. “The Race Between Preferences and Technology.” Econometrica 91 (1): 227– 61. doi.org/10.3982/ecta18580.

	Hudson, David, Jr. 2020. “Controversial Social Media Posts by Public School Employees Raise Interesting Free- Speech Questions.” Freedom Forum, June 29. freedomforum.org/controversial-social-media-posts-by-public-school-employees-raise-interesting-free-speech-questions.

	Hufford, Austen. 2019. “American Factories Demand White-Collar Education for Blue-Collar Work.” Wall Street Journal, December 9. wsj.com/articles/american-factories-demand-white-collar-education-for-blue-collar-work-11575907185?.

	Hughes, Bradley T., Sanjay Srivastava, Magdalena Leszko, and David M. Condon. 2024. “Occupational Prestige: The Status Component of Socioeconomic Status.” Collabra: Psychology 10 (1): 92882. doi.org/10.1525/collabra.92882.

	Hugo, Victor. 1878 [1923]. Oration on Voltaire. Ten Cent Pocket Series. Haldeman-Julius.

	Humboldt, Wilhelm von. 1792 [1854]. The Sphere and Duties of Government. Translated by Joseph Coulthard Jr. London: J. Chapman.

	Hume, David. 1738 [1911]. A Treatise of Human Nature, vol. 1. London: J. M. Dent & Sons; New York: E. P. Dutton. archive.org/details/b24875946_0001.

	Hume, David. 1739 [1946]. “Of the Connexion or Association of Ideas.” In A Treatise of Human Nature, vol. 1. Oxford University Press.

	Humphrey, Hubert H. 1970. The Political Philosophy of the New Deal. Louisiana State University Press.

	Huntington, Samuel P. 1968. Political Order in Changing Societies. Yale University Press. doi.org/10.12987/9780300196382.

	Husain, Yusuf. 1971. Indo- Muslim Polity (Turko- Afghan Period). Indian Institute of Advanced Study.

	Huth, Edward. 2006. “Quantitative Evidence for Judgments on the Efficacy of Inoculation for the Prevention of Smallpox: England and New England in the 1700s.” Journal of the Royal Society of Medicine 99 (5): 262– 66. doi.org/10.1258/jrsm.99.5.262.

	IBISWorld Inc. 2025. “Number of Cable TV Subscriptions—Business Environment Profile Report.” July 17. ibisworld.com/united-states/bed/number-of-cable-tv-subscriptions/4625.

	“Immigration: USC Experts Available to Discuss America’s Most Polarizing Topic.” 2024. USC Today, January 25. today.usc.edu/immigration-usc-experts-available-to-discuss-americas-most-polarizing-topic.

	Inman, Robert P., and Daniel L. Rubinfeld. 1997. “Economics of Federalism.” In Perspectives on Public Choice: A Handbook. Cambridge University Press.

	Intellectual Property Office. 2024. “Facts and Figures: Patents, Trade Marks, Designs and Hearings: 2023.” June 20. gov.uk/government/statistics/facts-and-figures-patents-trade-marks-designs-and-hearings-2023/facts-and-figures-patents-trade-marks-designs-and-hearings-2023.

	Isaac, Paul E. 2023. “A Historical Overview of Beaumont, Texas.” Texas State Historical Association. tshaonline.org/handbook/entries/beaumont-tx.

	Isaacson, Walter. 2014. The Innovators: How a Group of Hackers, Geniuses, and Geeks Created the Digital Revolution. Trade paperback ed. Simon & Schuster.

	Israel, Jonathan. 2006. “Popular Sovereignty, Resistance, and the ‘Right to Revolution.’” In Enlightenment Contested: Philosophy, Modernity, and the Emancipation of Man 1670–1752. Oxford University Press. doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199279227.003.0013.

	Israel, Jonathan. 2010. A Revolution of the Mind: Radical Enlightenment and the Intellectual Origins of Modern Democracy. Princeton University Press.

	Iverson, John R. 2016. “Attention: Livre Dangereux.” Voltaire Foundation, September 30. voltairefoundation.wordpress.com/tag/banned-books.

	Iwatsuki, Shinya. 2025. “Position of Japan Regarding Changes in Work Environment Following Introduction of AI Technology in Workplace: International Comparison Focusing on Reponses by Corporate Organizations.” Japan Labor Issues 9 (53). jil.go.jp/english/jli/documents/2025/053 -01.pdf.

	Jack, Rebecca, Clare Halloran, James Okun, and Emily Oster. 2023. “Pandemic Schooling Mode and Student Test Scores: Evidence from US School Districts.” American Economic Review: Insights 5 (2): 173– 90. doi.org/10.1257/aeri.20210748.

	Jacobson, Louis. 2015. “Is Book by Howard Zinn the ‘Most Popular’ High-School History Textbook?” Politifact, April 15. politifact.com/factchecks/2015/apr/15/rick-santorum/book-howard-zinn-most-popular-high-school-history-.

	Jefferson, Thomas. 1776 [1927]. “The Declaration of Independence.” July 4. docs.house.gov/meetings/GO/GO00/20220929/115171/HHRG-117-GO00-20220929-SD010.pdf.

	Jefferson, Thomas. 1781 [1832]. Notes on the State of Virginia. Boston: Lilly and Wait. archive.org/details/notesonstateofvir00jeff.

	Jefferson, Thomas. 1787. “Thomas Jefferson to James Madison, 20 December 1787.” National Archives, University of Chicago Press. founders.archives.gov/documents/Madison/01-10-02-0210.

	Jefferson, Thomas. 1816. “Thomas Jefferson to Charles Yancey, 6 January 1816.” National Archives, Princeton University Press, January 6. founders.archives.gov/documents/Jefferson/03-09-02-0209.

	Jefferson, Thomas. 2012. The Papers of Thomas Jefferson. Vol. 8, 1 October 1814 to 31 August 1815, edited by J. Jefferson Looney. Retirement Series. Princeton University Press. doi.org/10.1515/9781400840045.

	Jencks, Christopher. 2015a. “Did We Lose the War on Poverty?—II.” New York Review of Books, April 23. nybooks.com/articles/2015/04/23/did-we-lose-war-poverty-ii.

	Jencks, Christopher. 2015b. “The War on Poverty: Was It Lost?” New York Review of Books, April 2. nybooks.com/articles/2015/04/02/war-poverty-was-it-lost/.

	Jia, Ruixue, Hongbin Li, and Claire Cousineau. 2025. The Highest Exam: How the Gaokao Shapes China. Harvard University Press.

	John F. Kennedy Presidential Library and Museum. 2022. “The Modern Civil Rights Movement and the Kennedy Administration.” February 28. jfklibrary.org/learn/about-jfk/jfk-in-history/civil-rights-movement.

	Johnson, David George. 1970. “The Medieval Chinese Oligarchy: A Study of the Great Families in Their Social, Political, and Institutional Setting.” PhD diss., University of California, Berkeley. proquest.com/openview/e5682914e2e69565a77c8edb4a684157/1.

	Johnson, David George. 1977. The Medieval Chinese Oligarchy. Westview Special Studies on China and East Asia. Westview Press.

	Johnson, Glen. 2006. “Governor Seeks to Take Control of Big Dig Inspections.” Boston.com, July 13. web.archive.org/web/20070311201155/http://boston.com/news/local/massachusetts/articles/2006/07/13/governor_seeks_to_take_control_of_big_dig_inspections.

	Johnson, Katerina V.-A., and Robin I. M. Dunbar. 2016. “Pain Tolerance Predicts Human Social Network Size.” Scientific Reports 6 (1): 25267. doi.org/10.1038/srep25267.

	Johnson, Lyndon. 1964a. “Annual Message to the Congress on the State of the Union.” Address delivered to Congress, Washington, DC, January 8. presidency.ucsb.edu/documents/annual-message-the-congress-the-state-the-union-25.

	Johnson, Lyndon. 1964b. “Remarks at the University of Michigan.” Speech delivered at the graduation ceremony of the University of Michigan, May 22. presidency.ucsb.edu/documents/remarks-the-university-michigan.

	Johnson, Lyndon. 1965. “Remarks at the Signing of the Immigration Bill, Liberty Island, New York.” October 3. presidency.ucsb.edu/documents/remarks-the-signing-the-immigration-bill-liberty-island-new-york.

	Joint Venture Silicon Valley Institute for Regional Studies. 2024. “Silicon Valley Poll.” docs.google .com/spreadsheets/d/1-xqdShG8hlarZlvMSJSazxrgeLpt6lQ8w1miN942zl4.

	Jones, Emily. 2023. “Impressions of Disraeli: Mythmaking and the History of One Nation Conservatism, 1881– 1940.” Revue française de civilisation britannique 28 (1): 18– 39.

	Jones, Susan S. 2009. “The Development of Imitation in Infancy.” Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society B: Biological Sciences 364 (1528): 2325– 35. doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2009.0045.

	J.P. Morgan Chase & Co. 2001. “J.P. Morgan Chase & Co. Form 10-Q.” September 30. sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/19617/000095012301508483/y54924e10-q.htm.

	Judt, Tony. 2006. Postwar: A History of Europe Since 1945. Penguin Books.

	Jung, Mariska. 2022. “Religion, Animals, and Racialization: Articulating Islamophobia Through Animal Ethics in the Netherlands.” Religions 13 (10): 955. doi.org/10.3390/rel13100955.

	Kaeser, Joe. 2017. “Why Robots Will Improve Manufacturing Jobs.” Time, September 14. time.com/4940374/joe-kaeser-siemens-robots-jobs.

	Kafka, Franz. 1925 [2024]. The Trial. Edited by Ritchie Robertson, translated by Mike Mitchell. Oxford University Press.

	Kahn, Robert, and Michael Aaron Dennis. 2025. “Internet.” Britannica, July 21. britannica.com/technology/Internet.

	Kandori, Michihiro. 1992. “Social Norms and Community Enforcement.” Review of Economic Studies 59 (1): 63– 80. doi.org/10.2307/2297925.

	Kant, Immanuel. 1785 [2002]. Fundamental Principles of the Metaphysic of Morals. Project Gutenberg. gutenberg.org/files/5682/5682-h/5682-h.htm.

	Kant, Immanuel. 1785 [2018]. Groundwork for the Metaphysics of Morals. Edited and translated by Allen W. Wood. With contributions by Jerome B. Schneewind, Melissa Baron, and Shelly Kagan. Rethinking the Western Tradition. Yale University Press.

	Kant, Immanuel. 1795 [1917]. Perpetual Peace; a Philosophical Essay. Edited by M. Campbell Smith. George Allen & Unwin. archive.org/details/perpetualpeaceph00kantuoft.

	Kant, Immanuel. 1900. Kant on Education (Über Pädagogik). Translated by Annette Churton. D. C. Heath. catalog.hathitrust.org/Record/001734983.

	Katz, L. F., and K. M. Murphy. 1992. “Changes in Relative Wages, 1963–1987: Supply and Demand Factors.” Quarterly Journal of Economics 107 (1): 35– 78. doi.org/10.2307/2118323.

	Katz, Lawrence F., and David H. Autor. 1999. “Changes in the Wage Structure and Earnings Inequality.” In Handbook of Labor Economics, edited by Orley C. Ashenfelter and David Card, vol. 3. Elsevier. doi.org/10.1016/S1573-4463(99)03007-2.

	Katznelson, Ira. 2013. Fear Itself: The New Deal and the Origins of Our Time. Norton.

	Kautilya. 1951. Arthasastra. Translated by R. Shamasastry. Sri Raghuveer.

	Kay, Benjamin S., and Marco Migueis. 2025. “How to Design Rules for Ex-Post Evaluation.” Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System, June 26. federalreserve.gov/econres/notes/feds-notes/how-to-design-rules-for-ex-post-evaluation-20250626.html.

	Keck, Margaret. 1992. The Workers’ Party and Democratization in Brazil. Yale University Press.

	Keeley, Lawrence. 1996. War Before Civilization. Oxford University Press. global.oup.com/academic/product/war-before-civilization-9780195119121.

	Keenan, Tim. 1995. “Engineering Revolution: CAD/CAE Advancements Changing Vehicle Development.” Wards Auto, March 1. wardsauto.com/internal-combustion-engines/engineering-revolution-cad-cae-advancements-changing-vehicle-development-.

	Kellaghan, Thomas, and Vincent Greaney. 2019. Public Examinations Examined. World Bank Group. doi.org/10.1596/978-1-4648-1418-1.

	Kemeny, Tom, and Michael Storper. 2024. “The Changing Shape of Spatial Income Disparities in the United States.” Economic Geography 100 (1): 1– 30. doi.org/10.1080/00130095.2023.2244111.

	Kenes, Bulent. 2020. Viktor Orbán: Past to Present. European Center for Populism Studies. doi.org/10.55271/lp0001.

	Kenez, Peter. 1999. A History of the Soviet Union from the Beginning to the End. Cambridge University Press.

	Kennedy, John F. 1961. “Address of President-Elect John F. Kennedy Delivered to a Joint Convention of the General Court of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, January 9, 1961.” January 9. jfklibrary.org/archives/other-resources/john-f-kennedy-speeches/massachusetts-general-court-19610109.

	Kennedy, Robert F. 1961. “Address by Honorable Robert F. Kennedy, Attorney General of the United States, Prepared for Delivery at the Law Day Exercises of the University of Georgia Law School.” Athens, GA, May 6. justice.gov/sites/default/files/ag/legacy/2011/01/20/05-06-1961.pdf.

	Keppens, Marianne. 2017. “The Aryans and the Ancient System of Caste.” In Western Foundations of the Caste System, edited by Martin Fárek, Dunkin Jalki, Sufiya Pathan, and Prakash Shah. Springer International. doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-38761-1_7.

	Khan, B. Zorina. 2005. The Democratization of Invention: Patents and Copyrights in American Economic Development, 1790– 1920. University of Chicago Press.

	Khan, B. Zorina. 2008. “An Economic History of Patent Institutions.” EH.Net Encyclopedia, March 16. eh.net/encyclopedia/an-economic-history-of-patent-institutions.

	Khan, D., B. Hamilton, L. M. Rossen, et al. 2025. Teen Birth Rates in the United States by County, 2003– 2020. U.S. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, National Center for Health Statistics. doi.org/10.15620/cdc/20250305002.

	Khan, Shamus Rahman. 2021. Privilege: The Making of an Adolescent Elite at St. Paul’s School. Princeton University Press.

	Khanal, Shaleen, Hongzhou Zhang, and Araz Taeihagh. 2025. “Why and How Is the Power of Big Tech Increasing in the Policy Process? The Case of Generative AI.” Policy and Society 44 (1): 52– 69. doi.org/10.1093/polsoc/puae012.

	Kim, Sukkoo. 2007. Immigration, Industrial Revolution and Urban Growth in the United States, 1820–1920: Factor Endowments, Technology and Geography. NBER Working Paper 12900. National Bureau of Economic Research, February. doi.org/10.3386/w12900.

	King, Martin Luther, Jr. 1959. “Remaining Awake Through a Great Revolution.” Address given at Morehouse College Commencement, Atlanta, GA, June 2. kinginstitute.stanford.edu/king-papers/documents/remaining-awake-through-great-revolution-address-morehouse-college.

	Klarman, Michael. 2013. “How Same-Sex Marriage Came to Be.” Harvard Law Today. hls.harvard .edu/today/how-same-sex-marriage-came-to-be.

	Klein, Ezra, and Derek Thompson. 2025. Abundance. Avid Reader Press.

	Kleiner, Morris M., and Alan B. Krueger. 2013. “Analyzing the Extent and Influence of Occupational Licensing on the Labor Market.” Journal of Labor Economics 31 (S1): S173–202. doi.org/10.1086/669060.

	Knapp, Keith N. 2007. “Did the Middle Kingdom Have a Middle Period? The Problem of ‘Medieval’ in China’s History.” Education About Asia 12 (3): 12–17. doi.org/10.65959/eaa.793.

	Knight Foundation and Gallup. 2020. The First Amendment on Campus 2020 Report: College Students’ Views of Free Expression. knightfoundation.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/05/First-Amendment-on-Campus-2020.pdf.

	Knutsen, Torbjørn L. 2024. “The Scottish Enlightenment: Francis Hutcheson, David Hume, and Adam Smith.” In Key Thinkers of the English, Scottish and American Enlightenments. Palgrave Macmillan.

	Kobrick, Jake. n.d. “The Breakup of ‘Ma Bell.’” Federal Judicial Center, accessed August 6, 2025. fjc.gov/history/spotlight-judicial-history/breakup-ma-bell.

	Kracalik, Ian, Mathew R. P. Sapiano, Robert C. Wild, et al. 2023. “Supplemental Findings of the 2021 National Blood Collection and Utilization Survey.” Transfusion 63 (S4): S19–42. doi.org/10.1111/trf.17509.

	Kranzberg, Melvin. 1986. “Technology and History: ‘Kranzberg’s Laws.’” Technology and Culture 27 (3): 544 –560. doi.org/10.2307/3105385.

	Krishna Iyer, V. R. 1979. Of Law and Life. Vikas.

	Krönke, Christoph. 2019. “Artificial Intelligence and Social Media.” In Regulating Artificial Intelligence, edited by Thomas Wischmeyer and Timo Rademacher. Springer International. doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-32361-5_7.

	Krueger, Dirk, Fabrizio Perri, Luigi Pistaferri, and Giovanni L. Violante. 2010. “Cross-Sectional Facts for Macroeconomists.” Review of Economic Dynamics 13 (1): 1– 14. doi.org/10.1016/j.red.2009.12.001.

	Kruikemeier, Sanne, Sophie C. Boerman, and Nadine Bol. 2021. “How Algorithmic Systems Changed Communication in a Digital Society.” Media and Communication 9 (4): 116–19. doi .org/10.17645/mac.v9i4.5005.

	Krzywdzinski, Martin. 2021. “Automation, Digitalization, and Changes in Occupational Structures in the Automobile Industry in Germany, Japan, and the United States: A Brief History from the Early 1990s until 2018.” Industrial and Corporate Change 30 (3): 499– 535. doi.org/10.1093/icc/dtab019.

	Kuhn, Thomas. 1962 [1970]. The Structure of Scientific Revolutions. 2nd ed. University of Chicago Press.

	Kulik, Rebecca M. 2025. “Pale of Settlement.” Britannica. britannica.com/place/Pale-of-Settlement.

	Kumar, Sunaina, and Ambar Kumar Ghosh. 2024. “The State of Women’s Representation in Urban Local Self-Government in India: A Review.” Observer Research Foundation, August 27. orfonline.org/english/research/the-state-of-women-s-representation-in-urban-local-self-government-in-india-a-review.

	Kuppens, Toon, Russell Spears, Antony S. R. Manstead, et al. 2018. “Educationism and the Irony of Meritocracy: Negative Attitudes of Higher Educated People Towards the Less Educated.” Journal of Experimental Social Psychology 76 (May): 429– 47. doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2017.11.001.

	Kuran, Timur. 1995. Private Truths, Public Lies: The Social Consequences of Preference Falsification. Harvard University Press.

	Kuru, Ahmet T. 2019. Islam, Authoritarianism, and Underdevelopment: A Global and Historical Comparison. Cambridge University Press.

	Kuziemko, Ilyana, Nicolas Longuet-Marx, and Suresh Naidu. 2023. “Compensate the Losers?” Economic Policy and Partisan Realignment in the US. NBER Working Paper 31794. National Bureau of Economic Research, October. doi.org/10.3386/w31794.

	Kuziemko, Ilyana, and Ebonya Washington. 2018. “Why Did the Democrats Lose the South? Bringing New Data to an Old Debate.” American Economic Review 108 (10): 2830–67. doi.org/10.1257/aer.20161413.

	Kyle Crossley, Pamela. 2000. A Translucent Mirror: History and Identity in Qing Imperial Ideology. University of California Press.

	Kymlicka, Will. 1995. Multicultural Citizenship: A Liberal Theory of Minority Rights. Oxford University Press.

	Labaree, David. 2017. “An Unlikely Triumph.” Aeon, October 11. aeon.co/essays/how-the-us -college- went- from- pitiful-to-powerful.

	Lacorne, Denis. 2019. “Voltaire and Modern Tolerance.” In The Limits of Tolerance: Enlightenment Values and Religious Fanaticism. Translated by C. Jon Delogu and Robin Emlein. Columbia University Press. jstor.org/stable/10.7312/laco18714.6.

	Ladd, Everett Carll, and Karlyn H. Bowman. 1998. Attitudes Toward Economic Inequality. AEI Press.

	Lake, David A., and Matthew A. Baum. 2001. “The Invisible Hand of Democracy: Political Control and the Provision of Public Services.” Comparative Political Studies 34 (6): 587–621. doi.org/10.1177/0010414001034006001.

	Landreth, Sara. 2021. “Science in the Long Eighteenth Century.” In The Cambridge Companion to Eighteenth- Century Thought, edited by Frans De Bruyn. Cambridge University Press.

	Landrieu, Mitch. 2022. “A Guidebook to the Bipartisan Infrastructure Law for State, Local, Tribal, and Territorial Governments, and Other Partners.” The White House, May. bidenwhitehouse .archives.gov/wp-content/uploads/2022/05/BUILDING-A-BETTER-AMERICA-V2.pdf.

	Langbert, Mitchell. 2018. “Homogenous: The Political Affiliations of Elite Liberal Arts College Faculty.” Academic Questions 31 (2): 186– 97. doi.org/10.1007/s12129-018-9700-x.

	Lanier, Jaron. 2018. Ten Arguments for Deleting Your Social Media Accounts Right Now. Hoffman.

	Larsen, Roald. 2024. “Explaining the Business Model and Revenue Streams.” Untaylored, February 27. untaylored.com/post/netflix-explaining-the-business-model-and-revenue-streams.

	Lauer, David. 2021. “Facebook’s Ethical Failures Are Not Accidental; They Are Part of the Business Model.” AI and Ethics 1 (4): 395– 403. doi.org/10.1007/s43681-021-00068-x.

	Lawder, David. 2024. “US Will Not Accept Chinese Imports Decimating New Industries, Yellen Says.” World. Reuters, April 8. reuters.com/world/yellen-meets-with-chinas-central-bank-chief-presses-case-excess-capacity-2024-04-08.

	Laycock, Douglas, Thomas Berg, Carl Esbeck, and Robin Fretwell Wilson. 2024. “The Respect for Marriage Act: Living Together Despite Our Deepest Differences.” University of Illinois Law Review, no. 2: 511–56. illinoislawreview.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/03/Laycock.pdf.

	Leaver, E. W., and J. J. Brown. 1946. “Machines Without Men.” Fortune 34 (5): 165–66.

	Ledebur, Larry, and Jill Taylor. 2008. Akron, Ohio: A Restoring Prosperity Case Study. Brookings Institution Metropolitan Policy Program. brookings.edu/wp-content/uploads/2016/06/200809_Akron.pdf.

	Lee, David S., Enrico Moretti, and Matthew J. Butler. 2004. “Do Voters Affect or Elect Policies? Evidence from the U. S. House.” Quarterly Journal of Economics 119 (3): 807– 59. doi.org/10.1162/0033553041502153.

	Lee, James K. 2017. Augustine and the Mystery of the Church. 1517 Media.

	Lee, Seungjoo. 2020. Democracy and Economic Development: Experience from South Korea. Asia Democracy Issue Briefing. East Asia Institute. https://www.eai.or.kr/eng/press/press_01_view.php?no=10036.

	Lee Boggs, Grace. 2008. “King’s Legacy of Change.” Nation, January. thenation.com/article/archive/kings-legacy-change.

	Lehner, Urban C. 2021. “Can Slow-Building Democracies Compete with China?” Asia Times, August 23. asiatimes.com/2021/08/can-slow-building-democracies-compete-with-china.

	Leo XIII. 1893. “Providentissimus Deus.” Vatican, November 18. vatican.va/content/leo-xiii/en /encyclicals/documents/hf_l- xiii_enc_18111893_providentissimus- deus.html.

	Lester, Gillian. 2011. “Beyond Collective Bargaining: Modern Unions as Agents of Social Solidarity.” In The Idea of Labour Law, edited by Guy Davidov and Brian Langille. Oxford University Press. doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199693610.003.0021.

	Levasseur, Émile. 1900. “Statistique de L’enseignement Primaire.” Journal de La Société Statistique de Paris 41: 257– 64.

	Leveton, Lauren B., Harold C. Sox, Michael A. Stoto, and Institute of Medicine (U.S.), eds. 1995. HIV and the Blood Supply: An Analysis of Crisis Decisionmaking. National Academy Press.

	Levin, Michael. 1998. The Condition of England Question. Palgrave Macmillan U.K. doi.org/10.1007/978-1-349-26562-6.

	Levitt, Gerald M. 2000. The Turk, Chess Automaton. McFarland.

	Levy, Jacob T. 2014. “Centralization in a Democratic Age: Tocqueville and Mill.” In Rationalism, Pluralism, and Freedom. Oxford University Press. doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780198717140.003.0009.

	Lewis, Bernard. 2003. What Went Wrong? The Clash Between Islam and Modernity in the Middle East. Perennial.

	Liang, Fan, Vishnupriya Das, Nadiya Kostyuk, and Muzammil M. Hussain. 2018. “Constructing a Data-Driven Society: China’s Social Credit System as a State Surveillance Infrastructure.” Policy & Internet 10 (4): 415– 53. doi.org/10.1002/poi3.183.

	Licklider, J. C. R. 1960. “Man-Computer Symbiosis.” IRE Transactions on Human Factors in Electronics 1: 4– 11. groups.csail.mit.edu/medg/people/psz/Licklider.html.

	Liedtke, Michael. 2025. “Like It or Not, the Like Button Has Changed the World.” Associated Press, May 16. apnews.com/article/like-button-facebook-history-book-89d00e73c7c6da500b06e251d44b858c.

	Lin, Jeffrey. 2011. “Technological Adaptation, Cities, and New Work.” Review of Economics and Statistics 93 (2): 554– 74. doi.org/10.1162/REST_a_00079.

	Lincicome, Scott, and Arjun Anand. 2023. “The ‘China Shock’ Demystified: Its Origins, Effects, and Lessons for Today.” Cato Institute, December 12. cato.org/publications/china-shock.

	Lincoln, Abraham. 1861 [1953]. “Speech to Germans at Cincinnati, Ohio.” In Collected Works of Abraham Lincoln, vol. 4 [Mar. 5, 1860-Oct. 24, 1861]. University of Michigan Library Digital Collections. name.umdl.umich.edu/lincoln4.

	Lincoln, Abraham. 1863. “Address at the Dedication of the National Cemetery at Gettysburg, Pennsylvania [Gettysburg Address].” Gettysburg, Pennsylvania, November 19. presidency.ucsb .edu/documents/address-the-dedication-the-national-cemetery-gettysburg-pennsylvania-gettysburg-address.

	Lind, Michael. 2020. The New Class War: Saving Democracy from the Managerial Elite. Penguin.

	Lindemann, Mary. 2010. “Plagues and Peoples.” In Medicine and Society in Early Modern Europe. Cambridge University Press.

	Lindow, John. 2002. Norse Mythology: A Guide to Gods, Heroes, Rituals, and Beliefs. Oxford University Press.

	Lipset, Seymour Martin. 1959. “Some Social Requisites of Democracy: Economic Development and Political Legitimacy.” American Political Science Review 53 (1): 69– 105. doi.org/10.2307/1951731.

	Lo, Chun-Han, Leonard Chiu, Anna Qian, et al. 2022. “Association of Primary Care Physicians Per Capita with COVID-19 Vaccination Rates Among US Counties.” JAMA Network Open 5 (2): e2147920. doi.org/10.1001/jamanetworkopen.2021.47920.

	Locke, John. 1667 [2010]. A Letter Concerning Toleration and Other Writings. Edited by Mark Goldie. Liberty Fund.

	Locke, John. 1689a. Second Treatise. press- pubs.uchicago.edu/founders/documents/v1ch17s5.html.

	Locke, John. 1689b [1823]. Two Treatises of Government. New, corrected ed. London: Thomas Tegg.

	Locke, John. 1693 [1996]. Some Thoughts Concerning Education. Edited by Ruth W. Grant and Nathan Tarcov. Hackett.

	Locke, John. 1765. Letters Concerning Toleration. Translated by Andrew Dickson White. A. Millar. archive.org/details/cu31924095312991.

	Longuet-Marx, Nicolas. 2025. “Party Lines or Voter Preferences? Explaining Political Realignment.” Columbia University. Unpublished manuscript, July 8. nicolaslonguetmarx .github.io/PartyLines_NLM.pdf.

	Lord Acton. 1887. “Letter I.” To John Emerich Edward Dalberg. April 5. oll.libertyfund.org/titles/acton-acton-creighton-correspondence#.

	Lovett, Frank. 2010. A General Theory of Domination and Justice. Oxford University Press.

	Lovett, Frank, and Philip Pettit. 2009. “Neorepublicanism: A Normative and Institutional Research Program.” Annual Review of Political Science 12 (1): 11– 29. doi.org/10.1146/annurev.polisci.12.040907.120952.

	Luft, Eric V. D. n.d. “Geocentrism vs. Heliocentrism: Ancient Disputes.” Encyclopedia.com.encyclopedia.com/science/encyclopedias-almanacs-transcripts-and-maps/geocentrism-vs-heliocentrism-ancient-disputes.

	Lutz, Donald S. 1988. The Origins of American Constitutionalism. Louisiana State University Press.

	Lynn, Barry C. 2017. “The Consumer Welfare Standard in Antitrust: Outdated or a Harbor in a Sea of Doubt?” Testimony before the Senate Judiciary Subcommittee on Antitrust, Competition, and Consumer Rights. Washington, DC, December 13.

	Lyu, Liang, James Siderius, Hannah Li, et al. 2025. “Wikipedia Contributions in the Wake of ChatGPT.” In Companion Proceedings of the ACM on Web Conference 2025. Association for Computing Machinery. doi.org/10.1145/3701716.3715543.

	Macaulay, Thomas Babington. 1849. The History of England from the Accession of James II, vol. 1. London: Longman, Brown, Green, and Longmans. archive.org/details/in.ernet.dli.2015.226320.

	MacDonald, Ian Thomas. 2017. “Introduction: The Urbanization of Union Strategy and Struggle.” In Unions and the City: Negotiating Urban Change. Cornell University Press.

	Maciej Chudek, Sarah Heller, Susan Birch, and Joseph Henrich. 2012. “Prestige-Biased Cultural Learning: Bystander’s Differential Attention to Potential Models Influences Children’s Learning.” Evolution and Human Behavior 33 (1): 46– 56. doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2011.05.005.

	MacIntyre, Alasdair C. 1981. After Virtue: A Study in Moral Theory. University of Notre Dame Press.

	MacLaury, Judson. 1988. “Chapter 3: The Department in the New Deal and World War II 1933– 1945.” In History of the Department of Labor, 1913–1988. U.S. Department of Labor. dol .gov/general/aboutdol/history/dolchp03.

	Madgavkar, Anu, Marc Canal Noguer, Chris Bradley, et al. 2025. Dependency and Depopulation? Confronting the Consequences of a New Demographic Reality. McKinsey.

	Madison, James. 1788 [1831]. “Number 51.” In The Federalist on the New Constitution. Hallowell, ME: Glazier, Masters. archive.org/details/federalistoncon00hami.

	Mann, Lina. 2019. “The Enslaved Household of President Thomas Jefferson.” White House Historical Association, November 20. whitehousehistory.org/slavery-in-the-thomas-jefferson-white-house.

	Mann, Michael, ed. 2012. “The Resistible Rise of the British Working Class, 1815–1880.” In The Sources of Social Power. Vol. 2, The Rise of Classes and Nation- States, 1760– 1914, 2nd ed. Cambridge University Press. doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781139381314.017.

	Marcham, A. J. 1973. “Educating Our Masters: Political Parties and Elementary Education 1867 to 1870.” British Journal of Educational Studies 21 (2): 180– 91. doi.org/10.2307/3120525.

	Marcuse, Herbert. 1965. “Repressive Tolerance.” In A Critique of Pure Tolerance. Beacon Press.

	Margolis, Joseph. 1998. “Peirce’s Fallibilism.” Transactions of the Charles S. Peirce Society 34 (3): 535– 69.

	Markoff, John. 2015. Machines of Loving Grace: The Quest for Common Ground Between Humans and Robots. Ecco.

	Martin, Gregory J., and Ali Yurukoglu. 2017. “Bias in Cable News: Persuasion and Polarization.” American Economic Review 107 (9): 2565– 99. doi.org/10.1257/aer.20160812.

	Martin, Steven P. 2006. “Trends in Marital Dissolution by Women’s Education in the United States.” Demographic Research 15 (December): 537– 60. doi.org/10.4054/DemRes.2006.15.20.

	Marx, Karl. 1867. Capital: A Critique of Political Economy. Progress.

	Marx, Karl, and Frederick Engels. 1848 [1969]. The Communist Manifesto. Translated by Samuel Moore. marxists.org/archive/marx/works/1848/communist-manifesto/index.htm.

	Marx, Karl, Annette Jolin, and Joseph O’Malley. 1844 [1970]. A Contribution to the Critique of Hegel’s Philosophy of Right. Cambridge University Press.

	Mattera, Julie. 2020. “Learning from Vaccination’s History.” Carnegie Mellon University, May. cmu.edu/news/stories/archives/2020/may/learning-from-vaccinations-history.html.

	Mazzei, Patricia. 2024. “Legal Settlement Clarifies Reach of Florida’s ‘Don’t Say Gay’ Law.” New York Times, March 11. nytimes.com/2024/03/11/us/florida-dont-say-gay-law-settlement.html.

	Mazzeno, Laurence W. 2021. “American Automobile Industry in the 1920s.” EBSCO. ebsco.com/research-starters/history/american-automobile-industry-1920s.

	McCarthy, Justin. 2021. “U.S. Approval of Interracial Marriage at New High of 94%.” Gallup, September 10. news.gallup.com/poll/354638/approval-interracial-marriage-new-high.aspx.

	McGreevy, Ronan. 2018. “Citizens’ Assembly Is an Example to the World, Says Chairwoman.” Irish Times, June 21. irishtimes.com/news/ireland/irish-news/citizens-assembly-is-an-example-to-the-world-says-chairwoman-1.3539370.

	McKinsey & Company. 2024. “What Is Generative AI?” April 2. mckinsey.com/featured-insights/mckinsey-explainers/whats-the-future-of-ai.

	McLeod, Wilson. 2015. “The Introduction of English in Gaelic Scotland, Ireland and Wales: The Dynamics of Imposition, Acquiescence and Assertion.” Revista canaria de estudios ingleses, December: 91– 102.

	“Medical Expenditure Panel (MEPS).” 2025. Office of Disease Prevention and Health Promotion, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. odphp.health.gov/healthypeople/objectives-and-data/data-sources-and-methods/data-sources/medical-expenditure-panel-meps.

	Mellersh, Natasha. 2024. “Germany: Net Migration at All Time High.” InfoMigrants, January 11. infomigrants.net/en/post/54441/germany-net-migration-at-all-time-high.

	Melton, James van Horn. 2002. Absolutism and the Eighteenth-Century Origins of Compulsory Schooling in Prussia and Austria. Cambridge University Press. cambridge.org/universitypress/subjects/history/european-history-after-1450/absolutism-and-eighteenth-century-origins-compulsory-schooling-prussia-and-austria.

	Menand, Louis. 2017. “What Happens When War Is Outlawed.” New Yorker, September 11. newyorker.com/magazine/2017/09/18/what-happens-when-war-is-outlawed.

	Menasce Horowitz, Juliana, Ruth Iglielnik, and Rakesh Kochhnar. 2020. “Most Americans Say There Is Too Much Economic Inequality in the U.S., but Fewer Than Half Call It a Top Priority.” Pew Research Center, January 9. pewresearch.org/social-trends/2020/01/09/most-americans-say-there-is-too-much-economic-inequality-in-the-u-s-but-fewer-than-half-call-it-a-top-priority.

	Meskill, David. 2018. “‘Organizing’ the Labor Market in the Dynamic Kaiserreich.” In Optimizing the German Workforce: Labor Administration from Bismarck to the Economic Miracle. Monographs in German History, vol. 31. Berghahn Books.

	Michael, Ruth. 2023. “‘No Taxation Without Representation’ Slogan.” EBSCO. ebsco.com/research-starters/political-science/no-taxation-without-representation-slogan.

	Michaels, Guy. 2006. “Technology, Complexity and Information: The Evolution of Demand for Office Workers.” Preprint, SSRN, May 1. doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.903397.

	Miert, Dirk van, Howard Hotson, and Thomas Wallnig. 2019. “What Was the Republic of Letters?” In Reassembling the Republic of Letters in the Digital Age, edited by Howard Hotson and Thomas Wallnig. Göttingen University Press.

	Milgram, Stanley. 1974. Obedience to Authority: An Experimental View. Tavistock.

	Mill, James. 1824. “Education.” In Encyclopedia Britannica, supp. to the 4th, 5th, and 6th eds., vol. 4. Archibald Constable.

	Mill, John Stuart. 1859 [2011]. On Liberty. Cambridge University Press. doi.org/10.1017/cbo9781139149785.

	Miller, Richard Lawrence. 2021. Money in American Politics: The First 200 Years. McFarland.

	Miller, Ryan. 2021. “A Dire Need for Parliamentary Reform: Or, the Role of Elite Fears in Britain’s Great Reform Bill of 1832.” Virginia Tech Undergraduate Historical Review 10 (1): 13–25. doi.org/10.21061/vtuhr.v10i1.126.

	Milli, Smitha, Micah Carroll, Yike Wang, et al. 2025. “Engagement, User Satisfaction, and the Amplification of Divisive Content on Social Media.” PNAS Nexus 4 (3): pgaf062. doi.org/10.1093/pnasnexus/pgaf062.

	Mills, C. Wright. 1956 [1959]. The Power Elite. Oxford University Press.

	Millsap, Adam A. 2018. How the Gem City Lost Its Luster and How It Can Get It Back: A Case Study of Dayton, Ohio. Mercatus Center at George Mason University.

	Milton, John. 1660. “The Readie and Easie Way to Establish a Free Commonwealth.” milton .host.dartmouth.edu/reading_room/readie_and_easie_way/text.shtml.

	Minkin, Rachel. 2023. Diversity, Equity and Inclusion in the Workplace. Pew Research Center. pewresearch.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/20/2023/05/ST_2023.05.17_Culture-of-Work-DEI_Report.pdf.

	Miranda, Cameron. 2025. “Sharia Law in the UK: Is It Possible?” Law Shun, April 26. lawshun .com/article/can-sharia-law-be-implemented-in-the-uk?.

	Mishel, Lawrence, and Jessica Schieder. 2016. “As Union Membership Has Fallen, the Top 10 Percent Have Been Getting a Larger Share of Income.” Economic Policy Institute. epi.org/publication/as-union-membership-has-fallen-the-top-10-percent-have-been-getting-a-larger-share-of-income.

	Mitchell, Thomas N. 2001. “Roman Republicanism: The Underrated Legacy.” Proceedings of the American Philosophical Society 145 (2): 127– 37.

	Moene, Karl Ove. 2003. “Social Democracy as a Development Strategy.” University of Oslo, Department of Economics, Memorandum No. 2003,35. econstor.eu/dspace/bitstream/10419/63140/1/373620128.pdf.

	Mogstad, Magne, Kjell G. Salvanes, and Gaute Torsvik. 2025. “Income Equality in the Nordic Countries: Myths, Facts, and Lessons.” NBER Working Paper 33444. National Bureau of Economic Research, February. doi.org/10.3386/w33444.

	Mokyr, Joel. 2016. “Institutions and the Origins of the Great Enrichment.” Atlantic Economic Journal 44 (2): 243– 59. doi.org/10.1007/s11293-016-9496-4.

	Monaghan, Christopher J. 2023. A Friendly Guide to the Lost Gospels. Garratt Publishing.

	Montagu, Lady Mary Wortley. 1766. “Letter XXXI to Mrs S. C.” In Letters of the Right Honourable Lady Mary Wortley Montague: Written, During Her Travels in Europe, Asia and Africa, to Persons of Distinction, Men of Letters. &c. in Different Parts of Europe: Which Contain, Among Other Curious Relations, Accounts of the Policy and Manners of the Turks; Drawn from Sources That Have Been Inaccessible to Other Travellers. Sarah Goddard. quod.lib.umich.edu/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=evans;cc=evans;rgn=main;view=text;idno=N31507.0001.001.

	Montalbo, Adrien. 2021. “Schools Without a Law: Primary Education in France from the Revolution to the Guizot Law.” Explorations in Economic History 79 (January): 101364. doi.org/10.1016/j.eeh.2020.101364.

	Moore, Scott M. 2025. “Carbon Tariffs: The Future of Climate Policy.” Perry World House, January 22. perryworldhouse.upenn.edu/news-and-insight/carbon-tariffs-the-future-of-climate-policy.

	“More Than Half of British Homes Don’t Have a Bathroom.” 1950 [2018]. Guardian, March 21. theguardian.com/society/2018/mar/21/british-homes-without-bathroom-archive-1950.

	Moretti, Enrico. 2012. The New Geography of Jobs. Houghton Mifflin Harcourt.

	Morrisey, Michael A. 2013. “Health Insurance in the United States.” In Handbook of Insurance, with Georges Dionne. Springer New York. doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4614-0155-1_33.

	Mounk, Yascha. 2023. The Identity Trap: A Story of Ideas and Power in Our Time. Penguin Press.

	Müller, Karsten, and Carlo Schwarz. 2021. “Fanning the Flames of Hate: Social Media and Hate Crime.” Journal of the European Economic Association 19 (4): 2131– 67. doi.org/10.1093/jeea/jvaa045.

	Mullett, Charles F. 1939. “Classical Influences on the American Revolution.” Classical Journal 35 (2): 92– 104.

	Mullin, John. 2020. “The Rise and Sudden Decline of North Carolina Furniture Making.” Federal Reserve Bank of Richmond Econ Focus. richmondfed.org/publications/research/econ_focus/2020/q4/economic_history.

	Muralidharan, Sudarshan. 2024. “Impact of AI on Personalised Targeting in Social Media Advertising.” Journal of Informatics Education and Research 4 (2). doi.org/10.52783/jier.v4i2.815.

	Murambinda, Brandon. 2024. “Google Employees Benefits and Perks.” Human Capital Hub, July 11. thehumancapitalhub.com/articles/google-employees-benefits-and-perks.

	Murnane, Richard J., and Frank Levy. 1996. Teaching the New Basic Skills: Principles for Educating Children to Thrive in a Changing Economy. Free Press.

	Murray, Charles A. 2012. Coming Apart: The State of White America, 1960–2010. Crown Forum.

	Narasimhan, T. N. 2010. “Thermal Conductivity Through the Nineteenth Century.” Physics Today 63 (8): 36– 41. doi.org/10.1063/1.3480074.

	Narayanan, Badri, and Hosuk Lee-Makiyama. 2020. Economic Costs of Ex Ante Regulations. ECIPE Occasional Paper. European Center for International Political Economy.

	Nas.r, H.usain, Caner K. Dagli, Maria Massi Dakake, et al., eds. 2015. The Study Quran: A New Translation and Commentary. HarperOne.

	National Center for Education Statistics, U.S. Department of Education. 2023. “Table 236.70. Current Expenditures per Pupil in Average Daily Attendance in Public Elementary and Secondary Schools, by State or Jurisdiction: Selected School Years, 1969–70 Through 2020–21.” nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/d23/tables/dt23_236.70.asp?current=yes.

	National Center for Education Statistics, U.S. Department of Education. 2024. “The Total Number of Higher Education Institutions Decreases by 2 Percent.” August 21. nces.ed.gov/whatsnew/press_releases/8_21_2024.asp.

	National Center for Education Statistics, U.S. Department of Education. 2025. “Table 104.10. Rates of High School Completion and Bachelor’s Degree Attainment Among Persons Age 25 and Over, by Race/Ethnicity and Sex: Selected Years, 1910 Through 2023.” nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/d23/tables/dt23_104.10.asp.

	National Center for Education Statistics, U.S. Department of Education. n.d. “Rates of High School Completion and Bachelor’s Degree Attainment Among Persons Age 25 and Over, by Race/ Ethnicity and Sex: Selected Years, 1910 through 2023.” Digest of Education Statistics. Accessed August 1, 2025. nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/d23/tables/dt23_104.10.asp.

	National Labor Relations Board. n.d. “Our History.” Accessed August 4, 2025. nlrb.gov/about-nlrb/who-we-are/our-history.

	National Railroad Passenger Corporation. 2025. “New York, NY (NYP) → Boston, MA (BBY) Timetable.” amtrak.com/tickets/departure.html

	Navaneetham, Kannan, and Dharma Arunachalam. 2023. “Global Population Aging, 1950–2050.” In Handbook of Aging, Health and Public Policy, edited by S. Irudaya Rajan. Springer. doi.org/10.1007/978-981-16-1914-4_154-1.

	Nawas, John A. 1996. “The Mih.na of 218 A. H./833 A. D. Revisited: An Empirical Study.” Journal of the American Oriental Society 116 (4): 698–708. doi.org/10.2307/605440.

	“Need of Labor Is the Universal Cry: Demand in All Parts of the Country Greater Than Supply.” 1906. New York Times, October 7. nytimes.com/1906/10/07/archives/need-of-labor-is-the-universal-cry-demand-in-all-parts-of-the.html.

	Neiman, Susan. 2023. Left Is Not Woke. Polity.

	Netflix. 2023. “What We Watched: A Netflix Engagement Report.” Netflix, December 12. about.netflix.com/news/what-we-watched-a-netflix-engagement-report.

	Newlands, Gemma, and Christoph Lutz. 2024. “Occupational Prestige and Occupational Social Value in the United Kingdom: New Indices for the Modern British Economy.” Research in Social Stratification and Mobility 91 (June): 100935. doi.org/10.1016/j.rssm.2024.100935.

	NobelPrize.org. n.d. “The Nobel Prize in Physics 2024.” Accessed July 15, 2025. nobelprize.org/prizes/physics/2024/summary.

	Noble, David. 1984. Forces of Production: A Social History of Industrial Automation. Alfred Knopf. doi.org/10.4324/9780203791806.

	Norberg, Johan. 2023. The Mirage of Swedish Socialism: The Economic History of a Welfare State. Realities of Socialism. Frasier Institute.

	Noriega, Chon, and Francisco Javier Iribarren. 2011. “Quantifying Hate Speech on Commercial Talk Radio: A Pilot Study.” CSRC Working Paper No. 1, UCLA Chicano Studies Research Center, November. chicano.ucla.edu/files/WP01_Quantifying-Hate-Speech.pdf.

	North, Douglass C., and Robert Paul Thomas. 1973 [2012]. “The Fourteenth and Fifteenth Centuries.” In The Rise of the Western World. Cambridge University Press. doi.org/10.1017/cbo9780511819438.008.

	North, Douglass C., John Joseph Wallis, and Barry R. Weingast. 2009. Violence and Social Orders: A Conceptual Framework for Interpreting Recorded Human History. New ed. Cambridge University Press. doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511575839.

	Nosratabadi, Saeed, Thabit Atobishi, and Szilárd Hegedu˝s. 2023. “Social Sustainability of Digital Transformation: Empirical Evidence from EU-27 Countries.” Administrative Sciences 13 (5): 1–18. doi.org/10.3390/admsci13050126.

	Nye, David. 1992. Electrifying America: Social Meanings of a New Technology. MIT Press.

	Nye, David. 2013. America’s Assembly Line. MIT Press.

	Nye, Jessica. 2025. “Mortality Among Adults in US Is 70% Higher in 2023 Than Early 2000s.” Endocrinology Advisor, February 24. endocrinologyadvisor.com/news/mortality-rates-adults-us-higher-than-early-2000s.

	O’Brien, Diana Z., and Johanna Rickne. 2016. “Gender Quotas and Women’s Political Leadership.” American Political Science Review 110 (1): 112– 26. doi.org/10.1017/S0003055415000611.

	O’Brien, Rourke, Elizabeth F. Bair, and Atheendar S. Venkataramani. 2022. “Death by Robots? Automation and Working-Age Mortality in the United States.” Demography 59 (2): 607– 28. doi.org/10.1215/00703370-9774819.

	“‘Occupy a Desk’ Job Fair Comes to Zuccotti Park.” ABC News, December 11. abcnews.go.com/Business/york-anti-occupy-wall-street-campaign-hosts-job/story?id=15121278.

	OECD. 2024. “Society at a Glance 2024: OECD Social Indicators.” June 20. doi.org/10.1787/918d8db3-en.

	OECD. 2025a. “Avoidable Mortality.” data-explorer.oecd.org/vis?lc=en&df[ds]=dsDisseminateFinalDMZ&df[id]=DSD_HEALTH_STAT%40DF_AM&df[ag]=OECD.ELS.HD&df[vs]=1.0&dq=.A.AVM.DT%2BDT_10P5HB.._T.......&pd=2010%2C&to[TIME_PERIOD]=false&vw=tb.

	OECD. 2025b. “Life Expectancy.” data-explorer.oecd.org/vis?lc=en&ac=false&tm=DF_LE&pg=0&snb=1&vw=tb&df[ds]=dsDisseminateFinalDMZ&df[id]=DSD_HEALTH_STAT%40DF_LE&df[ag]=OECD.ELS.HD&df[vs]=&pd=2015%2C&dq=.A...Y0........&ly[rw]=REF_AREA&ly[cl]=TIME_PERIOD&ly[rs]=MEASURE%2CSEX&to[TIME_PERIOD]=false.

	OECD. 2025c. “Physicians.” data-explorer.oecd.org/vis?fs[0]=Topic%2C1%7CHealth%23HEA%23%7CHealthcare%20human%20resources%23HEA_RES%23&pg=0&fc=Topic&bp=true&snb=15&df[ds]=dsDisseminateFinalDMZ&df[id]=DSD_HEALTH_EMP_REAC%40DF_PHYS&df[ag]=OECD.ELS.HD&df[vs]=1.0&dq=..10P3HB.....P.&pd=%2C&to[TIME_PERIOD]=false&vw=tb.

	Office for National Statistics. 2024. “Long-Term International Migration, Provisional.” ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/populationandmigration/internationalmigration/bulletins/longterminternationalmigrationprovisional/yearendingdecember2023.

	Office of the Surgeon General. 2023. Our Epidemic of Loneliness and Isolation: The U.S. Surgeon General’s Advisory on the Healing Effects of Social Connection and Community. U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/books/NBK595227.

	Official Statistics of Sweden. 2025. “Immigrations and Emigrations by Country of Citizenship and Sex. Year 2000– 2024.” statistikdatabasen.scb.se:443/pxweb/en/ssd/START__BE__BE0101__BE0101J/ImmiEmiMedb.

	Olalere, Michael. 2024. “Detroit’s Automotive Industry: Past, Present, and the Exciting Future Ahead.” Mann Supply. December 16. mannsupply.com/blogs/safety/detroits-automotive-industry-past-present-future.

	O’Neil, Cathy. 2016. Weapons of Math Destruction: How Big Data Increases Inequality and Threatens Democracy. Penguin.

	O’Neil, Cathy. 2022. The Shame Machine: Who Profits in the New Age of Humiliation. Penguin.

	Oreskes, Naomi. 1999. “From Fact to Theory.” In The Rejection of Continental Drift: Theory and Method in American Earth Science, edited by Naomi Oreskes. Oxford University Press. doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780195117325.003.0012.

	Orwell, George. 1949. Nineteen Eighty- Four. Secker & Warburg.

	Orwell, George. 1972. “The Freedom of the Press.” New York Times, October 8. timesmachine .nytimes.com/timesmachine/1972/10/08/91351484.html?pageNumber=142.

	O’Shaughnessy, Kevin. 2017. “History of the Internet: Part 8—the Google Story.” Simple Programmer, December 15. simpleprogrammer.com/history-internet-eight-google-story.

	Osman, Nadda. 2025. “Eid Al-Adha: What Is Qurbani? Why Muslims Sacrifice Livestock, Explained.” Middle East Eye. Accessed July 2, 2025. middleeasteye.net/discover/eid-adha-qurbani-islamic-sacrifice-explained.

	Paglayan, Agustina. 2024. Raised to Obey: The Rise and Spread of Mass Education. The Princeton Economic History of the Western World Series. Princeton University Press.

	Pahwa, Aashish. n.d. “How Does Wikipedia Make Money?” Feedough. Accessed November 4, 2025. feedough.com/how-does-wikipedia-make-money-wikipedia-business-model.

	Pain, Stephanie. 2017. “Power Through the Ages.” Nature 551 (7682): S134– 37. doi.org/10.1038/d41586-017-07506-z.

	Paine, Thomas. 1790. “To Benjamin Rush March 16, 1790.” Thomas Paine Historical Association, March 16. thomaspaine.org/writings/1790/to-benjamin-rush-march-16-1790.

	Papoutsaki, Dafni, Jonathan Buzzeo, Helen Gray, et al. 2020. Moving Out to Move On: Technical Report. U.K. Social Mobility Commission. gov.uk/government/publications/internal-migration-and-social-mobility-moving-out-to-move-on/moving-out-to-move-on-technical-report.

	Paradis, Tim, Lakshmi Varanasi, and Kelsey Vlamis. 2025. “MBB Explained: How Hard It Is to Get Hired and What It’s Like to Work for the Prestigious Strategy Consulting Firms, McKinsey, Bain, and BCG.” Business Insider. Accessed August 8, 2025. businessinsider.com/mbb-explained-mckinsey-bain-bcg-compare-big-three-strategy-consultants-2024-11.

	Park, Jeanne. 2015. “Europe’s Migration Crisis.” Council on Foreign Relations, September 23. cfr.org/backgrounder/europes-migration-crisis.

	Park Chung, Andrea, Martin Gaynor, and Seth Richards-Shubik. 2017. “Subsidies and Structure: The Lasting Impact of the Hill–Burton Program on the Hospital Industry.” Review of Economics and Statistics 99 (5): 926– 43. doi.org/10.1162/rest_a_00654.

	Parker, Kim, Juliana Menasce Horowitz, and Anna Brown. 2022. “Americans’ Complex Views on Gender Identity and Transgender Issues.” Pew Research Center, June 28. pewresearch .org/social-trends/2022/06/28/americans-complex-views-on-gender-identity-and-transgender-issues/.

	Pate, James, and Edward Failor. 1975. “Survey of Current Business.” April. apps.bea.gov/scb/issues/1975/scb-1975-april.pdf.

	Patel, Nilay. 2024. “Airbnb CEO Brian Chesky Says ‘Founder Mode’ Came from Studying Steve Jobs.” Verge, October 28. theverge.com/24279570/airbnb-ceo-brian-chesky-founder-mode-apple-steve-jobs-management-decoder-podcast-2024.

	Paull, John. 2009. “A Century of Synthetic Fertilizer: 1909–2009.” Journal of Bio- Dynamics Tasmania, (94): 16–21.

	Peake, Makenzie, and Guillaume Vandenbroucke. 2020. “Worker Diversity and Wage Growth Since 1940.” Review (Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis) (First Quarter): 1–18. doi.org/10.20955/r.102.1-18.

	Peirce, Charles Sanders. 1877. “Illustrations of the Logic of Science.” Popular Science Monthly, November. en.wikisource.org/wiki/Popular_Science_Monthly/Volume_12/November_1877/Illustrations_of_the_Logic_of_Science_I.

	Peirce, Charles Sanders. 1897 [1960]. “Notes on Scientific Philosophy.” In Collected Papers of Charles Sanders Peirce, edited by Charles Hartshorne and Paul Weiss, vol. 1. Harvard University Press. Peirce, Charles Sanders. 1998. The Essential Peirce: Selected Philosophical Writings. Vol. 2 (1893– 1913). Indiana University Press.

	Peri, Giovanni. 2020. “Immigrant Swan Song.” International Monetary Fund, March. imf.org/en/Publications/fandd/issues/2020/03/can-immigration-solve-the-demographic-dilemma-peri.

	Pen America. 2022. “Banned in the USA: Rising School Book Bans Threaten Free Expression and Students’ First Amendment Rights.” April 11. pen.org/report/banned-in-the-usa-rising-bans-threaten-1a.

	Peters, Jeremy. 2022. Insurgency: How Republicans Lost Their Party and Got Everything They Ever Wanted. Crown.

	Pettit, Philip. 1997 [1999]. Republicanism: A Theory of Freedom and Government. Oxford Political Theory. Oxford University Press. doi.org/10.1093/0198296428.001.0001.

	Pettit, Philip. 2011. “The Instability of Freedom as Noninterference: The Case of Isaiah Berlin.” Ethics 121 (4): 693– 716. doi.org/10.1086/660694.

	Pettit, Philip. 2014. Just Freedom: A Moral Compass for a Complex World. The Norton Global Ethics Series. W. W. Norton.

	Pew Research Center. 2014. Political Polarization in the American Public: How Increasingly Ideological Uniformity and Partisan Apathy Affect Politics, Compromise and Everyday Life. pewresearch.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/4/2014/06/6-12-2014-Political-Polarization-Release.pdf.

	Pew Research Center. 2019. Public Highly Critical of State of Political Discourse in the U.S. pewresearch .org/politics/wp-content/uploads/sites/4/2019/06/PP_2019.06.19_Political-Discourse_FINAL.pdf.

	Pew Research Center. 2022. As Partisan Hostility Grows, Signs of Frustration with the Two-Party System. pewresearch.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/20/2022/08/PP_2022.09.08_partisan-hostility_REPORT.pdf.

	Pew Research Center. 2023. Americans’ Dismal Views of the Nation’s Politics. pewresearch.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/20/2023/09/PP_2023.09.19_views-of-politics_REPORT.pdf.

	Philippon, Thomas. 2019. The Great Reversal: How America Gave Up on Free Markets. Harvard University Press. doi.org/10.2307/j.ctv24w62m5.

	Phillips- Fein, Kim. 2009. Invisible Hands: The Businessmen’s Crusade Against the New Deal. W. W. Norton.

	Piketty, Thomas, Emmanuel Saez, and Gabriel Zucman. 2018. “Distributional National Accounts: Methods and Estimates for the United States.” Quarterly Journal of Economics 133 (2): 553– 609. doi.org/10.1093/qje/qjx043.

	Pincus, Steven. 2006. England’s Glorious Revolution, 1688–1689: A Brief History with Documents. The Bedford Series in History and Culture. Bedford/St. Martin’s.

	Pincus, Steven C. A., and James A. Robinson. 2011. “What Really Happened During the Glorious Revolution?” NBER Working Paper 17206. National Bureau of Economic Research, July. doi .org/10.3386/w17206.

	Pinker, Steven. 2011. The Better Angels of Our Nature: Why Violence Has Declined. Penguin Books.

	Pitts, Jennifer. 2005. A Turn to Empire: The Rise of Imperial Liberalism in Britain and France. Princeton University Press.

	Plaisted, David A. 2006. “Estimates of the Number Killed by the Papacy in the Middle Ages and Later.” Unpublished manuscript. static1.1.sqspcdn.com/static/f/827989/15116787/1321289366180/50+million+protestants+killed.pdf.

	Planck, Max. 1949. Scientific Autobiography and Other Papers. Translated by Frank Gaynor. Philosophical Library.

	Plato. 360 BC. Laws. Translated by Benjamin Jowett. classics.mit.edu/Plato/laws.6.vi.html.

	Poertner, Mathias, and Nan Zhang. 2024. “The Effects of Combating Corruption on Institutional Trust and Political Engagement: Evidence from Latin America.” Political Science Research and Methods 12 (3): 633– 42. doi.org/10.1017/psrm.2023.4.

	Pomeau, René Henry. 2025. “Voltaire.” Britannica, August 9. britannica.com/biography/Voltaire.

	Popper, Karl R. 1934. The Logic of Scientific Discovery. Routledge Classics. taylorfrancis.com/reader/download/ffbdf8af-88c8-4986-bea0-2cc53ca23715/book/pdf?context=ubx.

	Popper, Karl R., 1945 [2013]. The Open Society and Its Enemies. New one- volume ed. Princeton University Press. doi.org/10.1515/9781400846672.

	Popper, Karl R. 2008. After the Open Society: Selected Social and Political Writings. Edited by Jeremy Shearmur and Piers Norris Turner. Routledge.

	Portes, Alejandro, and Robert D. Manning. 2006. “The Immigrant Enclave: Theory and Empirical Examples.” In Inequality, edited by David Grusky and Szonja Szelenyi. Routledge.

	Powell, Enoch. 1968. “Rivers of Blood.” Speech delivered to a Conservative Association meeting, Birmingham, England, April 20. anth1001.wordpress.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/04/enoch-powell_speech.pdf.

	Prak, Maarten, and Jan Luiten van Zanden. 2022. Pioneers of Capitalism: The Netherlands 1000–1800. Princeton University Press. doi.org/10.1515/9780691242460.

	Price, Richard. 1776 [1992]. “Observations on the Nature of Civil Liberty, the Principles of Government, and the Justice and Policy of the War with America.” In Price: Political Writings, edited by D. O. Thomas. Cambridge Texts in the History of Political Thought. Cambridge University Press. doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781139170239.007.

	Priestley, Joseph. 1769 [1993]. “The Present State of Liberty.” In Priestley: Political Writings, edited by Peter Miller. Cambridge Texts in the History of Political Thought. Cambridge University Press. doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781139170369.006.

	Prynne, Miranda. 2013. “Foreign-Born Population Quadrupled in 60 Years.” Telegraph, December 17. telegraph.co.uk/news/uknews/immigration/10523315/Foreign-born-population-quadrupled-in-60-years.html.

	Putnam, Robert D. 2000. Bowling Alone: The Collapse and Revival of American Community. Simon & Schuster.

	Putnam, Robert D., and Shaylyn Romney Garrett. 2020. The Upswing: How America Came Together a Century Ago and How We Can Do It Again. Simon & Schuster.

	Racine, Philip N. 1973. “The Ku Klux Klan, Anti-Catholicism, and Atlanta’s Board of Education, 1916– 1927.” Georgia Historical Quarterly 57 (1): 63– 75.

	Rajan, Raghuram. 2019. The Third Pillar: The Revival of Community in a Polarised World. William Collins.

	Ramet, Sabrina P. 2024a. “The American Enlightenment: Thomas Paine, Thomas Jefferson, and James Madison.” In Key Thinkers of the English, Scottish and American Enlightenments: From Locke to Madison, edited by Sabrina P. Ramet and Torbjørn L. Knutsen. Springer Nature Switzerland. doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-62454-4_4.

	Ramet, Sabrina P. 2024b. “The English Enlightenment: Algernon Sidney and John Locke.” In Key Thinkers of the English, Scottish and American Enlightenments. Springer Nature Switzerland.

	Ramirez, Alex. 2025. “Life Before Autocad: Photos from 1950 to 1980.” Engineerine, January 23. engineerine.com/life-before-autocad-photos-from-1950-to-1980.

	Ramos, Miguel R., Danying Li, Matthew R. Bennett, et al. 2024. “Variety Is the Spice of Life: Diverse Social Networks Are Associated with Social Cohesion and Well-Being.” Psychological Science 35 (6): 665– 80. doi.org/10.1177/09567976241243370.

	Rauch, Jonathan. 2021. The Constitution of Knowledge: A Defense of Truth. Brookings Institution Press.

	Rawls, John. 1993. Political Liberalism. Columbia University Press.

	Rawls, John. 2005. A Theory of Justice. Belknap Press.

	Rayner Stephens, Joseph. 1838. Northern Star (Kersal Moor, Manchester), September 29.

	Raz, Itzchak Tzachi. 2025. “Soil Heterogeneity, Social Learning, and the Formation of Close-Knit Communities.” Journal of Political Economy 133 (8): 2643– 91. doi.org/10.1086/735506.

	Razzell, Peter, and Christine Spence. 2005. “Social Capital and the History of Mortality in Britain.” International Journal of Epidemiology 34 (2): 477– 78. doi.org/10.1093/ije/dyi035.

	Reagan, Ronald. 1981. “Remarks at the Conservative Political Action Conference Dinner.” Speech given at the Mayflower Hotel, Washington, DC, March 20. reaganlibrary.gov/archives/speech/remarks-conservative-political-action-conference-dinner.

	Reagan, Ronald. 1986. “The President’s News Conference.” News conference given at the Hyatt Regency Hotel, Chicago, August 12. reaganlibrary.gov/archives/speech/presidents-news-conference-23.

	Reagan, Ronald. 1988. “Address Before a Joint Session of Congress on the State of the Union.” Address delivered to Congress, Washington, DC, January 25. presidency.ucsb.edu/documents/address-before-joint-session-congress-the-state-the-union-0?.

	Reback, Charles. 2007. “Merger for Monopoly: The Formation of U.S. Steel.” Essays in Economic & Business History 25: 105– 16.

	Rees, E. A., ed. 2004. The Nature of Stalin’s Dictatorship. Palgrave Macmillan U.K. doi.org/10.1057/9780230524286.

	Reeves, Richard. 2009. “John Stuart Mill: Liberal Father of Feminism.” Journal of Liberal History 62: 12– 15, 55. https://liberalhistory.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2014/10/62_Reeves_Mill_and_feminism-3.pdf.

	Reicher, Stephen D., S. Alexander Haslam, and Joanne R. Smith. 2012. “Working Toward the Experimenter: Reconceptualizing Obedience Within the Milgram Paradigm as Identification-Based Followership.” Perspectives on Psychological Science 7 (4): 315– 24. doi.org/10.1177/1745691612448482.

	Reichman, Amnon, Andrea Simoncini, Giovanni De Gregorio, et al., eds. 2021. “Algorithms, Freedom, and Fundamental Rights.” In Constitutional Challenges in the Algorithmic Society. Cambridge University Press. cambridge.org/core/books/constitutional-challenges-in-the-algorithmic-society/algorithms-freedom-and-fundamental-rights/30D847265D978ED70348C666594DAB60.

	Reid, Joseph D., and Michael M. Kurth. 1992. “The Rise and Fall of Urban Political Patronage Machines.” In Strategic Factors in Nineteenth Century American Economic History: A Volume to Honor Robert W. Fogel, edited by Claudia Dale Goldin and Hugh Rockoff. University of Chicago Press.

	Reuters. 2009. “Kenosha, Wisconsin in Auto History.” October 11. reuters.com/article/markets/us/kenosha-wisconsin-in-auto-history-idUSN11120780.

	Reuters. 2017. “Le Pen Says Will Defend France Against Globalization.” April 23. yahoo.com/news/le-pen-says-defend-france-against-globalization-192652629.html.

	Rhodes, Richard. 1995. The Making of the Atomic Bomb. Simon & Schuster.

	Ricardo, David. 1951. The Works and Correspondence of David Ricardo. Edited by Piero Sraffa, vol. 11. Cambridge University Press.

	Richardson, Joseph G., William H. Ford, and C. C. Vanderbeck. 1901. Medicology; or, Home Encyclopedia of Health: A Complete Family Guide. Abounding in Practical Household Information on the Structure and Functions of the Human Body, the Laws of Hygiene, Diet, Accidents and Emergencies, Accessory Treatments and Remedies, Air and Exercise, Sanitary House Building, Duties of Mothers, Care of Children, Art and Science of Nursing and Cooking, and Home Administration of Medicines. Ten Books: One Volume. Edited by Joseph P. Wood. University Medical Society.

	Riphahn, Regina T., and Michael Zibrowius. 2015. “Apprenticeship, Vocational Training and Early Labor Market Outcomes in East and West Germany.” IZA Discussion Paper 8901. March. docs .iza.org/dp8901.pdf.

	Rivera, Eduardo, Enrique Seira, and Saumitra Jha. 2025. “Apex Corruption Erodes Democratic Values.” SSRN Scholarly Paper 4828243. Social Science Research Network, May 5. doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4828243.

	Roberts, John A. G. 1999. A Concise History of China. Harvard University Press.

	Robertson, Claire E., Kareena S. del Rosario, and Jay J. Van Bavel. 2024. “Inside the Funhouse Mirror Factory: How Social Media Distorts Perceptions of Norms.” Current Opinion in Psychology 60 (December): 101918. doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2024.101918.

	Robespierre, Maximilien. 1792. “Robespierre’s Second Speech.” December 28. revolution.chnm.org/items/show/524.

	Robinson, James. 2018. “The Emergence of Weak, Despotic and Inclusive States.” SSRN Scholarly Paper 3210575. Social Science Research Network, July 1. papers.ssrn.com/abstract=3210575.

	Robinson, Ray. 1986. “Restructuring the Welfare State: An Analysis of Public Expenditure, 1979/ 80– 1984/85.” Journal of Social Policy 15 (1): 1– 21. doi.org/10.1017/S0047279400023084.

	Roh, Yuji, Geon Heo, and Steven Euijong Whang. 2021. “A Survey on Data Collection for Machine Learning: A Big Data–AI Integration Perspective.” IEEE Transactions on Knowledge and Data Engineering 33 (4): 1328– 47. doi.org/10.1109/TKDE.2019.2946162.

	Romer, Paul. 2021. “Taxing Digital Advertising.” Paul Romer, May 17. adtax.paulromer.net.

	Romero, Frances. 2011. “Top 10 Government Showdowns.” Time, July 27. content.time.com/time/specials/packages/article/0,28804,2085383_2085381_2085346,00.html.

	Roncaglia, Alessandro, ed. 2017. “The Ricardians and the Decline of Ricardianism.” In A Brief History of Economic Thought. Cambridge University Press. doi.org/10.1017/9781316798416.009.

	Ronson, Jon. 2015 [2016]. So You’ve Been Publicly Shamed. Paperback ed. Picador.

	Roosevelt, Franklin D. 1938. “Fireside Chat.” April 14. presidency.ucsb.edu/documents/fireside-chat-15?.

	Rose, Matthew. 2021. A World After Liberalism: Five Thinkers Who Inspired the Radical Right. Yale University Press. doi.org/10.12987/9780300263084.

	Rosen, Sherwin. 1983. “Specialization and Human Capital.” Journal of Labor Economics 1 (1): 43– 49. doi.org/10.1086/298003.

	Rosenblatt, Helena. 2018. The Lost History of Liberalism: From Ancient Rome to the Twenty-First Century. Princeton University Press.

	Rossano, Matt J. 2020. “Ritual as Resource Management.” Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society B: Biological Sciences 375 (1805): 20190429. doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2019.0429.

	Rossetti, Philip, Dan Bosch, and Dan Goldbeck. 2018. Comparing Effectiveness of Climate Regulations and a Carbon Tax. American Action Forum.

	Roush, Wade. 2016. Why It’s Taking So Long to Fix the Longfellow Bridge. WBUR, September 15. wbur.org/morningedition/2016/09/15/longfellow-bridge-delay.

	Rousseau, Jean-Jacques. 1762 [1913]. The Social Contract. Carlton House. archive.org/details/in.ernet.dli.2015.203827/page/n5/mode/2up.

	Rousseau, Jean- Jacques. 1762. The Social Contract & Discourses. Edited by Ernest Rhys. London: J. M. Dent & Sons. ia801602.us.archive.org/31/items/therepublicofpla00rousuoft/therepublicofpla00rousuoft.pdf.

	Rüegg, Walter. 2004. “Themes.” In A History of the University in Europe. Vol. 3, Universities in the Nineteenth and Early Twentieth Centuries (1800–1945). Cambridge University Press.

	Ruggeri, Kai, Samantha Vanderslott, Yuki Yamada, et al. 2024. “Behavioural Interventions to

	Reduce Vaccine Hesitancy Driven by Misinformation on Social Media.” BMJ 384: e076542. doi .org/10.1136/bmj-2023-076542.

	Ruggles, Steven, Sarah Flood, Matthew Sobek, et al. 2025. IPUMS USA. Version 16.0. doi.org/10.18128/D010.V16.0.

	Rung, Margaret C. 1999. “Richard Nixon, State, and Party: Democracy and Bureaucracy in the Postwar Era.” Presidential Studies Quarterly 29 (2): 421–37. doi.org/10.1111/1741-5705.00042.

	Rupp, Steven. 2022. “How Did Classic Car Assembly Lines Work in the ’50s, ’60s, and ’70s?” Hot Rod, October 19. hotrod.com/features/vintage-gm-assembly-line-images.

	Rush, Benjamin. 1786 [1965]. “Thoughts upon the Mode of Education Proper in a Republic.” In Essays on Education in the Early Republic, edited by Frederick Rudolph. Harvard University Press.

	Russell, Josiah Cox. 1944. “The Clerical Population of Medieval England.” Traditio 2: 177– 212. doi.org/10.1017/S0362152900017177.

	Rutar, Tibor. 2023. “The Prehistory of Violence and War: Moving Beyond the Hobbes–Rousseau Quagmire.” Journal of Peace Research 60 (4): 720– 26. doi.org/10.1177/00223433221090112.

	Ruthless Podcast. 2025. “JD Vance Exclusive Interview: Keeping America Safe, Life as VP, Football & Sydney Sweeney Drama.” YouTube. 1 hour, 2 min., 12 sec. youtube.com/watch?v=uMWYJum81Vc.

	Sabadish, Nathalie, and Lawrence Mishel. 2012. “CEO Pay and the Top 1%: How Executive Compensation and Financial-Sector Pay Have Fueled Income Inequality.” Economic Policy Institute, May 2. epi.org/publication/ib331-ceo-pay-top-1-percent.

	Sabbadini, Lorenzo. 2016. “Popular Sovereignty and Representation in the English Civil War.” In Popular Sovereignty in Historical Perspective, edited by Quentin Skinner and Richard Bourke. Cambridge University Press. doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781316418024.008.

	Sainato, Michael. 2023. “‘They’re More Concerned About Profit: OSHA, DoJ Take on Amazon’s Grueling Working Conditions.” Guardian, March 2. theguardian.com/technology/2023/mar/02/amazon-safety-citations-osha-department-of-justice.

	Sandberg, Sheryl, and Mark Zuckerberg. 2011. “Charlie Rose—Exclusive Interview with Facebook Leadership: Mark Zuckerberg / Sheryl Sandberg.” Interview by Charlie Rose. Charlie Rose, PBS, November 9. epublications.marquette.edu/zuckerberg_files_videos/239.

	Sandel, Michael J. 1996. Democracy’s Discontent: America in Search of a Public Philosophy. Harvard University Press.

	Sandel, Michael J. 1998. Liberalism and the Limits of Justice. 2nd ed. Cambridge University Press.

	Sandel, Michael J. 2020. The Tyranny of Merit: What’s Become of the Common Good? Penguin Press. Sanders, Bernie (@BernieSanders). 2024. “It should come as no great surprise that a Democratic Party which has abandoned working class people would find that the working class has abandoned them. While the Democratic leadership defends the status quo, the American people are angry and want change. And they’re right.” X, November 6. x.com/BernieSanders/status/1854271157135941698.

	Saunders, David. 1992. “The Administrative and Social Policy of Nicholas I.” In Russia in the Age of Reaction and Reform, 1801– 1881. Longman Group.

	Scheidel, Walter. 2017. The Great Leveler: Violence and the History of Inequality from the Stone Age to the Twenty- First Century. The Princeton Economic History of the Western World. Princeton University Press.

	Schmadel, Lutz D., ed. 2003. “(2122) Pyatiletka.” In Dictionary of Minor Planet Names. Springer. doi.org/10.1007/978-3-540-29925-7_2123.

	Schofield, Norman. 1987. “Stability of Coalition Governments in Western Europe: 1945–1986.” European Journal of Political Economy 3 (4): 555– 91. doi.org/10.1016/0176-2680(87)90012-7.

	Schroeder, Jonathan, David Van Riper, Steven Manson, et al. 2025. “IPUMS National Historical Geographic Information System.” Version 20.0. IPUMS. doi.org/10.18128/D050.V20.0.

	Scorpions. 1990. “Winds of Change,” track 4 on Crazy World, Mercury.

	Scott, James C. 1998. Seeing Like a State: How Certain Schemes to Improve the Human Condition Have Failed. Yale University Press.

	Scott, Peter, and Anna Spadavecchia. 2023. “Patents, Industry Control, and the Rise of the Giant American Corporation.” Research Policy 52 (1): 104651. doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2022.104651.

	Scranton, Philip. 2009. “The Shows and the Flows: Materials, Markets, and Innovation in the US Machine Tool Industry, 1945– 1965.” History and Technology 25 (3): 257– 304. doi.org/10.1080/07341510903083245.

	SDA Bocconi School of Management. n.d. “Saudi Arabia Effat University.” Accessed August 28, 2025. sdabocconi.it/en/about/effat-univeristy.

	Seneca. 62– 65 CE [1881]. Seneca’s Morals of a Happy Life: Benefits, Anger, and Clemency. Translated by Robert L’Estrange. Chicago: Belford, Clarke and Co.

	Serratore, Angela. 2020. “The ‘Hard Hat Riot’ of 1970 Pitted Construction Workers Against Anti- War Protesters.” Smithsonian. Accessed August 4, 2025. smithsonianmag.com/history/hard-hat-riot-1970-pitted-construction-workers-against-anti-war-protestors-180974831.

	Seth, Michael J. 2017. “South Korea’s Economic Development, 1948–1996.” In Oxford Research Encyclopedia of Asian History. Accessed July 24, 2025. doi.org/10.1093/acrefore/9780190277727.013.271.

	Shanzer, Danuta. 1998. “Dating the Baptism of Clovis: The Bishop of Vienne vs the Bishop of Tours.” Early Medieval Europe 7 (1): 29– 57. doi.org/10.1111/1468-0254.00017.

	Sheposh, Richard. 2023. “Mandate of Heaven.” EBSCO. ebsco.com/research-starters/history/mandate-heaven.

	Sherman, John. 1890. “John Sherman’s Remarks to the Senate.” Washington, DC, March 21. govinfo.gov/content/pkg/GPO-CRECB-1890-pt3-v21/pdf/GPO-CRECB-1890-pt3-v21-13.pdf.

	Shewan, Lulit. 2024. “Remembering Martin Luther King, Jr. as a Labor Leader and Champion of Working People in the Civil Rights Movement.” Center for Law and Social Policy, January 18. clasp.org/blog/remembering-martin-luther-king-jr-as-a-labor-leader-and-champion-of-working-people-in-the-civil-rights-movement.

	Shneiderman, Ben. 2022. Human- Centered AI. Oxford University Press. doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780192845290.001.0001.

	Sidney, Algernon. 1698 [1751]. Discourses Concerning Government. London: A. Millar. https://archive.org/details/gri_discourseco00sidn/page/n7/mode/2up.

	Simon, William E. 1978. A Time for Truth. McGraw- Hill.

	Simonetta, Marcello. 2010. “The Renaissance of City-States.” Lapham’s Quarterly, November 9. laphamsquarterly.org/roundtable/renaissance-city-states.

	Skinner, Quentin. 1978. The Foundations of Modern Political Thought. Cambridge University Press.

	Skinner, Quentin. 2001. Machiavelli: A Very Short Introduction. Oxford University Press.

	Skinner, Quentin. 2008. Hobbes and Republican Liberty. Cambridge University Press.

	Skinner, Quentin. 2012. “Free States and Individual Liberty.” In Liberty Before Liberalism. Cambridge University Press. doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781139197175.

	Smil, Vaclav. 2005. “New Materials and New Syntheses.” In Creating the Twentieth Century: Technical Innovations of 1867–1914 and Their Lasting Impact, edited by Vaclav Smil. Oxford University Press. doi.org/10.1093/0195168747.003.0004.

	Smith, Adam. 1776 [1999]. The Wealth of Nations Books IV–V. Edited by Andrew S. Skinner, vol. 2. Penguin.

	Smith, Adam. 1853. The Theory of Moral Sentiments. London: Henry G. Bohn. archive.org/details/dli.bengal.10689.4837.

	Smith, Ben. 2021. “Postcard from Peru: Why the Morality Plays Inside The Times Won’t Stop.” New York Times, February 14. nytimes.com/2021/02/14/business/media/new-york-times-donald-mcneil.html.

	Smith, Bruce D. 1995. The Emergence of Agriculture. W. H. Freeman.

	Smith, Jason Scott. 2009. Building New Deal Liberalism: The Political Economy of Public Works, 1933– 1956. Paperback ed. Cambridge University Press.

	Snyder, Thomas D., ed. 1993. 120 Years of American Education: A Statistical Portrait. National Center for Education Statistics. nces.ed.gov/pubs93/93442.pdf.

	Solimano, Andrés. 2020. A History of Big Recessions in the Long Twentieth Century. Cambridge University Press. doi.org/10.1017/9781108755276.

	Solomon, Deborah. 2004. “Goodbye (Again), Norma Jean.” New York Times Magazine, September 19. nytimes.com/2004/09/19/magazine/goodbye-again-norma-jean.html.

	Soukup, Pavel. 2020. “The Council of Constance: Conviction and Execution, 1414–15.” In Jan Hus: The Life and Death of a Preacher. Central European Studies. Purdue University Press. research .ebsco.com/linkprocessor/plink?id=d787087f-f678-3cc6-a8fb-3065670df8e1.

	Spoehr, Luther. 2019. “Academic Freedom and Tenure in the United States.” Oxford Bibliographies, May 29. oxfordbibliographies.com/display/document/obo-9780199756810/obo-9780199756810-0170.xml.

	Stanko, Ivana. 2020. “The Architectures of Geoffrey Hinton.” In Guide to Deep Learning Basics: Logical, Historical and Philosophical Perspectives, edited by Sandro Skansi. Springer International. doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-37591-1_8.

	Stanley Holton, Sandra. 1986. Feminism and Democracy: Women’s Suffrage and Reform Politics in Britain 1900– 1918. Cambridge University Press.

	Starr, Paul. 1984. The Social Transformation of American Medicine: The Rise of a Sovereign Profession & the Making of a Vast Industry. Basic Books.

	Steinel, James H., and Cynthia A. Bily. 2025. “Roman Catholic Emancipation.” EBSCO. Accessed August 11, 2025. ebsco.com/research-starters/history/roman-catholic-emancipation.

	Stenton, Doris Mary. 2025. “Magna Carta.” Britannica, July 29. britannica.com/topic/Magna-Carta.

	Stoller, Matt. 2020. Goliath: The 100-Year War Between Monopoly Power and Democracy. Simon & Schuster.

	Story, Joanna, ed. 2005. Charlemagne: Empire and Society. Manchester University Press.

	Strauss, Peter L. 1984. “The Place of Agencies in Government: Separation of Powers and the Fourth Branch.” Columbia Law Review 84 (3): 573. doi.org/10.2307/1122501.

	Stroem, Alexander. 2025. “An ‘Irresponsible’ Miracle: The Economics of the Brazilian Military Dictatorship (1964– 1985).” Retrospect Journal, March 23. retrospectjournal.com/2025/03/23/an-irresponsible-miracle-the-economics-of-the-brazilian-military-dictatorship-1964-1985.

	Strugnell, Anthony. 2011. “Diderot’s Anti-Colonialism: A Problematic Notion.” In New Essays on Diderot, edited by James Fowler. Cambridge University Press. doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511975202.006.

	Strunk, Thomas E., ed. 2022. “Freedom Lost Cannot So Easily Be Regained.” In On the Fall of the Roman Republic: Lessons for the American People. Anthem Press. cambridge.org/core/books/on-the-fall-of-the-roman-republic/freedom-lost-cannot-so-easily-be-regained/8705D8C858D3ADE41F225A7A74B1EEF5.

	Su, Lujun, Huixuan Chen, Yinghua Huang, and Xiuqiong Chen. 2023. “In-Group Favoritism or Black Sheep Effect? The Moderating Role of Norm Strength on Destination Residents’ Responses Towards Deviant Behaviors.” Tourism Management 98 (October): 104773. doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2023.104773.

	Sunstein, Cass. 2025. On Liberalism: In Defense of Freedom. MIT Press.

	Swan, Wm. D. 1851. “Immigration.” The Massachusetts Teacher 4 (10): 289– 91.

	Szreter, Simon, and Graham Mooney. 1998. “Urbanization, Mortality, and the Standard of Living Debate: New Estimates of the Expectation of Life at Birth in Nineteenth-Century British Cities.” Economic History Review 51 (1): 84– 112. doi.org/10.1111/1468-0289.00084.

	Tabellini, Marco. 2020. “Gifts of the Immigrants, Woes of the Natives: Lessons from the Age of Mass Migration.” Review of Economic Studies 87 (1): 454– 86. doi.org/10.1093/restud/rdz027.

	Tabellini, Marco. 2022. “The Economic and Political Effects of Immigration: Evidence from the Age of Mass Migration.” In Oxford Research Encyclopedia of Economics and Finance. Accessed August 11, 2025. oxfordre.com/economics/display/10.1093/acrefore/9780190625979.001.0001/acrefore-9780190625979-e-768.

	Tackett, Nicolas. 2014. The Destruction of the Medieval Chinese Aristocracy. Harvard- Yenching Institute Monograph Series 93. Harvard University Asia Center.

	Tamanaha, Brian Z., ed. 2004. “Liberalism.” In On the Rule of Law: History, Politics, Theory. Cambridge University Press. doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511812378.004.

	Tanner, Harold Miles. 2009. China: A History. Hackett.

	Tanoue, Donna. 2000. “FDIC Quarterly Banking Profile.” Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation. fdic.gov/analysis/quarterly-banking-profile/qbp/archive/qbp-2000-4qtr.pdf.

	Tatnall, Edith C. 1970. “The Condemnation of John Wyclif at the Council of Constance.” In Councils and Assemblies, edited by G. J. Cuming and Derek Baker. Studies in Church History. Cambridge University Press. doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511665820.013.

	Taylor, Brian. 2017. “The First Billion-Dollar Company.” Investment Office. investmentoffice.com/Observations/Markets_in_History/The_First_Billion-Dollar_Company.html.

	Taylor, Charles. 1992. Multiculturalism and “The Politics of Recognition”: An Essay. Princeton University Press.

	Taylor, Erika L., and Theodore J. Christ. 2010. “Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA).” In Encyclopedia of Cross-Cultural School Psychology, edited by Caroline S. Clauss-Ehlers. Springer.

	Team Mighty. 2023. “How WWI Changed How and What Americans Eat at Mealtimes.” We Are the Mighty, January 5. wearethemighty.com/mighty-history/how-wwi-changed-what-americans-eat.

	Tentler, Thomas N. 1974. “The Summa for Confessors as an Instrument of Social Control.” In The Pursuit of Holiness in Late Medieval and Renaissance Religion, edited by Heiko A. Oberman and Charles Edward Trinkaus. Brill. doi.org/10.1163/9789004477414_008.

	Terkel, Amanda, and Aaron Rupar. 2006. “Pat Buchanan’s Anti-Hispanic Rhetoric Echoes Earlier Anti- Immigrant Hysteria.” ThinkProgress, August 23. archive.thinkprogress.org/pat-buchanans-anti-hispanic-rhetoric-echoes-earlier-anti-immigrant-hysteria-8d1555d3eda4.

	Tetreau, Jared. 2023. “Sharecropping: Slavery Rerouted.” American Experience, August 16. pbs.org/wgbh/americanexperience/features/harvest-sharecropping-slavery-rerouted.

	The Royal Swedish Academy of Sciences. 2024. “Press Release: The Nobel Prize in Chemistry 2024.” October 9. nobelprize.org/prizes/chemistry/2024/press-release.

	Thelwall, John. 1796. The Rights of Nature, Against the Usurpations of Establishments. 3rd ed. London: H. D. Symonds.

	Thelwall, Mike, and Pardeep Sud. 2022. “Scopus 1900–2020: Growth in Articles, Abstracts, Countries,

	Fields, and Journals.” Quantitative Science Studies 3 (1): 37– 50. doi.org/10.1162/qss_a_00177.

	Theriault, Sean M., ed. 2013. The Gingrich Senators. Oxford University Press.

	“30 Years of Freedom: The Re-Burial of Imre Nagy, the Point of No Return for Communism in Hungary.” 2020. Budapest Business Journal, March 12. bbj.hu/budapest/culture/history/30-years-of-freedom-the-re-burial-of-imre-nagy-the-point-of-no-return-for-communism-in-hungary.

	Thucydides. n.d. “Pericles and Plague: From the Peloponnesian War.” University of Baltimore. home.ubalt.edu/ntygfit/ai_02_building_athens/ai_02b/ai_02b_tell/thucydides_pericles_plague4.htm.

	Thucydides. 444 AD. History of the Peloponnesian War. bristol.ac.uk/classics/research/thucydides/ttt/text.

	Tinker v. Des Moines School Dist., 393 U.S. 503 (1969). loc.gov/resource/usrep.usrep393503.

	Tocqueville, Alexis de. 1835 [1899]. Democracy in America. Translated by Henry Reeve. London: D. Appleton.

	Tocqueville, Alexis de. 1835 [2010]. “Of the Influence of Mores on Maintaining the Democratic Republic in the United States.” In Democracy in America. Liberty Fund.

	Tolbert, Jennifer, Sammy Cervantes, Clea Bell, and Anthony Damico. 2024. “Key Facts About the Uninsured Population.” KFF, December 18. kff.org/uninsured/issue-brief/key-facts-about-the-uninsured-population.

	Tomasello, Michael. 1999. The Cultural Origins of Human Cognition. Harvard University Press.

	Tomasello, Michael, and Josep Call. 1994. “Social Cognition of Monkeys and Apes.” American Journal of Physical Anthropology 37 (S19): 273– 305. doi.org/10.1002/ajpa.1330370610.

	Tompson, Richard. 1966. “Classics and Charity: The English Grammar School in the 18th Century. Final Report.” U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Office of Education. files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED054038.pdf.

	Touraine, Alain. 1969. La société post-industrielle: Naissance d’une société. Denoël.

	Tretkoff, Ernie. 2006. “May, 1911: Rutherford and the Discovery of the Atomic Nucleus.” Advancing Physics. aps.org/apsnews/2006/05/rutherford-discovery-atomic-nucleus.

	Trilling, Lionel. 1976. The Liberal Imagination: Essays on Literature and Society. Scribner.

	Trojan, Cody. 2021. “Republican Auctoritas: Harrington’s Dual Theory of Political Legitimacy.” European Journal of Political Theory 20 (3): 398– 420. doi- org.libproxy.mit.edu/10.1177/1474885118806677.

	Trump, Donald. 2014. “Speech at the Freedom Summit in Manchester, NH—April 12, 2014.” April 12. rollcall.com/factbase/trump/transcript/donald-trump-speech-manchester-nh-april-12-2014.

	Trump, Donald (@realDonaldTrump). 2025. “Sydney Sweeney, a registered Republican, has the ‘HOTTEST’ ad out there. It’s for American Eagle, and the jeans are ‘flying off the shelves.’ Go get ’em Sydney! On the other side of the ledger, Jaguar did a stupid, and seriously WOKE advertisement, THAT IS A TOTAL DISASTER! The CEO just resigned in disgrace, and the company is in absolute turmoil. Who wants to buy a Jaguar after looking at that disgraceful ad. Shouldn’t they have learned a lesson from Bud Lite, which went Woke and essentially destroyed, in a short campaign, the Company. The market cap destruction has been unprecedented, with BILLIONS OF DOLLARS SO FOOLISHLY LOST. Or just look at Woke singer Taylor Swift. Ever since I alerted the world as to what she was by saying on TRUTH that I can’t stand her (HATE!). She was booed out of the Super Bowl and became, NO LONGER HOT. The tide has seriously turned—Being WOKE is for losers, being Republican is what you want to be. Thank you for your attention to this matter!” Truth Social, August 4. truthsocial.com/@realDonaldTrump/posts/114970952739677687.

	Turner, Fred. 2006. “Taking the Whole Earth Digital.” In From Counterculture to Cyberculture. University of Chicago Press.

	UNHCR. 2014. Female Genital Mutilation and Asylum in the European Union: A Statistical Update. March. unhcr.org/sites/default/files/legacy-pdf/53187f379.pdf.

	United States Patent and Trademark Office. 2025. “Patent Grant Bibliographic (Front Page) Text Data.” USPTO. data.uspto.gov/bulkdata/datasets/ptblxml?fileDataFromDate=2025-01-1&fileDataToDate=2025-09-12.

	Urbanowicz, Charles F. 2023. “First Transatlantic Telegraphic Radio Transmission.” EBSCO. ebsco.com/research-starters/history/first-transatlantic-telegraphic-radio-transmission.

	U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis. 2024a. “R&D Value Added.” May 9. bea.gov/data/special-topics/research-and-development-satellite-account.

	U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis. 2024b. “Table 1.11. Percentage Shares of Gross Domestic Income.” National Income and Product Accounts, September 27. econstats.com/nipa/NIPA1_1_11_.htm.

	U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis. 2025a. “Value Added by Industry.” apps.bea.gov/industry/Release/XLS/GDPxInd/ValueAdded.xlsx

	U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis. 2025b. “Table 6.4D. Full-Time and Part-Time Employees by Industry.” apps.bea.gov/iTable/?reqid=19&step=2&isuri=1&1921=survey&_gl=1*17fztuu*_ga*MTQwMjIzNjk3LjE3NTY4MzQ1ODQ.*_ga_J4698JNNFT*czE3NjIyOTQ1NDAkbzE2JGcxJHQxNzYyMjk2NzI0JGo1OCRsMCRoMA..#eyJhcHBpZCI6MTksInN0ZXBzIjpbMSwyLDNdLCJkYXRhIjpbWyJDYXRlZ29yaWVzIiwiU3VydmV5Il0sWyJOSVBBX1RhYmxlX0xpc3QiLCIxOTMiXV19.

	U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis. n.d. “Research and Development Satellite Account.” Accessed July 28, 2025. bea.gov/data/special-topics/research-and-development-satellite-account. U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. 2024. “Employed Persons by Detailed Occupation and Age.” bls.gov/cps/cpsaat11b.htm.

	U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. 2025a. “Employed Persons by Detailed Occupation and Age.” January 29. bls.gov/cps/cpsaat11b.htm.

	U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. 2025b. “Major Work Stoppages: Annual Summary Data.” February. bls.gov/web/wkstp/annual-listing.htm.

	U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. 2025c. “Union Members—2024.” News release. bls.gov/news.release/pdf/union2.pdf.

	U.S. Bureau of Transportation Statistics. 2025. “Bureau of Transportation Statistics: Airline Domestic Market Share May 2024–April 2025.” Accessed August 6, 2025. transtats .bts.gov.

	U.S. Census Bureau. 1951. 1950 Census of Housing: Preliminary Reports. US Department of Commerce. www2.census.gov/library/publications/decennial/1950/hc-5/hc-5-02.pdf. U.S. Census Bureau. 1955. “Current Population Reports: Population Estimates.” https://www2.census.gov/library/publications/1955/demographics/P25-121.pdf.September.

	U.S. Census Bureau. 1968. The Extent of Poverty in the United States: 1959 to 1966. Current Population Reports 54. Series P-60, No. 54. https://www2.census.gov/library/publications/1968/demographics/p60-54.pdf.

	U.S. Census Bureau. 1976. “Money Income and Poverty Status of Families and Persons in the United States: 1975 and 1974 Revisions (Advance Report).” September. census.gov/library/publications/1976/demo/p60-103.html.

	U.S. Census Bureau. 2025a. “Table Data—New Private Housing Units Authorized by Building Permits: 1-Unit Structures for San Francisco-Oakland-Berkeley, CA (MSA).” Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis. fred.stlouisfed.org/data/SANF806BP1FH#.

	U.S. Census Bureau. 2025b. “Resident Population in San Francisco-Oakland-Hayward, CA (MSA) [SFCPOP]”. Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis. fred.stlouisfed.org/series/SFCPOP.

	U.S. Census Bureau. n.d. “S0101: Age and Sex—Census Bureau Table.” Accessed August 1, 2025. data.census.gov/table/ACSST1Y2023.S0101?q=pop+by+age+2023.

	U.S. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. 1999. “Achievements in Public Health, 1900– 1999: Improvements in Workplace Safety— United States, 1900– 1999.” Morbidity and Mortality Weekly Report 48 (22): 461– 69. cdc.gov/mmwr/preview/mmwrhtml/mm4822a1.htm.

	U.S. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, National Center for Health Statistics. 2025a. “Mortality Multiple Cause-of-Death Public Use Record.” 1989 U.S. data. cdc.gov/nchs/data_access/vitalstatsonline.htm.

	U.S. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, National Center for Health Statistics. 2025b. “Mortality Multiple Cause-of-Death Public Use Record.” 2023 U.S. data. cdc.gov/nchs/data_access/vitalstatsonline.htm.

	U.S. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, National Center for Health Statistics. 2025c. “Natality Public Use File.” 1978 U.S. data. cdc.gov/nchs/data_access/vitalstatsonline.htm.

	U.S. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, National Center for Health Statistics. 2025d. “Natality Public Use File.” 2023 U.S. data. cdc.gov/nchs/data_access/vitalstatsonline.htm.

	U.S. Department of Transportation. 2025. “U.S. Department of Transportation Celebrates Biden Administration’s Progress Delivering on the Bipartisan Infrastructure Law.” January. transportation.gov/sites/dot.gov/files/2025-01/BIL-Progress-One-Pager-Updated-Stats-1-15-2025.pdf.

	U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Railroad Administration. 1984. History of Running Times: Passenger Trains: Northeast Corridor. railroads.dot.gov/sites/fra.dot.gov/files/fra_net/2763/history2.pdf.

	“U.S. Inflation Calculator: 1635–2025, Department of Labor Data.” n.d. Accessed August 12, 2025. in2013dollars.com.

	U.S. Office of Homeland Security Statistics. 2019. “Persons Obtaining Lawful Permanent Resident Status: Fiscal Years 1820 to 2019.” ohss.dhs.gov/topics/immigration/yearbook/2019.

	U.S. Patent and Trademark Office. n.d. “U.S. Patent Activity, CY 1790 to Present.” Accessed July 28, 2025. uspto.gov/web/offices/ac/ido/oeip/taf/h_counts.htm.

	U.S. Selective Service System. n.d. “Selective Service Registration Cards, World War II: Fourth Registration.” National Archives and Records Administration.

	Usselman, Melvin, and Alan J. Rocke. 2025. “Chemistry—Elements, Reactions, Revolution.” Britannica, June 22. britannica.com/science/chemistry/Chemistry-and-society.

	Vallance, Edward. 2011. “The Glorious Revolution.” BBC. bbc.co.uk/history/british/civil_war_revolution/glorious_revolution_01.shtml.

	Van Noort, Sam. 2024. “Industrialization and Democracy.” World Politics 76 (3): 457– 98. Vassar Encyclopedia. n.d. “Viet Nam.” Accessed August 4, 2025. vcencyclopedia.vassar.edu/vassar-in-wartime/vietnam.

	Vidal, Gore. 1975. “The State of the Union.” Esquire, May 1. classic.esquire.com/article/1975/5/1/the-state-of-the-union.

	Vider, Stephen, and David S. Byers. 2015. “A Half-Century of Conflict over Attempts to ‘Cure’ Gay People.” Time, February 12. time.com/3705745/history-therapy-hadden.

	Vogt, Dorothee K. 1973. Literacy Among Youths 12-17 Years. Vital and Health Statistics, vol. 131. U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare.

	Voltaire. 1733 [1919]. Voltaire in His Letters, Being a Selection from His Correspondence. Translated by S. G. Tallentyre. New York and London: G. P. Putnam’s Sons. archive.org/details/voltaireinhislet0000sgtr.

	Voltaire. 1763 [2000]. Treatise on Tolerance. Edited by Simon Harvey. Cambridge Texts in the History of Philosophy. Cambridge University Press.

	Voltaire to Frederick the Great. 1767 [1927]. “From Voltaire—5th January, 1767.” In Letters of Voltaire and Frederick the Great. Translated by Richard Aldington. George Routledge & Sons Ltd. archive.org/details/dli.ministry.03748.

	Vosoughi, Soroush, Deb Roy, and Sinan Aral. 2018. “The Spread of True and False News Online.” Science 359 (6380): 1146– 51. doi.org/10.1126/science.aap9559.

	Wagner, Steven T. 2006. Eisenhower Republicanism: Pursuing the Middle Way. Northern Illinois University Press.

	Waldman-Brown, Anna. 2022. “Automation Isn’t the Biggest Threat to US Factory Jobs.” Wired, May 1. wired.com/story/robots-automation-jobs-manufacturing-labor-germany-us.

	Walker, Elizabeth. 2025. “Top 25 Health Insurance Companies in the U.S.” People Keep, January 9. peoplekeep.com/blog/top-25-health-insurance-companies-in-the-u.s.

	Walker, Linda. 2007. “Gender, Suffrage and Party: Liberal Women’s Organisations, 1880–1914.” In Suffrage Outside Suffragism: Women’s Vote in Britain, 1880–1914, edited by Myriam Boussahba-Bravard. Palgrave Macmillan. doi.org/10.1057/9780230801318_4.

	Walker, Samuel. 1999. In Defense of American Liberties: A History of the ACLU. Southern Illinois University Press.

	Walker, William T. 2022. “Oliver Cromwell Becomes Lord Protector.” EBSCO. ebsco.com/research-starters/history/oliver-cromwell-becomes-lord-protector.

	Walsh, Mike. 2020. “Algorithms Are Making Economic Inequality Worse.” Harvard Business Review. hbr.org/2020/10/algorithms-are-making-economic-inequality-worse.

	Walzer, Michael. 1980. “The Moral Standing of States: A Response to Four Critics.” Philosophy & Public Affairs 9 (3): 209–29. doi.org/10.1515/9780691241869-012.

	Walzer, Michael. 1985. Exodus and Revolution. Basic Books.

	Wang, Youqin. n.d. “Student Attacks Against Teachers: The Revolution of 1966.” Chinese Holocaust Memorial. Accessed September 4, 2025. ywang.uchicago.edu/history/1966teacher.htm.

	Ware, Leland. 2013. “Civil Rights and the 1960s: A Decade of Unparalleled Progress.” Maryland Law Review 72 (4). digitalcommons.law.umaryland.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=3567&context=mlr.

	Webb, Paul David. 2025. “Labour Party.” Britannica, July 22. britannica.com/topic/Labour-Party-political-party.

	Weber, Austin. 2019. “Ford’s Rouge Assembly Plant Turns 100.” Assembly, March 19. assemblymag .com/articles/94799-fords-rouge-assembly-plant-turns-100.

	Weeks, Sinclair, and Robert W. Burgess. 1955. Current Population Reports: Consumer Income. P-60. No. 16. U.S. Department of Commerce and Bureau of the Census. www2.census.gov/library/publications/1955/demographics/p60-16.pdf.

	Wehrle, Edmund. 2005. Between a River and a Mountain: The AFL-CIO and the Vietnam War. University of Michigan Press. doi.org/10.3998/mpub.88540.

	Weightman, Gavin. 2020. “The Forgotten History of Inoculation.” Yale University Press, October 9. yalebooks.yale.edu/2020/10/09/the-forgotten-history-of-inoculation.

	Weiner, Daniel I. 2025. “Citizens United, Explained.” Brennan Center for Justice, January 29. brennancenter.org/our-work/research-reports/citizens-united-explained.

	Weinreich, Max. 1945. “Der YIVO un di problemen fun undzer tsayt.” YIVO bleter 25 (1): 1– 13. Wells, Melissa, and Kristine Villarroel. 2025. “Vintage Photos Show What American Car Manufacturing Looked Like 100 Years Ago.” Business Insider, March 25. businessinsider.com/car-factories-usa-vintage-photos.

	Wells Fargo. 2000. Wells Fargo Annual Report 2000. history.wf.com/assets/pdf/annual-reports/2000-annual-report.pdf.

	World Health Organization. n.d. “A Brief History of Vaccination.” Accessed July 25, 2025. who.int/news-room/spotlight/history-of-vaccination/a-brief-history-of-vaccination.

	Wial, Howard, and Alec Friedhoff. 2006. “Manufacturing Job Loss in the Great Lakes Region, 1995– 2005.” The Brookings Institution. brookings.edu/wp-content/uploads/2016/06/20060727_manufacturing.pdf.

	Wickham, Chris. 2016. Medieval Europe. Yale University Press. doi.org/10.12987/9780300222210.

	Wilke, Richard, Moira Fagan, Christine Huang, et al. 2025. Economic Inequality Seen as Major Challenge Around the World. Pew Research Center. pewresearch.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/20/2025/01/pg_2025.01.09_inequality_report.pdf.

	Wilson, Woodrow. 1918a. “Address to Congress on International Order.” Washington, DC, February 11. presidency.ucsb.edu/documents/address-congress-international-order.

	Wilson, Woodrow. 1918b. “Fourteen Points.” Address to joint session of Congress, Washington, DC, January 8. exodusbooks.com/Samples/VP/O3FourteenPoints.pdf.

	Winterson, Jeanette. 2011. Why Be Happy When You Could Be Normal? Alfred A. Knopf Canada.

	Winthrop, John. 1630. “John Winthrop Dreams of a City on a Hill, 1630.” American Yawp Reader. americanyawp.com/reader/colliding-cultures/john-winthrop-dreams-of-a-city-on-a-hill-1630.

	Wisconsin v. Yoder, 406 U.S. 205 (1972). supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/406/205.

	Woessner, Nicole, Sebastian Findeisen, Jens Südekum, and Wolfgang Dauth. 2017. “The Rise of Robots in the German Labour Market.” CEPR, September 19. cepr.org/voxeu/columns/rise-robots-german-labour-market.

	Wolf, Martin. 2023. The Crisis of Democratic Capitalism. Penguin Press.

	Wolff, Robert Paul. 1965. “Beyond Tolerance.” In A Critique of Pure Tolerance. Beacon Press.

	Wooldridge, Michael J. 2021. A Brief History of Artificial Intelligence: What It Is, Where We Are, and Where We Are Going. Flatiron Books.

	World Bank. 2025. “Literacy Rate, Adult Total (% of People Ages 15 and Above)—Brazil.” data.worldbank.org/indicator/SE.ADT.LITR.ZS?locations=BR.

	World Political Cleavages and Inequality Database. n.d. Accessed August 4, 2025. wpid.world /resources.

	Wright, Gavin. 2016. “Jim Crow South.” In The New Palgrave Dictionary of Economics. Palgrave Macmillan. doi.org/10.1057/978-1-349-95121-5_2009-1.

	Wrightson, Keith. 1982 [1990]. English Society 1580– 1680. Unwin Hyman.

	Wyhe, John van. 2024. “That Darwin Delayed the Publication of His Theory for Twenty Years, Being Afraid of the Reactions It Would Cause.” In Darwin Mythology: Debunking Myths, Correcting Falsehoods, edited by Kostas Kampourakis. Cambridge University Press. doi.org/10.1017/9781009375719.011.

	Wynne, Brian. 1989. “Sheepfarming After Chernobyl: A Case Study in Communicating Scientific Information.” Environment: Science and Policy for Sustainable Development 31 (2): 10–39. doi.org/10.1080/00139157.1989.9928930.

	Yglesias, Matthew. 2020. “The Real Stakes in the David Shor Saga.” Vox, July 29. vox.com/2020/7/29/21340308/david-shor-omar-wasow-speech.

	You, Jong- Sung. 2021. The Oxford Handbook of the Quality of Government. Edited by Monika Bauhr, Andreas Bågenholm, Marcia Grimes, and Bo Rothstein. Oxford University Press.

	Young, Jay. 2015. “Infrastructure: Mass Transit in 19th- and 20th-Century Urban America.” March 2. doi.org/10.1093/acrefore/9780199329175.013.28.

	Zamudio-Suarez, Fernanda. 2017. “Months After ‘Transracialism’ Flap, Controversy Still Rages at Feminist Philosophy Journal.” Chronicle of Higher Education, July 21. chronicle.com/article/months-after-transracialism-flap-controversy-still-rages-at-feminist-philosophy-journal.

	Zeballos, Eliana, and Wilson Sinclair. 2025. “Share of Disposable Personal Income Spent on Food Continues to Decline in 2024.” U.S. Department of Agriculture Economic Research Service, June 10. ers.usda.gov/data-products/chart-gallery/chart-detail?chartId=76967.

	Zehr, Mary Ann. 2000. “Hutterite History.” Education Week, March 8. edweek.org/policy-politics/hutterite-history/2000/03.

	Zeidel, Robert F. 2018. “A 1911 Report Set America on a Path of Screening Out ‘Undesirable’ Immigrants.” Smithsonian, July 16. smithsonianmag.com/history/1911-report-set-america-on-path-screening-out-undesirable-immigrants-180969636.

	Zeier, Kristin, and Grün Gianna-Carina. 2025. “German Election Results Explained in Graphics.” DW, February 27. dw.com/en/german-election-results-explained-in-graphics/a-71724186.

	Zelizer, Julian E. 2020. Burning Down the House: Newt Gingrich, the Fall of a Speaker, and the Rise of the New Republican Party. Penguin.

	Zeng, Elena Yi-Jia. 2022. “Empire and Liberty in Adam Ferguson’s Republicanism.” History of European Ideas 48 (7): 909– 29. doi.org/10.1080/01916599.2022.2040045.

	Zinn Education Project. 2025. “Impact.” Zinn Education Project. zinnedproject.org/about/impact.

	Zuckert, Michael. 2000. “Rights.” In A Companion to the American Revolution, edited by Jack P. Greene and J. R. Pole. John Wiley & Sons. doi.org/10.1002/9780470756454.ch88.









Index




	Abbasid caliphate, 229–30

	Abbot, Dorian, 212

	abortion, 69–70, 92

	Adams, John, 103–4

	Adams, Lowndes, 95

	Agricultural Adjustment Act (AAA), 186

	Alexander, Magnus, 120

	algorithms

	and artificial intelligence, 42, 254–56

	and cage of norms, 244–45, 247–50, 268

	and centralization of information, 257

	impact on labor, 162

	and money in politics, 297

	and polarization, 253–54

	regulation and redirection of technology, 268–69

	and shared prosperity in postindustrial society, 286–87

	and social media feeds, 296

	and thought policing, 250–53




	al-Qadir, Caliph, 230

	Alternative of Germany (AfD), 15

	American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU), 275, 277, 295

	American Medical Association, 183

	American Revolution, 100, 103

	Amish culture, 277–78

	Anchor Hocking, 153–54

	anti-immigrant sentiment, 135, 291–92

	apprenticeship, 178, 282

	Arian controversy, 224–25

	Aristotle, 18, 40

	Arrow, Kenneth, 82

	Arthashastra, 221

	artificial intelligence (AI), 42, 254–68, 283, 290, 298

	Augustine, 226–27

	authoritarianism, 3–5, 16, 238

	automation

	and challenges of liberalism, 283, 286

	and Chinese imports to U.S., 169–70

	and demand for labor, 162–65

	and effects of deindustrialization, 172

	and the industrial compact, 155–56

	and postindustrial economics, 22

	and postindustrial politics, 25–26

	and pro-worker AI, 261–66

	and shared prosperity, 283

	and U.S. manufacturing trends, 158




	automotive industry, 158, 164–65






	Babbage, Charles, 162

	Bacon, Francis, 48, 115

	Baldwin, Stanley, 109

	Baumol’s cost disease, 165–69, 177, 190, 263, 284–85

	Bell, Daniel, 19, 153, 155

	Bentham, Jeremy, 70, 81, 82

	Berlin, Isaiah, 71, 76–77, 78

	Berners-Lee, Tim, 250

	Betjeman, John, 5

	Beveridge, William, 9, 69, 87, 125

	Biden, Joe, 13–14, 242

	bilingual education, 123, 241

	billionaires, 63–64, 65, 198, 278, 297

	Bill of Rights, 101, 103

	Bismarck, Otto von, 185

	Black Americans, 7, 10, 59, 123–25, 253, 277

	Bolshevik Revolution, 88

	Bork, Robert, 176

	Boston Brahmins, 183–84, 186

	Brahmans, 24, 221–22

	Brazil, 5–6, 36, 106, 291

	Brin, Sergey, 250–51

	Britain and the United Kingdom

	and backlash against social engineering, 240

	and challenges of liberalism, 11, 277, 282

	Chartists, 5

	and dilemma of ignorance, 138, 140, 142

	and dilemma of inclusion, 132, 135–37

	and dilemma of subjugated peoples, 113

	and evolution of self-government, 104

	Industrial Revolution, 53, 115

	and postindustrial economics, 21

	and promotion of education, 139

	and public service provision in democracies, 108, 112

	and segregation by education level, 197

	and social engineering, 221




	Buchanan, Patrick, 194, 195, 272

	Burns, Robert, 56

	Bush, George W., 90






	Cailliau, Robert, 250

	Calas, Jean, 128–29, 132

	Caldwell, Louise, 70

	Candide (Voltaire), 127

	carbon taxes and tariffs, 239, 299

	Carlyle, Thomas, 83–84

	Carthaginians, 130

	Case, Anne, 173

	caste systems, 24, 38, 221–22

	Catholic Church

	and advances in astronomy, 41, 50

	Catholic Emancipation Act, 132

	and dilemma of intolerance, 145

	and dilemmas of social change, 150

	and postindustrial politics, 24

	and social engineering, 223–28, 231, 235

	and Voltaire’s writings, 127, 129




	Charlemagne, 226

	Chartists, 5, 131

	ChatGPT, 255, 260–61

	Chernobyl nuclear accident, 47

	Chiang Kai-shek, 106

	China

	and challenges of liberalism, 12

	China Road and Bridge Corporation, 13

	Cultural Revolution, 209–11, 215–16, 218–19, 235

	and evolution of self-government, 105

	imperial bureaucracy, 24

	and modernization theory, 89–90

	and promotion of sciences, 117

	and trade relations with U.S., 169–70, 171




	Christianity, 2, 145, 223–28, 271. See also

	Catholic Church




	Churchill, Winston, 6, 9

	Cicero, 72, 98

	citizens’ assemblies, 69–70, 79, 91–92, 272–73, 293

	City of God (Augustine), 226–27

	Civil Rights Act of 1964, 124

	civil society, 21, 59, 238, 290

	Civil War (U.S.), 102

	Cleage, Pearl, 96

	climate change, 295, 298–99

	Clinton, Bill, 193

	Clinton, Hillary, 238

	Clovis, King of the Franks, 225–26

	Cold War, 117

	collective bargaining, 159, 169–70. See also labor

	collective knowledge, 26–27, 34, 46, 50–55, 56, 257

	colonialism, 54, 101, 113–14, 130–31, 135

	Commission of Sati (Prevention) Act, 277

	Committee for the Promotion of Virtue and Prevention of Vice, 229

	communal lands, 75–76

	communism, 3, 17, 152

	The Communist Manifesto (Marx and Engels), 78, 88

	competition, 267. See also experimentation

	compromise

	and challenges of liberalism, 280–81

	and challenges of self-government, 61

	and dilemma of inclusion, 136

	and dilemmas of social change, 152

	and erosion of working-class solidarity, 200

	and meaning of liberalism, 4

	and social compact for liberalism, 93

	and the social contract, 79

	and social divisions based on education, 197

	and social learning, 47

	and value of collective knowledge, 53–54

	and working-class liberalism, 294, 299–300

	computers, 21–22, 158, 161–63, 179. See also algorithms; artificial intelligence (AI); automation




	Confucianism, 231–32

	Conservative Party (Britain), 108–9

	Constantine, Emperor, 224–25

	Constantinople, 34

	The Constitution of Liberty (Hayek), 40, 84

	continental drift, 42, 49

	Copernicus, Nicolaus, 41, 115

	corporatism, 112

	corruption, 4, 17, 90, 107, 290

	Cotton, Tom, 214

	Council of Constance, 98

	Council of Trent, 228

	COVID-19 pandemic, 12, 15, 50, 138, 214

	Creighton, Mandell, 147

	Cromwell, Oliver, 49, 84, 102

	Crusades, 226

	Custody of Infants Act, 114






	Dahl, Robert, 9, 14

	Dalits, 222

	Danyang-Kunshan Grand Bridge, 13

	Dartmouth College, 254

	Darwin, Charles, 41, 213

	Deaton, Angus, 173

	Debreu, Gerard, 82

	Declaration of Independence, 100–101, 130

	Declaration of the Rights of Man and of the Citizen, 77, 100, 103, 144

	deindustrialization, 22, 156, 170–73

	Democracy in America (Tocqueville), 6

	Democratic Leadership Council (DLC), 193

	Democratic Party (U.S.), 4, 177, 186, 191–92, 194–96, 198, 200, 204–5

	demographic change, 130, 164, 295, 297–98

	Deneen, Patrick, 16

	Denmark, 109–10, 112

	deontology, 73–74, 86

	deregulation, 176, 290

	Derrida, Jacques, 50

	Description of England (Harrison), 99

	Detroit, Michigan, 119

	Dewey, John, 143

	Dialogue Concerning the Two Chief World Systems (Galileo), 41

	Dias, Bartolomeu, 101

	Dictionnaire philosophique portatif (Voltaire), 129

	Diderot, Denis, 113

	diffusion models, 254

	Diggers, 42

	Digital Factory 4.0, 179

	digital technologies, 21–22, 155–56, 162, 178, 189

	dilemmas of liberalism

	and challenges of liberalism, 17, 19, 275

	and dilemmas of social change, 149–52

	and ignorance, 129, 137–44

	and impact of social media algorithms, 245

	and inclusion, 129, 130–37

	and indoctrination, 216

	and intolerance, 130, 144–47

	and postindustrial social engineering, 235–37

	and social contract, 78

	and social divisions based on education, 204

	and social engineering, 220

	and social media algorithms, 254

	and subjugated peoples, 113




	Disraeli, Benjamin, 108–9

	diversity, equity, and inclusion (DEI) policies, 212–13, 272

	Dominicans, 227

	Douglass, Frederick, ix, 276

	Downs, Anthony, 155–56

	drains, 5–7, 288–91

	Du Bois, W. E. B., 59






	East Germany, 220

	economic growth, 9, 17, 26–27, 38, 56, 64–67, 98, 105–6

	Edict of Nantes, 132

	Edict of Tolerance, 132

	Edict of Versailles, 132

	education

	and artificial intelligence, 261, 263–65

	and Baumol’s cost disease, 166–69

	and challenges of liberalism, 16–19, 87, 276, 279, 281–84, 288–89, 291

	and class politics in U.S., 188–90, 191–98

	and common schools, 143

	and costs of climate change, 298

	and cultural shift, 201–4

	and deindustrialization, 172–73

	and dilemma of inclusion, 136

	and immigrant communities, 133, 293

	and impact of automation, 161–65

	and impact of digital technology, 160–61

	and inequality, 65, 178

	and liberal democracy of the 1900s, 5–8, 10–11

	and mass production, 120, 123–24, 157–59

	and modernization theory, 89–90

	and monopoly, 175

	and postindustrial economics, 21–23

	and postindustrial politics, 23–25, 179, 181–82

	and promotion of sciences, 115–16

	and pro-worker AI, 261, 263–65

	and public responsibility, 186

	and public service provision in democracies, 109–12

	and rise of new elite, 183–84

	segregation, 182

	and social engineering, 210–11, 213–18, 220–21, 231, 236–39, 241–42

	and successes of liberalism, 96, 105–6

	and tech sector values, 205–7

	vs. indoctrination, 137–44

	and waning solidarity, 200–201

	and working-class liberalism, 67




	Eichmann, Adolph, 245–46

	Eighth Amendment (Ireland), 69–70

	Eisenhower, Dwight, 124, 187

	Elementary Education Act, 139, 142

	Eliot, T. S., 127, 146

	employment, 121–22, 202. See also labor

	energy transition, 298–99

	Engelbart, Douglas, 179

	Engels, Friedrich, 78–80, 88

	England

	and backlash against social engineering, 240

	and dilemma of inclusion, 135–36

	English Civil War, 41–42, 49, 61, 100, 101–2

	and evolution of self-government, 101–3

	and promotion of education, 139

	and promotion of liberal science, 116

	social impact of Atlantic trade, 101

	Voltaire’s exile to, 127

	See also Britain and the United Kingdom




	Enlightenment, 34, 47, 70–71, 73–74

	equality before the law, 3–5, 58, 276

	Erasmus, 73

	European Commission, 14

	Evans, Stanton, 188

	experimentation

	and challenges of liberalism, 275, 279

	community-led, 61

	and economic growth, 64–65

	as pillar of liberalism, 26, 55–57

	and promotion of sciences, 116–17

	and social compact for liberalism, 91–92, 94

	and the social contract, 84

	and social media’s impact, 44

	and working-class liberalism, 66–67









	Fair Labor Standards Amendments, 125

	fallibility, 26, 39–44, 55

	The Federalist Papers, 60

	Federal Meat Inspection Act, 9

	Federal Reserve, 60, 290

	Ferguson, Adam, 100

	feudalism, 100–101

	Fichte, Johann Gottlieb, 18

	Fidesz, the Alliance of Young Democrats, 1

	Finland, 179

	First Reform Act, 104, 108

	first welfare theorem, 82–83

	Fisher, Ronald, 213

	Floyd, George, 15

	Folk School Reform, 111–12

	Ford Motor Company, 95–96, 118–19, 157–58, 170

	Forster, William, 139, 142

	Fortas, Abe, 275

	Foucault, Michel, 50

	Fourth Lateran Council, 227

	France

	and backlash against social engineering, 240

	and challenges of liberalism, 11

	and conceptions of liberty, 101

	and dilemma of ignorance, 142

	and dilemma of inclusion, 132

	and dilemmas of social change, 150

	and evolution of self-government, 103

	and impact of digital technologies, 178

	and liberal democracy of the 1900s, 7

	and mass production, 121

	and social engineering, 221




	Francis, pope, 248–49

	Francis, Samuel, 194–95

	French Revolution, 77–78, 81, 100, 103, 105

	Friedman, Milton, 175

	Fukuyama, Francis, 1, 2

	Funeral Oration (Cicero), 72

	Fürstenberg, Carl Egon von, 140






	Galileo Galilei, 41, 115

	gay marriage, 92, 149, 204

	gender equality, 7, 14–15, 282

	General Motors, 118–20, 170

	General Social Survey, 149

	general will, 71, 74, 76–80, 87–88, 91, 125, 142, 147–48, 216, 276

	geocentrism, 40, 48

	Germany

	and backlash against social engineering, 240–41

	and Catholic punishment of heresy, 223

	and challenges of liberalism, 15, 278, 282, 287

	and dilemma of inclusion, 135, 137

	and evolution of self-government, 104

	and impact of digital technologies, 178–79

	and labor union power, 192

	and liberal democracy of the 1900s, 7

	and mass production, 121




	Gettysburg Address, 280, 293

	Gilder, George, 204

	Gingrich, Newt, 195

	globalization, 151–52, 155–56, 177, 299

	Glorious Revolution, 42, 102–3

	Golden Rule, 74, 80

	Goldwater, Barry, 175

	Gore, Al, 204

	Graham, Mershell Cunningham, 95–97, 119–20

	Great Depression, 110–11, 186–87

	Great Society, 95

	Greece, 17, 34, 40, 100

	Gregory IX, pope, 223

	Guizot, François, 140






	Haber, Fritz, 52

	Habsburg Empire, 105

	Hard Hat Riot, 191

	Harrison, William, 99

	Hart, Gary, 204

	Hayek, Friedrich, 33, 40, 45, 51, 70, 84–86, 175, 256–58

	Head Start, 123

	health care, 7–8, 11–12, 105–6, 109, 261, 263–65. See also public health

	heliocentrism, 41, 48–50

	Helvétius, Claude-Adrien, 112

	Henry VIII, King of England, 98

	Hill-Burton Act, 8

	Hindu culture, 276–77

	Hinton, Geoffrey, 42

	Hitler, Adolf, 17

	Hobbes, Thomas, 36, 41–42, 74–75, 108

	Holmes, Oliver Wendell, Sr., 183–84

	homosexuality, 149, 151, 190

	Hooke, Robert, 115

	Hugo, Victor, 128

	Huguenots, 132

	Humboldt, Wilhelm von, 33, 50

	Hume, David, 48, 69, 91, 100

	Humphrey, Hubert, 186

	Huneric, King of the Vandals, 226

	Huntington, Samuel, 89–90

	Hus, Jan, 98–99

	Hutcheson, Francis, 100

	Hutterites, 277–78






	Ibn Saud, Muhammad, 228

	Icahn, Carl, 154

	identity politics, 3, 14, 194, 281

	Illinois Supreme Court, 275

	immigrants and immigration

	and backlash against social engineering, 241

	and challenges of liberalism, 11, 14–15, 276–78

	and dilemma of ignorance, 141

	and dilemma of inclusion, 132–37

	and dilemmas of social change, 149–51

	Immigration Commission, 134

	and inclusion principle in, 129

	and liberal democracy of the 1900s, 8

	pathway to citizenship, 293

	and postindustrial politics, 24, 25

	and shifts in working-class politics, 195

	and social divisions based on education, 204

	and tech-sector values, 206

	and Trump’s political rhetoric, 271–72, 291–92

	and working-class liberalism, 291–95, 298




	imperial examination system (keju), 231–34

	India, 38, 221–22, 282, 291

	Indigenous people, 46, 114

	individual rights and freedoms, 3, 17, 26, 33, 80–84, 97–101

	indoctrination, 18, 137–44, 146–47, 210–11, 214–15, 218, 240

	industrial compact

	and challenges of liberalism, 284

	and deindustrialization, 170

	and demand for labor, 165

	and impact of automation, 163

	and mass production, 117, 122

	and nondomination principle, 126

	and pro-worker AI, 261, 267

	and shared prosperity, 259

	and successes of liberalism, 97

	and tensions of postindustrial economy, 154–57




	industrialization

	effects of deindustrialization, 170–71

	and evolution of self-government, 104–5

	and modernization theory, 89

	and postindustrial economics, 21, 22

	and the social contract, 83–84

	and social engineering, 235

	and value of collective knowledge, 53–54




	Industrial Revolution, 8, 53, 162

	Industry 4.0, 178–79

	inequality, 22, 25, 52, 65, 111, 160, 175–77, 299

	information centralization, 256–61

	Innocent III, pope, 223, 227

	Inquisition, 228

	internet, 263. See also social media

	Interstate Commerce Commission, 124

	intolerance, 18, 129–30, 147, 204, 277

	“invisible hand” of the market, 81–83, 87

	Ireland, 69–70, 79, 91–92, 136, 240, 272–73

	Islam, 24, 228–31

	Italy, 12, 101

	Ivy League schools, 24, 161, 193






	James II, King of England, 49

	Japan, 7, 11, 179

	Jefferson, Thomas, 101, 103–4, 130, 140, 145, 218

	Jenner, Edward, 34

	Jesuits, 227

	Jews and Judaism, 132, 151

	Jim Crow, 124–25

	Jobs, Steve, 206

	John, King of England, 131

	John Carlson Lecture, 212

	Johnson, Lyndon B., 95, 123–25, 133, 186–87, 191, 193

	Johnson, Simon, 53

	The Jungle (Sinclair), 8






	Kafka, Franz, 60, 219

	Kamenev, Lev, 219

	Kant, Immanuel, 73–74, 86, 113, 142

	Karikó, Katalin, 42

	Kendi, Ibram X., 213

	Kennedy, John F., 187–88, 193

	Kennedy, Robert F., 124–25

	Kepler, Johannes, 115

	King, Martin Luther, Jr., 124–25

	Konrad von Marburg, 223, 228

	Korean War, 191

	Kranzberg’s first law, 268–69

	Kuhn, Thomas, 49

	Ku Klux Klan, 123, 133

	Kurdish people, 240

	Kuwait, 90






	labor

	and dilemma of inclusion, 135

	and the Industrial Revolution, 53

	labor shortages, 134

	and liberal democracy of the 1900s, 7

	and mass production, 117–20, 122

	and nondomination principle, 126

	and postindustrial economics, 20–21

	shifts in working class politics, 191–96

	and successes of liberalism, 96

	and U.S. manufacturing trends, 159

	and working-class liberalism, 273–74

	See also unions




	Labour Party (Norway), 111–12

	Labour Party (Britain), 109, 111–12, 192

	Laffoy, Mary, 69

	Langton, Stephen, Archbishop of Canterbury, 131

	Lanier, Jarom, 243

	Latin America, 105, 107

	Lefebvre de La Barre, François-Jean, 129

	Leibniz, Gottfried Wilhelm, 115

	Le Pen, Marine, 152

	A Letter Concerning Toleration (Locke), 131, 145

	Levant Company, 89

	Levellers, 42, 49, 100

	Liberal Party (Britain), 112

	libertarianism, 58, 204–5, 276

	Licklider, J. C. R., 243, 250, 263

	Lincoln, Abraham, 133, 214, 280–81, 293

	Locke, John

	and conceptions of liberty, 100

	and dilemma of ignorance, 142

	and dilemma of inclusion, 131

	and dilemma of intolerance, 145

	and evolution of self-government, 102

	and popular sovereignty concept, 41–42

	and the social contract, 70, 73, 75–76, 81–82




	Lovett, Frank, 58

	Lowrey, Kathleen, 214

	Luther, Martin, 98, 228






	Machiavelli, Niccolo, 73, 74

	Madison, James, 60, 101

	Magna Carta, 131

	mandarin class, 24, 231–32

	Mann, Horace, 141, 143

	manufacturing, 157–62, 164, 173. See also mass production

	Mao Tse-tung, 209, 219

	Marcuse, Herbert, 127, 146

	markets, 17, 45–46, 81, 122, 204

	marriage rates, 173

	Married Women’s Property Act, 114

	Marsilius of Padua, 74

	Marx, Karl, 19, 77–80, 88

	Marxism, 3, 110–12

	mass production, 17, 21, 97, 117–25, 157, 163. See also manufacturing

	Matrimonial Causes Act, 114

	McCarthyism, 155

	Medicare and Medicaid, 123

	meritocracy, 205

	Middle Ages, 52, 99–100, 224

	middle classes, 54, 83–84, 96, 99, 101, 108, 110, 112, 119, 184, 289

	Middle East, 89, 149, 230

	Milgram, Stanley, 245–47

	Mill, John Stuart, 271

	and dilemma of ignorance, 143

	and dilemma of subjugated peoples, 113–14

	and evolution of self-government, 104

	on fallibility, 40

	and the social contract, 70–71, 73, 81–82

	on tyranny of the majority, 18

	and value of collective knowledge, 50




	Miller, Arthur, 197

	Mills, C. Wright, 184

	Milton, John, 28

	Ming dynasty, 232

	Mises, Ludwig von, 175

	modernization theory, 89–90

	Mohammed, prophet, 229

	monopolies, 83, 155, 173–75, 287–88

	Montagu, Edward Wortley, 34–35, 48

	Montagu, Mary Wortley, 33–34

	Montesquieu, 60, 70, 100

	mRNA vaccines, 42

	Mughal Empire, 276–77

	Muhammad ibn Abd al-Wahhab, 228

	Muhammad ibn Musa al-Khwarizmi, 254

	multiculturalism, 278–79

	multinational corporations, 299

	Muslims, 34, 38, 150, 277, 278

	Mussolini, Benito, 17






	Nader, Ralph, 183

	Nagy, Imre, 1

	The Narrow Corridor (Acemoglu and Robinson), 37, 108

	National Constituent Assembly (France), 101

	National Environmental Policy Act, 13

	National Historic Preservation Act, 13

	Native Americans, 33

	natural rights, 57

	Nazism, 17, 152, 246–47, 275, 277

	negative liberty, 71

	neo-Confucianism, 231–32

	Netherlands, 52, 101, 179

	neural networks, 42. See also artificial intelligence (AI)

	New Deal

	influence on Swedish Social Democratic Party, 110

	and labor-capital balance, 20

	and labor union power, 191–92

	and mass production, 122–23

	and meaning of liberalism, 3

	and nondomination principle, 126

	and shifting cultural attitudes, 190

	and shifting scope of public responsibility, 184–87

	and shifting working-class politics, 193–94




	Newell Company, 154

	New Hampshire Freedom Summit, 271

	New Model Army, 49, 61, 100

	New Testament, 225

	Newton, Isaac, 115

	New York City, 7, 10

	Nicene Creed, 225–26

	Nineteen Eighty-Four (Orwell), 139, 219, 240

	Ninety-Five Theses (Luther), 228

	Nixon, Richard, 187, 194, 195

	Nobel Prize, 42

	nondomination

	and mass production, 125

	as pillar of liberal democracy, 26, 27, 58–64

	and social compact for liberalism, 94

	and the social contract, 71, 86–88

	and successes of liberalism, 126

	vs. noninterference, 84–87

	and working-class liberalism, 67




	noninterference, 58, 81–83, 86–87

	Northern Song dynasty, 232

	Northern Wei dynasty, 232

	Norton, Caroline, 114

	Norway, 109–12, 178–79






	Obama, Barack, 271

	Occupy Wall Street movement, 203

	offshoring of jobs, 11, 22, 169, 172, 177, 183

	On Liberty (Mill), 40, 50, 81

	On the Origin of Species (Wallace), 41

	On the Revolutions of the Celestial Spheres (Copernicus), 41

	Oration of Voltaire (Hugo), 128

	Orbán, Viktor Mihály, 1–2

	Orwell, George, 139, 219, 221, 240

	Ottoman Empire, 34–35, 89, 229, 240






	Page, Larry, 250–51

	Paine, Thomas, 100, 113

	Pankhurst, Emmeline, 114

	Park Chung Hee, 106

	Parks, Rosa, 124

	Parliament (Britain), 76, 100, 108

	Pashtuns, 37–38

	patents, 116

	Paul, Saint, 224

	Peirce, Charles Sanders, 39–40, 42, 57, 209, 238

	Peloponnesian War, 72

	A People’s History of the United States (Zinn), 214, 281

	Pericles, 72

	Pettit, Philip, 58–59, 63

	Pew Research Center, 4, 10

	Planck, Max, 49

	plate tectonics, 42, 49

	Plato, 18, 40, 218

	polder model (Dutch), 52

	political economy

	and dilemma of subjugated peoples, 114

	and evolution of self-government, 102

	and the industrial compact, 156

	of inequality, 175–77

	and influence of tech companies, 259–60

	and mass production, 122, 125

	and nondomination principle, 126

	and postindustrial politics, 179

	and public service provision in democracies, 108–9, 112

	and the social contract, 84

	and successes of liberalism, 97–98

	and tensions inherent in liberalism, 89–91




	Popper, Karl, 39, 146, 149

	popular sovereignty, 49, 75, 81, 101–2

	postindustrial economics, 16–17, 19–23, 25–26, 154–55, 165–69, 204–7

	postindustrial politics, 23–26, 179–80

	postindustrial social engineering, 216–17, 221, 235–39, 241, 253

	Powell, Enoch, 135–36

	Power and Progress (Johnson), 53

	Price, Richard, 100, 104

	Priestley, Joseph, 103

	Professional Air Traffic Controllers Organization, 177

	property rights, 56–57, 75–76, 81, 114

	Protestantism, 132, 135, 228

	Proudhon, Pierre-Joseph, 223

	pro-worker AI, 259, 261–68, 282, 284–85, 287–88, 291, 299

	Prussia, 140

	Ptolemy, Claudius, 40–41

	public health, 7–8, 49, 51, 138. See also health care

	public services, 5–6, 8, 11–12, 97, 106, 108–13, 273, 288–91, 294

	Pure Food and Drug Act, 8

	Putnam, Robert, 199–200

	Pythagoras, 40






	Qadiri Creed, 230

	Qing dynasty, 218

	Quran, 228–29






	race and racial dynamics, 7, 14–15, 123–24, 135–36

	Rainsborough, Thomas, 100

	Rawls, John, 79, 92

	Reagan, Ronald, 108, 123, 175–77

	redistribution

	and British class politics, 83–84

	and challenges of liberalism, 17, 288–89

	and dilemma of inclusion, 135

	and influence of tech companies, 259

	and nondomination vs. noninterference, 27, 62–64, 85–86

	and political economy of inequality, 176

	and postindustrial social engineering, 236

	and tech-sector values, 205

	and value of collective knowledge, 54

	and working-class liberalism, 67, 292




	Reform Act of 1867, 108–9

	refugees, 293–94

	Renaissance, 73, 101

	Republican Party (U.S.), 4, 192, 195–96, 198, 203–4

	Republic of Letters, 47, 50

	Respect for Marriage Act, 92

	Rhee, Syngman, 106

	Ricardo, David, 153, 162

	right to exit communities, 273, 276–78, 293

	The Road to Serfdom (Hayek), 85

	Robespierre, Maximilien, 77

	Robinson, James, 37, 108

	robots, 22, 158, 163. See also automation

	Roman Empire, 225–26

	Roman Republic, 58, 72–73, 98, 100–101, 130, 224

	Ronson, Jon, 244

	Roosevelt, Franklin Delano, 20, 87, 106–7, 186–88

	Rousseau, Jean-Jacques, 71, 74, 76–77, 79–80, 86, 88, 130, 142, 148, 276

	Rumbold, Richard, 101–2

	Rush, Benjamin, 113, 141

	Russian Empire, 105






	Sacco, Justine, 243–44, 248, 252

	same-sex marriage, 92, 149, 204

	Sandel, Michael, 181, 200

	Sanders, Bernie, 193

	Sarkozy, Nicolas, 137

	sati, 276–77

	Saudi Arabia, 90, 228–29

	Scandinavia, 7, 20, 87–88, 109, 112, 122, 126

	scientific advance, 48–50, 55, 97, 115, 126, 260. See also technology

	Scorpions, 1, 2

	Scotland, 240

	Scott, James C., 25, 209, 217, 222, 234–35

	Seeing Like a State (Scott), 25

	Seekers, 42

	segregation, 124–25, 132, 173, 182, 186, 196–97

	self-government

	and challenges of liberalism, 291

	and dilemmas of social change, 148

	and meaning of liberalism, 3

	and nondomination principle, 58–64, 126

	as pillar of liberal democracy, 26–29

	and social compact for liberalism, 91, 94

	and the social contract, 80

	and successes of liberalism, 97, 101–7

	and tech-sector values, 206

	and working-class liberalism, 67




	Seljuks, 229–31

	Seneca, Lucius Annaeus, 72–73

	“Shackled Leviathan,” 108–9, 112–13

	shared prosperity

	in African cultures, 247–48

	and challenges of liberalism, 273, 283–88

	and elements of democracy, 5

	and influence of tech companies, 259

	and liberal democracy of the 1900s, 6–7

	and pro-worker AI, 261

	and tech-sector values, 207

	and tensions of postindustrial economy, 154

	and working-class liberalism, 294




	sharia law, 277–78

	Shays’s Rebellion, 140–41

	Sherman, John, 174

	Sidney, Algernon, 61, 95, 100, 126

	Silicon Valley, 23–24, 202, 205–6, 244, 284

	Sinclair, Upton, 8

	Skinner, Quentin, 58

	slavery, ix, 17–18, 130

	smallpox, 33–34

	Smirnova, Tamara Mikhailovna, 223

	Smith, Adam, 70–71, 73, 81–83, 87, 100, 113, 116

	social contract

	and challenges of liberalism, 277, 279, 289

	conceit of, 74–80

	described, 36

	and dilemmas of social change, 148

	and Enlightenment philosophy, 70–71, 73–74

	and freedom from economic servitude, 87–88

	for liberalism, 91–94

	and nondomination vs. noninterference, 84–87

	and political economy, 89–91

	and Roman Republic, 72–73

	social compact for liberalism, 91–94

	social liberty vs. individual freedom, 80–84

	and working-class liberalism, 294, 300




	Social Democrats (Sweden), 282

	social engineering

	backlash against, 240–42

	and Catholicism, 223–28

	and challenges of liberalism, 18–19, 277, 279, 289

	and China’s Cultural Revolution, 209–11

	and Chinese imperial examinations, 231–34

	and cultural politics, 211–15

	and dilemma of ignorance, 139

	and dilemma of intolerance, 146–47

	and dilemmas of social change, 149

	and indoctrination, 218–19

	and Islam, 228–31

	key elements of, 234–35

	and legibility, 222–23

	and mass production, 125

	and nondomination principle, 59

	and postindustrial politics, 24–26, 235–39

	and social compact for liberalism, 94

	and the social contract, 71, 88

	and social divisions based on education, 202

	and social media algorithms, 253–54

	supply and demand for, 220–22

	and tech-sector values, 207

	and thought policing, 215–16

	and working-class liberalism, 28, 67, 294, 300




	Socialist Education Movement, 210

	social knowledge and learning, 26, 43, 44–48, 49–51, 66, 85, 249, 258, 279

	social media, 14, 44, 54, 176, 193, 214, 242–45, 249, 251–52, 268, 295–96

	social safety net, 63, 122

	Social Security, 122–23, 187

	soft communitarianism, 27, 66, 93

	solidarity

	and backlash against social engineering, 241

	and challenges of liberalism, 273–74

	and community norms, 245

	and dilemma of inclusion, 136

	erosion of working-class community, 199–201

	and mass production, 118

	and postindustrial economics, 21

	and postindustrial politics, 26

	Sandel on, 181

	and shifting scope of public responsibility, 186

	and tech-sector values, 206

	and U.S. manufacturing trends, 159

	and working-class liberalism, 293, 295, 297




	Song dynasty, 232

	Southern Democrats (“Dixiecrats”), 186, 190, 195

	South Korea, 106

	Soviet Union, 2, 117, 219–20, 223, 240, 256

	Stalin, Joseph, 17, 219

	Stasi, 220

	STEM (science, technology, engineering, and mathematics), 161

	Stock, Kathleen, 214

	The Subjection of Women (Mill), 113

	Sui dynasty, 231–32

	Sweden, 20, 109–11, 178–79, 281–82

	Sweeney, Sydney, 253

	Sybil (Disraeli), 109






	Taft-Hartley Act, 20, 186, 192

	Taiwan, 106

	Tang dynasty, 232

	taxation, 57–58, 103, 266, 278, 286, 288–89, 292, 299

	technology, 53, 116, 121–22, 126, 157, 177–79, 196, 204–7, 268–69, 283, 285

	Teutonic wars, 226

	Thatcher, Margaret, 175–77

	Thelwall, John, 159

	A Theory of Justice (Rawls), 79

	The Theory of Moral Sentiments (Smith), 73, 81–82

	thought policing

	and backlash against social engineering, 240, 242

	and Catholic Church, 227–28

	and challenges of liberalism, 276

	and China’s Cultural Revolution, 210, 215–16

	and indoctrination, 218–19

	and Muslim culture, 230–31

	and postindustrial politics, 24

	and pro-worker AI, 265

	and social engineering, 220–22, 235, 238–39

	and social media algorithms, 248, 250–53

	and working-class liberalism, 295




	Tinker, Mary Beth, 275

	Tocqueville, Alexis de, 6, 9, 35, 81, 104, 283

	tolerance, 87, 127, 144–47, 276

	Touraine, Alain, 19

	Treatise on Tolerance (Voltaire), 129

	Treaty of Detroit, 118

	The Trial (Kafka), 60, 219

	Trilling, Lionel, 181, 188

	Trotsky, Leon, 219

	Truman, Harry, 192

	Trump, Donald J., 197, 238, 248–49, 254, 271, 291

	Turkey, 107, 137

	Tyndale, William, 98–99

	tyranny of the majority, 18, 71, 73






	Ukraine, 223

	ulema, 24, 230–31

	unions, 53, 118, 157, 159, 192, 273–74. See also labor

	United Auto Workers, 118, 183

	United Kingdom. See Britain and the United Kingdom

	United States

	and challenges of liberalism, 4, 11, 29, 277–78, 280, 282, 286, 289, 291

	and dilemma of ignorance, 140, 142–43

	and dilemma of subjugated peoples, 113

	and evolution of self-government, 104

	growth-fueled inequality, 65

	and postindustrial politics, 23

	and promotion of sciences, 116

	and same-sex marriage, 92

	and segregation by education level, 197




	United States Employment Service, 120

	U.S. Congress, 4, 114, 134

	U.S. Constitution, 140–41

	“The Use of Knowledge in Society” (Hayek), 256

	U.S. House of Representatives, 195

	U.S. Supreme Court, 4, 275






	vaccination, 34–35, 50, 138

	Vance, J. D., 253–54

	Venezuela, 36

	Vidal, Gore, 155

	Vietnam War, 191

	Vikings, 69

	Voltaire, 18, 127–28, 132, 144–46, 149

	Voting Rights Act of 1965, 124






	wages, 9–10, 20, 53, 96, 121–22, 156–57, 160–61, 164, 261

	Wagner Act, 186, 192

	Wahhabism, 228–29

	Wales, 136, 240

	Wallace, Alfred Russel, 41

	Walras, Léon, 82

	Walzer, Michael, 274

	wealth inequality, 10, 22, 164

	The Wealth of Nations (Smith), 81–82

	Wegener, Alfred, 42

	Weissman, Drew, 42

	welfare state, 9, 21

	Whiskey Rebellion, 140–41

	Why Liberalism Failed (Deneen), 16

	Wilson, Woodrow, 114

	Winterson, Jeanette, 271, 274–75

	Winthrop, John, 133

	Wolff, Robert Paul, 145

	Wollstonecraft, Mary, 114

	women’s rights, 113–14, 282

	working classes, 21, 28–29, 66–67, 83–84, 191–96, 198, 278, 281, 294

	World Trade Organization (WTO), 169

	World War I, 52, 114, 240–41 World War II

	and backlash against social engineering, 241

	and demand for labor, 163

	and evolution of liberal democracy, 6

	and labor union power, 191

	and mass production, 121

	and postindustrial politics, 179

	and public service provision in democracies, 109

	and rise of new elite, 184

	and shifting scope of public responsibility, 186–87

	and Soviet social engineering, 235

	successes of liberalism following, 98




	Wycliffe, John, 98–99






	Yellen, Janet, 169






	Zinn, Howard, 214, 281

	Zinn Education Project, 214

	Zinovyev, Grigory, 219

	Zuckerberg, Mark, 251–52





ops/images/9781805228660.jpg
From the Nobel Prize-winning
co-author of Why Nations Fail

Daron Acemoglu

What I
Happened B
toLiberal N
Democracy?

Remaking a Politics
of Shared Prosperity






ops/images/line.jpg





ops/images/common.jpg





ops/images/logo.jpg
\

Profile Books





ops/text/nav.xhtml




Contents





		Cover



		Title Page



		Copyright



		Dedication



		Contents



		Chapter 1: Liberal Democracy in Crisis



		The Meaning of Liberalism



		“Democracy and Proper Drains”



		Promises Broken



		Has Liberalism Failed Because It Has Succeeded?



		Postindustrial Economics



		Postindustrial Politics



		“Walk the Streets as Other Men”



		The Call of Liberalism



		The Plan for the Rest of the Book









		Chapter 2: Why Liberalism?



		Community and Freedom



		Premise I: Fallibility



		Premise II: Social Learning in Community



		Premise III: Gentle Epistemic Improvement



		Premise IV: Desirability of Collective Knowledge



		Pillar I: Vitality of Experimentation



		Pillar II: Nondomination and Self-Government



		Pillar III: Economic Growth



		Pillar IV: Soft Communitarianism



		Working- Class Liberalism









		Chapter 3: Liberalism Without Social Contract



		Liberalism and Community



		“Man Loses by Social Contract His Natural Liberty”



		The Conceit of Social Contract



		No Free Lunch for Liberalism



		Nondomination Versus Noninterference



		“Freedom from Economic Servitude”



		Who Is Afraid of Liberty?



		Social Compact for Liberalism









		Chapter 4: Liberal Success



		Individual Freedoms



		Self- Government



		Public Services



		Imagining an End to Subjugation



		Liberal Science



		Gifts of Mass Production



		No “Dependence on the Will of Another”









		Chapter 5: Liberalism’s Dilemmas



		A Whiff of Hypocrisy



		Education or Indoctrination?



		Tolerating the Intolerant



		“The General Will Is Always Just”



		Dilemmas of a Changing World









		Chapter 6: Pathway to Crisis



		The Industrial Compact



		The Manufacturing Anchor



		“No Demand for Labour”



		Cost Disease and Manual Work



		“Chinese Imports Decimating U.S. Industries”



		The New Geography of Jobs



		Monopoly



		Political Economy of Inequality



		Choice and Necessity in Technology



		Toward Postindustrial Politics









		Chapter 7: Postindustrial Politics



		The Rise of a New Elite



		“A Change in the Scope of Public Responsibility”



		Politics Shifts Shape



		The Working Class, Abandoned



		“How Can the Polls Be Neck and Neck?”



		Waning Solidarity



		A Cultural Denominator



		Tech- Sector Values









		Chapter 8: Social Engineering



		A Softer Straitjacket



		“A New Cultural Unity”



		“War Is Peace”



		Supply and Demand for Social Engineering



		“Reconstruct Society on an Imaginary Plan”



		Catholic Engineering



		The Ulema Forbid the Wrong



		The Power of the Exam



		Social Engineering Zeal



		Postindustrial Social Engineering



		Backlash









		Chapter 9: Liberalism in the Age of Algorithms



		“Puppets Controlled by the Strings of Society”



		The Algorithmic Cage



		The Business of Thought Policing



		The Circle Tightens



		Algorithms and Artificial Intelligence



		Information Centralization



		Can AI Help Human Learning?



		Pro- Worker AI



		Redirecting Technology









		Chapter 10: Working-Class Liberalism



		Challenge 1: Community Values



		Challenge 2: Freedom Versus Community



		Challenge 3: Building Voice and Citizenship



		Challenge 4: Shared Prosperity in Postindustrial Society



		Challenge 5: Drains for the Twenty-First Century



		Immigrant Battles



		New Difficulties and Opportunities



		A Working-Class Liberalism for the Future









		Acknowledgments



		Bibliographic Essay



		Sources and References by Chapter



		Bibliography



		Index











Landmarks





		Cover



		Praise for What Happened to Liberal Democracy?



		Also By Daron AcemogLu



		Title Page



		Copyright



		Dedication



		Contents



		Start of Content



		Acknowledgments



		Bibliography



		Index











Page List





		i



		ii



		iii



		iv



		v



		vi



		vii



		viii



		ix



		x



		xi



		xii



		1



		2



		3



		4



		5



		6



		7



		8



		9



		10



		11



		12



		13



		14



		15



		16



		17



		18



		19



		20



		21



		22



		23



		24



		25



		26



		27



		28



		29



		30



		31



		32



		33



		34



		35



		36



		37



		38



		39



		40



		41



		42



		43



		44



		45



		46



		47



		48



		49



		50



		51



		52



		53



		54



		55



		56



		57



		58



		59



		60



		61



		62



		63



		64



		65



		66



		67



		68



		69



		70



		71



		72



		73



		74



		75



		76



		77



		78



		79



		80



		81



		82



		83



		84



		85



		86



		87



		88



		89



		90



		91



		92



		93



		94



		95



		96



		97



		98



		99



		100



		101



		102



		103



		104



		105



		106



		107



		108



		109



		110



		111



		112



		113



		114



		115



		116



		117



		118



		119



		120



		121



		122



		123



		124



		125



		126



		127



		128



		129



		130



		131



		132



		133



		134



		135



		136



		137



		138



		139



		140



		141



		142



		143



		144



		145



		146



		147



		148



		149



		150



		151



		152



		153



		154



		155



		156



		157



		158



		159



		160



		161



		162



		163



		164



		165



		166



		167



		168



		169



		170



		171



		172



		173



		174



		175



		176



		177



		178



		179



		180



		181



		182



		183



		184



		185



		186



		187



		188



		189



		190



		191



		192



		193



		194



		195



		196



		197



		198



		199



		200



		201



		202



		203



		204



		205



		206



		207



		208



		209



		210



		211



		212



		213



		214



		215



		216



		217



		218



		219



		220



		221



		222



		223



		224



		225



		226



		227



		228



		229



		230



		231



		232



		233



		234



		235



		236



		237



		238



		239



		240



		241



		242



		243



		244



		245



		246



		247



		248



		249



		250



		251



		252



		253



		254



		255



		256



		257



		258



		259



		260



		261



		262



		263



		264



		265



		266



		267



		268



		269



		270



		271



		272



		273



		274



		275



		276



		277



		278



		279



		280



		281



		282



		283



		284



		285



		286



		287



		288



		289



		290



		291



		292



		293



		294



		295



		296



		297



		298



		299



		300



		301



		302



		303



		304



		305



		306



		307



		308



		309



		310



		311



		312



		313



		314



		315



		316



		317



		318



		319



		320



		321



		322



		323



		324



		325



		326



		327



		328



		329



		330



		331



		332



		333



		334



		335



		336



		337



		338



		339



		340



		341



		342



		343



		344



		345



		346



		347



		348



		349



		350



		351



		352



		353



		354



		355



		356



		357



		358



		359



		360



		361



		362



		363



		364



		365



		366



		367



		368



		369



		370



		371



		372



		373



		374



		375



		376



		377



		378



		379



		380



		381



		382



		383



		384



		385



		386



		387



		388



		389



		390



		391



		392



		393



		394



		395



		396



		397



		398



		399



		400



		401



		402



		403



		404











